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Ralph King Anderson, I1I, Chief Administrative Law Judge
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Joel D. Barber, Appellant.
V.

South Carolina Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation,

par Respondent.
Real Estate Commission, p

NOTICE OF APPEAL

* ok ok

Joel D. Barber appeals from the July 16, 2026 Order of Dismissal, as amended by the August 6, 2026
Amended Order of Dismissal, and from the August 6, 2026 Order Denying Motion for Rehearing,
entered by the Honorable Ralph King Anderson, I1I, Chief Administrative Law Judge.

Appellant received a copy of the August 6, 2026 Order Denying Motieg for Rehearing on August 9,

2026.
Joel D. Barber. pellant, Pro Se
964 Bluffvi rive
Myrtle Beath, South Carolina 29579

Date: X/// ?/ , 2026
(843) 655-2979

joelbarberrealestate@gmail.com

Other Counsel of Record:

Katherine Landess

Office of General Counsel

South Carolina Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation
P.O. Box 11329

Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1329

(803) 896-4300

katherine.landess@llr.sc.gov

Attorney for Respondent





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

L
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Joel D. Barber, Appellant.
V.

South Carolina Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation,

Real Estate Commission, Respondent.

TIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on gf} (7} , 2026, I served a true and correct copy of the
foregoing Notice of Appeal fro Adlmmstratlve Tribunal upon the agency, the South Carolina
Administrative Law Court, and counsel for Respondent as follows:

Agency Administrative Law Court

South Carolina Department of Labor, Clerk of Court

Licensing and Regulation South Carolina Administrative Law Court
Real Estate Commission 1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 224

110 Centerview Drive : Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Columbia, South Carolina 29210

Counsel for Respondent Method of Service:

Katherine Landess U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, and electronic mail
Office of General Counsel where an email address is listed.

South Carolina Department of Labor,
Licensing and Regulaie
P.0. Box 11329
Columbia, South ({arolina 29211-1329
katherine.landess(@

Joel D. Barber, Appelldnt, Pro





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Joel D. Barber, Docket No. 26-ALJ-11-0068-AP
Appellant,
V. ORDER OF DISMISSAL

South Carolina Department of Labor,
Licensing and Regulation, Real Estate

Respondent.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (Court) pursuant to an
appeal filed by Joel D. Barber (Appellant) on March 4, 2026. Appellant appeals the February 9,
2026 decision of the South Carolina Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation, Real Estate
Commission (Department) in which the Department revoked his real estate license and issued a
civil penalty of five thousand ($5,000) dollars for each violation for a total of fifteen thousand
($15,000) dollars.

Appellant then filed a Notice of Appeal with this Court. The case was assigned on March
6,2026. On April 20, 2026, the Department filed the Record on Appeal. Then, on May 27, 2026,
the Court received a binder of documents from Appellant. On June 4, 2026, the Department filed
a response to Appellant’s Motion to Stay and, on June 8, 2026, Appellant filed a reply. However,
the Court had not previously received a Motion to Stay from Appellant. As a result, the Court sent
an email to the parties inquiring about the filing of the Motion to Stay. However, Appellant did

not respond to the Court’s letter.'

" The Court notes that Appellant eventually submitted a Motion to Stay on July 7, 2026. However, the document

did not include a docket number, an original signature or contact information for Appellant. Rule 6, SCALCR
(providing that all documents filed with the Court shall contain an original signature and contain caption, docket
number, and name, address, phone, and email of the person who prepared the document). Additionally, Appellant did
not include the required filing fee nor a proof of service. Rule 4(B), SCALCR (providing any document filed with
the Court shall be accompanied by a proof of service of such document...); Rule 7, SCALCR (providing that all
motions must be accompanied by a filing fee as provided in Rule 71); see Rule 34, SCALCR (providing all motions
shall comply with Rule 7); Rule 71(D), SCALCR (providing the schedule of filing fees for Motions that are filed with
the Court). Since the Motion was not properly filed, it will not be considered by the Court,
FILED
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Thereafter, on June 22, 2026, the Department filed its brief. While the Department
addresses arguments made by Appellant, the Court did not rececive a copy of Appellant’s brief.
Therefore, the Court sent a letter to the parties requesting both provide a response informing the
Court whether Appellant served his bricf on the Department and this Court. On July 7, 2026,
Appellant submitted a response, alleging he served and filed his brief by mail on May 20, 2026.2
Included with his response were copies of a USPS mailing receipt dated May 20, 2026, tracking
information showing delivery on May 26, 2026, a copy of an email from the Court on May 26,
2026, indicating receipt of documents and, a copy of a sixty-four (64) page document titled
Appellant’s brief.

