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

Dear Madame Clerk:

Please find attached for filing with your office:

1. Appellant’s Notice of Appeal;
2.   Order dated July 29, 2026
3.   Proof of service. 

Please file the same with your office. The filing fee will follow by mail. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Best,

David

David K. Haller
604 Savannah Highway, Charleston, South Carolina 29407
843-224-7860
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___www.dhallerlawfirm.com___.YzJ1OnNjanVkaWNpYWw6YzpvOjM0YTQ5ZDk1ZGU4YmIxOWFlMWU5MjVkNTk0NWVlYjcxOjc6N2NmZTo1YTIwOWIwMDEzODE1NmQzM2EyYTc0YTc4Y2U4ZDBlMGE3ODcyOTdkYWYxMzY4NzE4Zjc3MWEyMzQ4Zjg1YjYwOnQ6VDpO

Martindale-Hubbell A-V Rated
Platinum Client Champion by Martindale-Hubbell

Please note that the information contained in this e-mail does not create an attorney client relationship.  An attorney-client relationship is not established until a signed agreement is made between the attorney and prospective client.  Nevertheless, the information contained in this e-mail transmission is legally privileged and confidential.  It is intended for the use of the individual or company to whom it is directed.
If the receiver of this e-mail is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that no privilege is waived by virtue of your inadvertent receipt and that any distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited by both State and Federal communications laws.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please delete any and all copies of the same from any media to which it may have been stored and destroy any hard
copies which may have been generated.  This firm does not give tax advice of any kind.

Note to clients:  This email may contain attorney-client privileged or otherwise confidential information.   The privlege may be lost if you forward or disclose this email to third parties.  When in doubt, consult your attorney. 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 


______________________________________ 
 


APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Deirdre Jefferson, Presiding Judge 
______________________________________ 


 
Case No. 2025-CP-10-4868 


______________________________________ 
 


Lisa Pollner and Caleb Fournier ………………………………………….. Appellant. 
 
v.  
 
Scott Hansen and Meghan Hansen ……………………………………   Respondents. 


______________________________________ 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 
______________________________________ 


 Appellants Lisa Pollner and Caleb Fournier appeal the order of Judge Dierdre Jefferson 


dated July 29, 2026. The subject order is appealable pursuant to SC Code § 14-3-330 (2025).  


      HALLER LAW FIRM, P.C. 
 
       s/ David K. Haller   
      David K. Haller 
      604 Savannah Highway 
      Charleston, SC  29407 
      (843) 224-7860 
      dhaller@hallerlawfirm.com 
      ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANTS 
August 26, 2026 
 
Charleston, South Carolina 
 
OTHER COUNSEL OF RECORD: 
 
Rutledge Young, Esq.  
Duffy & Young, LLC 
96 Broad Street 
Charleston, SC 29401 
843-720-2044 
ryoung@duffyandyoung.com 








THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 


______________________________________ 
 


APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Deirdre Jefferson, Presiding Judge 
______________________________________ 


 
Case No. 2025-CP-10-4868 


______________________________________ 
 


Lisa Pollner and Caleb Fournier ………………………………………….. Appellant. 
 
v.  
 
Scott Hansen and Meghan Hansen ……………………………………   Respondents. 


______________________________________ 


PROOF OF SERVICE 
______________________________________ 


 I, the undersigned counsel for appellants, Lisa Pollner and Caleb Fournier, affirm that I 
served the NOTICE OF APPEAL to counsel for the respondents by email on August 26, 2026, to 
the email address listed below. 
 
      HALLER LAW FIRM, P.C. 
 
       s/ David K. Haller   
      David K. Haller 
      604 Savannah Highway 
      Charleston, SC  29407 
      (843) 224-7860 
      dhaller@hallerlawfirm.com 
      ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANTS 
August 26, 2026 
 
Charleston, South Carolina 
 
OTHER COUNSEL OF RECORD: 
 
Rutledge Young, Esq.  
Duffy & Young, LLC 
96 Broad Street 
Charleston, SC 29401 
843-720-2044 
ryoung@duffyandyoung.com 








STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Lisa Pollner and Caleb Fournier, )
)


                           Plaintiffs, ) CASE NO. 2025-CP-10-4868
)
)


vs ) ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’  
) MOTION TO DISMISS OR STAY


Scott Hansen and Meghan Hansen, ) AND COMPEL ARBITRATION
)


                         Defendants. )
____________________________________)


Presiding Judge: Deadra L. Jefferson
Plaintiffs’ Attorney: David Haller, Esq. 
Defendants’ Attorney: J. Rutledge Young, Esq.
Date of Hearing: March 4, 2026
Court Reporter: Webex


This matter came before the Court on March 4, 2026, on Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss 


or Stay and Compel Arbitration filed October 24, 2025. Appearing for the Plaintiffs is David 


Haller, Esq. Appearing for the Defendants is J. Rutledge Young, Esq.  Defendants Memorandum 


in Support was filed March 2, 2026. Plaintiffs did not file a memorandum in response. 