Importantly, Rule 37(A) of the Rules of Procedure for the Administrative Law Court
(SCALC Rules) provides, in relevant part: “[t]he party first noticing the appeal shall file an original
and one copy of its brief with the Court within thirty (30) days after the filing of the Record on
Appeal.” Rule 38, SCALCR, further provides, in relevant part, “[u]pon motion of any party, or
on its own motion, an administrative law judge may dismiss an appeal or resolve the appeal
adversely to the offending party for failure to comply with any of the rules of procedure for
appeals.”

Here, the Record on Appeal was filed on April 20, 2026; therefore, Appellant’s brief was
due on or before May 20, 2026. While the Court received documents from Appellant on May 26,
2026, those documents did not include an Appellant bricf. Moreover, the brief that Appellant
subsequently provided on July 7, 2026, exceeded the thirty-page limitation and did not contain a
docket number, an original signature, contact information for Appellant or, proof of service. See
Rule 6, SCALCR (listing required content for documents filed with the Court); see Rule 37(B),
SCALCR (“Each brief shall contain: 5. a proof of service of the brief on all parties of record)
(emphasis added); Rule 37(A), SCALCR (“[t]he principal briefs shall not exceed thirty (30) pages
and the reply brief shall not exceed ten (10) pages.”).’

2 The Department submitted a response on July 7, 2026, stating that it had received Appellant’s brief on May 20,
2026.

*  Evenifthe brief was properly filed and timely submitted to the Court, the Court would not consider any arguments

past page 30. Additionally, while Appellant included the standard of review, the first thirty pages provide no other

citation to legal authority to support the conclusory assertions set forth therein, See SCALC Rule 37(B)(3) (brief

shall include issues to be argued and discussion and citation of authoity); see Potter v. Spartanburg School Dist. 7,

3955.C. 17,24,716 S.E.2d 123, 127 (Ct. App. 2011) (“An issue is deemed abandoned if the argument in the brief is

not supported by authority or is only conclusory.”). Ordinarily in such situations, the Court would consider Appellant

to have abandoned his issues. See Potter v. Spartanburg School Dist. 7, 395 8.C. 17, 24, 716 S.E.2d 123, 127 (Ct.
Page 2 of 4





Accordingly, because Appellant has failed to comply with several of the Court’s Rules of
Procedure, including the failure to timely file his brief, this matter is dismissed sua sponte.* Rule
38, SCALCR. While the Court recognizes the harsh result of this decision, it is constrained by the
rules and legal precedent in this State. See McClain v. Ingram, 314 S.C. 359, 444 S.E.2d 512
(1994).

ORDER
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that this appeal is therefore DISMISSED WITH

PREJUDICE.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Ralph King Anderson, 111
Chief Administrative Law Judge

July 16, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina

App. 2011) (“An issue is deemed abandoned if the argument in the brief is not supported by authority or is only
conclusory.”); Medical Univ. of South Carolina v. Arnaud, 360 S.C. 615, 620, 602 S.E.2d 747, 750 (2004) (finding
that issues raised by the appellant were deemed abandoned because the arguments on those issues were conclusory);
State v. Hill, 394 S.C. 280, 297, 715 S.E.2d 368, 377 (Ct. App. 2011) (considering a citation to a case “without any
analysis whatsoever as to how or why [it] applies” insufficient to preserve an issue on appeal, and thus rendering that
issue abandoned on appeal). To the extent an argument is not addressed herein, it is therefore, deemed abandoned.
Equivest Fin,, LLC v. Ravenel, 422 S.C. 499, 506, 812 S.E.2d 438, 441 (Ct. App. 2018) (“When a party provides no
legal authority regarding a particular argument, the argument is abandoned and the court will not address the merits
of the issue.”),

*  Although Appellant filed this appeal pro se, he is required to abide by the procedural rules to the same extent as

an attorney. SCALC Rule 8(A) (“A party proceeding without legal representation shall remain fully responsible for
compliance with these Rules and the Administrative Procedures Act.”); see State v. Burton, 356 S.C. 259, 265 n.5,
589 S.E2d 6, 9 n.5 (2003) (holding a pro se litigant who knowingly elects to represent himself “assumes full
responsibility for complying with substantive and procedural requirements of the law”™); Goodson v. American Bankers
Ins. Co. of Florida, 295 S.C. 400, 403, 369 S.E.2d 687, 689 (Ct. App. 1988) (“Lack of familiarity with legal
proceedings is unacceptable and the court will not hold a layman to any lesser standard than is applied to an attorney.™).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
1, Stephanie Armada, hereby certify that I have this date served this Order upon all parties

to this cause by depositing a copy hereof in the United States mail, postage paid, or by electronic

mail, to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their attorney(s).

N

Stephanie Armada
Judicial Law Clerk

July 16, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Joel D. Barber, Docket No, 26-ALJ-11-0068-AP
Appellant,
V. AMENDED ORDER OF DISMISSAL'

South Carolina Department of Labor,
Licensing and Regulation, Real Estaic

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Respondent, )
)
)

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (Court) pursuant to an
appeal filed by Joel D. Barber (Appellant) on March 4, 2026. Appellant appeals the February 9,
2026 decision of the South Carolina Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation, Real Estate
Commission (Department) in which the Department revoked his real estate license and issued a
civil penalty of five thousand (85,000) dollars for each violation for a toal of fifteen thousand
($15,000) dollars.

Appellant then filed a Notice of Appeal with this Court. The case was assigned on March
6,2026. On April 20, 2026, the Department filed the Record on Appeal. Then, on May 26, 2026,
the Court received a binder of documents from Appellant. On June 4, 2026, the Department filed
a response 1o Appellant’s Motion to Stay and, on June 8, 2026, Appellant filed a reply. However,
the Court had not previously received a Motion to Stay from Appellant. As a result, the Court sent
an email to the parties inquiring about the filing of the Motion to Stay. However, Appellant did
not respond to the Court's email.?

' This order has been amended 1o correct a clerical mistake. Rule 67, SCALCR (“clerical mistakes in orders ...
may be corrected by the administrative law judge at any time of their own initiative or on the motion of any party
s

The Court notes that Appellant eventually submitted a Motion to Stay on July 7, 2026. However, the document
did not include a docket number, an original signature or contact information for Appellant. Rule 6, SCALCR
(providing that all documents filed with the Court shall contain an original signature and contain caption, docket
number, and name, address, phone, and email of the person who prepared the document). Additionally, Appellant did
not include the required filing fee nor a proof of service. Rule 4(B), SCALCR (providing any document filed with
the Court shall be accompanied by a proof of service of such document...); Rule 7, SCALCR (providing that all
motions must be accompanicd by a filing fee as provided in Rule 71); see Rule 34, SCALCR (providing all motions
shall comply with Rule 7); Rule 71(D), SCALCR (providing the schedule of filing fees for Motions that are filed with
the Court). Since the Motion was not properly filed, it will not be considered by the Count.
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Thercafler, on June 22, 2026, the Department filed its bricl. While the Department
addresses arguments made by Appellant, the Court did not receive a copy of Appellant's brief.
Therefore, the Court sent a letter to the parties requesting both provide a response informing the
Court whether Appellant served his brief on the Department and this Court. On July 7, 2026,
Appellant submitted a response, alleging he filed his brief by mail on May 20, 2026.* Included
with his response were copies of a USPS mailing receipt dated May 20, 2026, tracking information
showing delivery on May 26, 2026, a copy of an email from the Court on May 26, 2026, indicating
receipt of documents and, a copy of a sixty-four (64) page document titled Appellant’s brief.

Importantly, Rule 37(A) of the Rules of Procedure for the Administrative Law Court
(SCALC Rules) provides, in relevant part: “[t]he party first noticing the appeal shall file an original
and one copy of its brief with the Court within thirty (30) days after the filing of the Record on
Appeal.” Rule 38, SCALCR, further provides, in relevant part, “[u]pon motion of any party, or
on its own motion, an administrative law judge may dismiss an appeal or resolve the appeal
adversely to the offending party for failure to comply with any of the rules of procedure for
appeals.”