Defendants’ 
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American Beverage Holdings, LLC (“ABH”)


“Island Brand.” Defendant Scott Hansen resided on Sullivan’s Island, South Carolina, with his 


wife, Defendant Meghan Hansen (collectively “Defendants”). During that time, Scott Hansen 


(“Operating Agreement”)


disputes (“Arbitration Clause”). The Arbitration Clause states: “A


… shall be exclusively and finally resolved by arbitration by a single arbitrator…” 


Art. 14.1. The Arbitration Clause defines “Arbitrable Matters” as: 


a. How to construe and enforce the provisions of this Agreement and/or 
Section (including any matter concerning the scope of these provisions); 


b. Any claims by a Member in the Member’s capacity as a Member against 
any other Member in that other Member's capacity as a Member;


ABH, LLC’s Articles of Termination were filed
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c. Whether any action by the LLC or by the Members is contrary to this 
Agreement;


d. Whether the expulsion of a Member under Article 6 is contrary to the 
provisions of that Article; and


e. Any other matter that, in the Arbitrator’s view, is appropriate for 
decision under this Section. 


support of Plaintiffs’ allegations.


CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


Defendants move to dismiss the action premised on Rule 12(b)(1), SCRCP. As to dismissal 


based on Rule 12(b)(1), “jurisdiction refers to the authority of a court over a particular person 


(personal jurisdiction) or the authority of a court to entertain a particular action (subject matter 


jurisdiction), but the concept does not refer to the validity of the claim on which an action against 


a person is based.” Boan v. Jacobs, 296 S.C. 419, 421, 373 S.E.2d 697, 698 (Ct. App. 1988). 


Subject matter jurisdiction has been defined as “the power to hear and determine cases of the 


general class to which the proceedings in question belong.” Capital City Ins. V. BP Staff, Inc., 382 


S.C. 92, 100, 674 S.E.2d 524 (Ct. App. 2009). Plaintiffs assert claims of fiduciary duty, fraud, 


accounting, conversion, and civil conspiracy, which are within the jurisdiction of this Court. As 


such, this Court has subject matter jurisdiction over the claims. Accordingly, Defendants’ Motion 


to Dismiss based on Rule 12(b)(1), SCRCP is heard and Denied.
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Additionally, Defendants move to dismiss or stay the action and to compel arbitration 


premised on the South Carolina Uniform Arbitration Act (“SCUAA) §§ 15-48-10, et seq. and the 


Federal Arbitration Act (“FAA”), 9 U.S.C. § 1.


I. Existence of an Arbitration Agreement


“Whether a valid arbitration agreement exists is a matter for judicial determination.” York 


v. Dodgeland of Columbia, Inc., 406 S.C. 67, 78, 749 S.E.2d 139, 144 (Ct. App. 2013). In making 


this determination, a trial court should consider general contract defenses to ensure a meeting of 


the minds to arbitrate existed, and that such an agreement was not the result of “fraud, duress, or 


unconscionability.” Id.


–63, 437 S.E.2d 22, 24 (1993) (“Fraud 


the contract generally. The arbitration clause is separable from the contract.”).


Plaintiffs’ fraud


were able to understand the meaning of the broad arbitration provision contained in the company’s 
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II. Scope of Arbitration Agreement


749 S.E.2d a


“[T]he party resisting arbitration bears the burden of proving that the claims at issue are unsuitable 


for arbitration.” 


749 S.E.2d at 153.


“[T]he party resisting arbitration bears the burden of proving that the claims at issue are unsuitable 


for arbitration.” 


all disputes “arising out of or relating to” a contract is construed broadly and is “capable of an 


expansive reach.” 749 S.E.2d at 153.


S.C.580, 597, 553 S.E.2d 118 (2001) (“Motions to c


dispute.”).


The clause broadly requires arbitration of “[a]ny dispute between or among 


the parties, in law or in equity,” relating to “Arbitrable Matters,” including disputes concerning 
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or its Members contravene the Agreement, and “any matter concerning the scope of these 


provisions.” Arbitration Clause, Arts. 14.1–


Clause, as well as “any other matter that, in the Arbitrator’s view, is appropriate for decision under 


this Section.” 


III. Governing Law - South Carolina Uniform Arbitration Act


The South Carolina’s Uniform Arbitration Act (“SCUAA”) provides that courts shall order 


20(a). Further, “[a]ny


application therefor has been made under this section… [and] [w]hen the application is made in 


ation shall include such stay.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15


20(d). The SCUAA also provides that agreements to arbitrate are “valid, enforceable, and 


irrevocable, save upon such grounds as exist at law or in equity for the revocation of any contract.” 


The technical requirements of the SCUAA state: “Notice that a contract is subject to 


arbitration pursuant to this chapter shall be typed in underlined capital letters, or rubber-stamped 


prominently, on the first page of the contract and unless such notice is displayed thereon the 


contract shall not be subject to arbitration.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-48-10(a) (emphasis added). The 


South Carolina Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized its strict interpretation of the statute. 


Zabinski, 346 S.C. at 588, 553 S.E.2d at 114; Soil Remediation Co. v. Nu-Way Env't, Inc., 323 
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S.C. 454, 457, 476 S.E.2d 149, 151 (1996); Osteen v. T.E. Cuttino Constr. Co., 315 S.C. 422, 424, 


434 S.E.2d 281, 283 (1993).


page of the Operating Agreement: “


” (emphasis in original). Here, the notice satisfies 


SCUAA’s 


’


that Defendants’ Motion 
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Charleston Common Pleas


Case Caption: Lisa  Pollner , plaintiff, et al VS Scott  Hansen , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2025CP1004868


Type: Order/Compel


IT IS SO ORDERED.


s/D.L. Jefferson Ninth Judicial Circuit Judge 2128


Electronically signed on 2026-07-28 16:54:14    page 8 of 8
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— | A/ FIRM