Here, the Record on Appeal was filed on April 20, 2026; therefore, Appellant’s brief was
due on or before May 20, 2026. While the Court received documents from Appellant on May 26,
2026, those documents did not include an Appellant brief. Moreover, the brief that Appellant
subsequently provided on July 7, 2026, exceeded the thirty-page limitation and did not contain a
docket number, an original signature, contact information for Appellant or, proof of service. See
Rule 6, SCALCR (listing required content for documents filed with the Court); see Rule 37(B),
SCALCR (“Each brief shall contain: 5. a proof of service of the brief on all parties of record)
(emphasis added); Rule 37(A), SCALCR (*[t]he principal bricfs shall not exceed thirty (30) pages
and the reply brief shall not exceed ten (10) pages.”).*

' The Department submitted a response on July 7, 2026, stating that it had received Appellant’s brief on May 20,
2026,

4

Even if the brief was properly filed and timely submitted to the Court, the Court would not consider any arguments
past page 30. Additionally, while Appellant included the standard of review, the first thirty pages provide no other
citation to legal authority to support the conclusory assertions set forth therein. See SCALC Rule 37(B)(3) (brief
shall include issues 1o be argued and discussion and citation of authority); see Potter v. Spartanburg School Dist. 7,
3955.C. 17,24, 716 S.E.2d 123, 127 (Ct. App. 2011) (*An issue is deemed abandoned if the argument in the brief is
not supported by authority or is only conclusory.™). Ordinarily in such situations, the Court would consider Appellant
to have abandoned his issues. See Potter v. Spartanburg School Dist. 7, 395 S.C. 17, 24, 716 S.E.2d 123, 127 (Ct.
App. 2011) (“An issuc is deemed abandoned if the argument in the brief is not supported by authority or is only
conclusory.”); Medical Univ. of South Carolina v Arnaud, 360 $.C. 615, 620, 602 S.E.2d 747, 750 (2004) (finding
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Accordingly, because Appellant has failed to comply with several of the Court’s Rules of
Procedure, including the failure to timely file his bricf, this matter is dismissed sua sponte.® Rule
38, SCALCR. While the Court recognizes the harsh result of this decision, it is constrained by the
rules and legal precedent in this State. See McClain v. Ingram, 314 S.C. 359, 444 S.E.2d 512
(1994),

ORDER
IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED that this appeal is therefore DISMISSED WITH
PREJUDICE.
ANDIT IS SO ORDERED.

R LR A N ordersars T

Ralph King Anderson, [11
Chief Administrative Law Judge

August 6, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina

that issues raised by the appellant were deemed abandoned because the arguments on those issues were conclusory);
State v. Hill, 394 $.C. 280, 297, 715 S.E.2d 368, 377 (C1. App. 2011) (considering a citation to a case “without any
analysis whatsoever as to how or why [it] applies” insufficient to preserve an issue on appeal, and thus rendering that
issue abandoned on appeal). To the extent an argument is not addressed hercin, it is therefore, deemed abandoned.
Equivest Fin, LLC v. Ravenel, 422 5.C. 499, 506, 812 S.E.2d 438, 441 (Ct. App. 2018) (*“When a party provides no
legal authority regarding a particular argument, the argument is abandoned and the court will not address the merits
of the issue.").

* Although Appellant filed this appeal pro se, he is required to abide by the procedural rules to the same extent as
an aomey. SCALC Rule 8(A) (“A party proceeding without legal representation shall remain fully responsible for
compliance with these Rules and the Administrative Procedures Act."); see State v. Burton, 356 S.C. 259, 265 n.5,
589 S.E2d 6, 9 n.5 (2003) (holding a pro se litigant who knowingly clects to represent himself “assumes full
responsibility for complying with substantive and procedural requirements of the law™); Goodson v. American Bankers
Ins. Co. of Florida, 295 $.C. 400, 403, 369 S.E.2d 687, 689 (Ct. App. 1988) ("Lack of familiarity with legal
proceedings is unacceptable and the court will not hold a layman to any lesser standard than is applicd to an attorney.”).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
1, Stephanie Armada, hereby certify that | have this date served this Order upon all parties
to this cause by depositing a copy hereof in the United States mail, postage paid, or by electronic
mail, to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their attorney(s).

Slephm%

Judicial Law Clerk

August 6, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Joel D. Barber, ) Docket No. 26-ALJ-11-0068-AP
)
Appellant, )
)

V. ) ORDER DENYING MOTION

) FOR REHEARING

South Carolina Department of Labor, )
Licensing and Regulation, Real Estate )
)
Respondent. )
)
)

This matter comes before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)
pursuant to a Motion for Rehearing (Motion) filed by Joel D. Barber (Appellant) on July 28, 2026.
The Court originally dismissed this case on July 16, 2026 because Appellant failed to comply with
this Court’s rules. Afterwards, Appellant filed this Motion in which he asserts the Court
overlooked the “contemporaneous chain identifying, delivering, and confirming receipt of
Appellant’s Brief” and that “under Rule 4(B), the filing date is the date of mailing; the brief’s later
absence from the official file does not establish nonfiling.” He further argues that Rule 38 is
discretionary and thus requests this Court vacate its dismissal and allow him to file a corrected

brief. For the reasons that follow, Appellant’s Motion for Rehearing is denied.

Circumstantial Evidence

Appellant appears to argue that the Court overlooked or misplaced his original brief which
he alleges to have been inciuded in the package filed with the Court on May 26, 2026. Appellant
contends the timestamped photographs corroborate his attestation that his Appellant’s brief and
Motion to Stay were placed in the package delivered to the Court on May 26, 2026.! The Court
does not find that it overlooked or misplaced Appellant’s brief.

On May 26, 2026, the Court’s confirmed by email its receipt of Appellant’s package.?

However, as explained in the Court’s July 16 Order of Dismissal, the package did not include

! Attached to the Motion was an affidavit of Appellant’s account of his actions along with photographs of the
alleged contents of the package delivered to the Court on May 26, 2026. The photographs show numerous documents
gathered with four separate binder clips, two black clips that appear to be inside the binder and two on top of the
binder, one gold and one black.

2 Appellant refers to the fact that Court’s Order of Dismissal states that the Court received a binder of documents
from Appellant on May 27, 2026 when the USPS tracking indicates that the package was delivered to the Court on

04062024
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Appellant’s original brief. See Rule 37(A), SCALCR (setting forth rules for filing of briefs).
Indeed, the photographs attached to Appellant’s Motion do not portray an Appellant brief.?
Additionally, the contents of the package received by the Court do not coincide with the contents
shown in the photographs. Specifically, the package received by the Court only included one black

binder clip, not four as shown in Appellant’s photographs.

Compliance with Rule 4(B), SCALCR

Even so, Appellant asserts that since the filing date is the date of mailing, the brief’s
absence does not establish nonfiling for purpose of compliance with Rule 4(B) of the Rules of
Procedure for the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (SCALCR). In addition, Appellant
cites to Paschal v Price, 380 S.C. 419, 670 S.E.2d 374 (Ct. App 2008), to support the contention
that precedent cautions against allowing ministerial intake or docketing procedures to defeat an
otherwise timely appeal. At the outset, Appellant’s argument is nonsensical. Certainly, the Court
could never deem something filed that is never received. Moreover, in Paschal although the notice
of appeal was timely received by the circuit court, it was not accepted by the court because it was
missing a Civil Cover Sheet which, notably, is not required by statute. Conversely here, not only
is an Appellant’s brief required but, more importantly, Appellant did not timely provide an
Appellant’s brief to the Court. Rule 37(A) (“The party first noticing the appeal shall file an
original of its brief with the Court within thirty (30) days after the filing of the Record on Appeal.”
(emphasis added)).

Compliance with Court’s Rules
Appellant, however, argues that since Rule 38, SCALCR, is discretionary, the Court should

allow him to correct his brief, as opposed to dismissing his case. However, in this case, Appellant

has repeatedly disregarded this Court’s Rules. Indeed, the Court gave Appellant more than one

chance to correct his filings. First, the Court sent an email to Appellant on June 9, 2026, informing

May 26, 2026. While Appellant acknowledges that this discrepancy does not establish the contents of the package,
he asserts that it “reinforces the need to review the intake, scanning, routing, and docket history before dismissal with
prejudice is allowed to stand.” However, the Court’s reference to May 27, 2026 was merely a clerical error. In fact,
the Order of Dismissal goes on to state twice that it received Appellant’s package on May 26, 2026. Nonetheless, the
Court has amended the Order of Dismissal to correct that clerical error. Rule 67, SCALCR (“clerical mistakes in
orders ... may be corrected by the administrative law judge at any time of their own initiative or on the motion of any
party ....”).

3 Appellant contends his original brief was on top of the binder bound by the gold binder clip along with his Motion

to Stay which further asserts was bound by the black binder clip. Notably, as provided in the Court’s Order of
Dismissal, Appellant’s Motion to Stay was not included in the package. Indeed, the Court did not receive Appellant’s
Motion to Stay until July 7, 2026. Nonetheless, the Motion was not properly filed, so, the Court did not consider it.
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him that it had not received his Motion to Stay. However, the document that he subsequently filed
did not include a docket number, an original signature or contact information for Appellant, proof
of service, or the requisite filing fee. See Rule 6, SCALCR (providing that all documents filed
with the Court shall contain an original signature and contain caption, docket number, and name,
address, phone, and email of the person who prepared the document); Rule 4(B), SCALCR
(providing any document filed with the Court shall be accompanied by a proof of service of such
document...); Rule 7, SCALCR (providing that all motions must be accompanied by a filing fee
as provided in Rule 71); see Rule 34, SCALCR (providing all motions shall comply with Rule 7);
Rule 71(D), SCALCR (providing the schedule of filing fees for Moticns that are filed with the
Court). The Court also sent Appellant a letter on June 26, 2026, requesting he inform the Court
within ten days whether he served a brief. Nevertheless, here again, Appellant failed to timely
comply with the Court’s request. Significantly, this Court’s rules are not mere technicalities but

provide the parties and this Court with an orderly mechanism to facilitate appellate review.

Prejudice

Yet still, Appellant argues the Court should consider his arguments because the Department
was not prejudiced since it received and filed a response to his brief. However, even if the Court
considered Appellant’s brief, the outcome would not change. Indeed, this matter was also
dismissed because Appellant’s brief was woefully deficient. Specifically, it not only exceeded the
thirty-page limitation, but it did not contain a docket number, an original signature, contact
information for Appellant or, proof of service. See Rule 6, SCALCR (listing required content for
documents filed with the Court); see Rule 37(B), SCALCR (“Each brief shall contain: 5. a proof
of service of the brief on all parties of record) (emphasis added); Rule 37(A), SCALCR (“[t]he
principal briefs shall not exceed thirty (30) pages and the reply brief shall not exceed ten (10)
pages.”). Additionally, while Appellant included the standard of review, the first thirty pages
provide no other citation to legal authority to support the conclusory assertions set forth therein.
See Rule 37(B)(3), SCALCR (brief shall include issues to be argued and discussion and citation
of authority); see Potter v. Spartanburg School Dist. 7,395 S.C. 17, 24, 716 S.E.2d 123, 127 (Ct.
App. 2011) (“An issue is deemed abandoned if the argument in the brief is not supported by
authority or is only conclusory.”). Thus, even if Court considered Appellant’s brief, the Court finds
his arguments were abandoned. See, e.g., Equivest Fin., LLC v. Ravenel, 422 S.C. 499, 506, 812
S.E.2d 438, 441 (Ct. App. 2018) (“When a party provides no legal authority regarding a particular
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argument, the argument is abandoned and the court will not address the merits of the issue.”); State
v. Hill, 394 S.C. 280, 297, 715 S.E.2d 368, 377 (Ct. App. 2011) (considering a citation to a case
“without any analysis whatsoever as to how or why [it] applies” insufficient to preserve an issue
on appeal, and thus rendering that issue abandoned on appeal); see, e.g., Potter v. Spartanburg
School Dist. 7, 395 S.C. 17, 24, 716 S.E.2d 123, 127 (Ct. App. 2011) (“An issue is deemed
abandoned if the argument in the brief is not supported by authority or is only conclusory.”).
Finally, even if the Court were to consider Appellant’s improper brief in its entirety, the
only issues that were supported by legal authority were challenges to the sufficiency of the
evidence. However, a review of the Record shows that the Department’s decision is supported by

substantial evidence. Friends of the Earth v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n of S.C., 387 S.C. 360, 366, 692
S.E.2d 910, 913 (2010).

Conclusion

While reinstatement of an appeal can occur upon good cause shown, Appellant has failed
to show good cause to vacate the Court’s July 16 Order of Dismissal. See Rule 260, SCACR.
Indeed, Appellant has repeatedly failed to comply with the Court’s Rules. See Rule 38, SCALCR
(providing an administrative law judge may resolve an appeal adversely to a party who fails to
comply with the rules of procedure for appeals, including the failure to comply with time limits
provided by the rules). In addition, the Court need not consider the merits of the issues set forth
in the belatedly filed Appellant’s brief, as the arguments were abandoned. Equivest, 422 S.C. at
506, 812 S.E.2d at 441; Potter, 395 S.C. at 24, 716 S.E.2d at 127; State v. Hill, 394 S.C. at 297,
715 S.E.2d at 377. Accordingly, the Court concludes Appellant’s Motion must be denied.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Appellant’s Motion for Rehearing is DENIED.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Ralph King Anderson, 111
Chief Administrative Law Judge

August 6, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Stephanie Armada, hereby certify that I have this date served this Order upon all parties
to this cause by depositing a copy hereof in the United States mail, postage paid, or by electronic

mail, to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their attorney(s).

Stephanie /f;n(ada

Judicial Law Clerk

August 6, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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