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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
[IN THE SUPREME COURTS]

APPEAL FROM YORK COUNTY
Court of common pleas

William Mckinnon, Circuit Judge

Case No. 2026-CP-46-01040
Appellate Case N0.2026-001920
Fort Mill Housing Authority Respondent,
V

Lakeisha Miles Appellant.

| certify that | have served the Response to Motion to stay on fort mill housing
authority/W. Chaplin Spencer by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail
Postage prepaid, on September 14,2026 addressed to W. Chaplin Spencer 222 East
Main St. P.O. Box 790 Rock Hill S.C 29731

September 14,2026 Lakeisha Miles
205 Anderson St.

Fort Mill S.C 29715
803-370-9135
Pro Se....
s/ Lakeisha miles





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
[IN THE SUPREME COURTS]

APPEAL FROM YORK COUNTY
Court of common pleas

William Mckinnon, Circuit Judge

Case No. 2026-CP-46-01040
Appellate Case N0.2026-001920
Fort Mill Housing Authority Respondent,
V

Lakeisha Miles Appellant.

I, Lakeisha Miles, respectfully submit this response in support of my Motion
to Stay and request that the Court consider Payment Statements received
from fort mill housing, documents, correspondence, and other evidence

relevant to the underlying eviction matter.

| contend that substantial issues remain concerning the amount allegedly
owed, payments received and credited by Fort Mill Housing Authority, the
accuracy of rent statements, and whether the eviction was properly
maintained before and after payments were received. Also on the rule to
vacate the months alleged by landlord to be due were (December and
January) eviction was filed February 11th 2026. Those months were changed.





1. Documents and Evidence Were Submitted During the Magistrate Court
Proceedings

During the hearing in Fort Mill Magistrate Court, | submitted several
documents and attempted to present evidence concerning my payments,
rent statements received and signed by landlord correspondence, and
communications with Fort Mill Housing Authority.

| contend that the documents were not fully reviewed or considered before the
ruling was entered against me. The Court record and correspondence from the
court assistant indicate that documents submitted by email were received. The
court assistant responded to my email hours before hearing stating, “email
received.”

This is significant because the Rule of Ejection reportedly indicates that no
documents were submitted. | respectfully request that the Court review the actual
correspondence and documentation demonstrating that evidence was submitted
and received During the first court hearing. Judge wood was very bias and due to
the relationship that him and the landlord has he refused to review evidence
made bias remarks towards me “I’'m not looking at the documents” | repeatedly
told him about the documents that were submitted “she think she’s going to get
out of this eviction” “ Continued being sarcastic and bias about me staying in
“low income/public housing”. The original amount claimed due by landlord as
stated in email was $771. Before Eviction was filed on February 12. | also
attempted to request transcript with case number it states none found.

Judge wood as stated that no type of payment was received since 12/30 which is
incorrect, several payment were refused as stated in email from director.

2. Payments Were Made and Funds Were Received by Fort Mill Housing Authority

A substantial issue in this matter concerns payments that were made to Fort Mill
Housing Authority. The original “alleged” eviction months were December and January.
However, payments were subsequently made based off statements received and funds were
held by Fort Mill Housing Authority. The February and March amounts were not included
in the Rule to Vacate that initiated the proceeding, and | was not properly served with a
Rule identifying those months or given the required opportunity to contest them before
they were used as the basis for the eviction. Also want to mention that under hud tentant
guidelines you have 30 days from the 10 if each month rent is due until a eviction can be
filed EXAMPLE (January 10 through February 10 on this day eviction can be filed )





(Paragraph 15b) On the emails attached you’ll see documents and emails from fort milling
housing refusing payments, there was never a refusal to pay. Even after the email
communication, she intended that I come to court, which under HUDs rules if rent is paid
before the initial court hearing rule to vacate is dismissed. Also refused to add several
money orders provided to her on my account. An email from Executive Director Elizabeth
indicates that Fort Mill Housing Authority received a total of $1,007, not including $464
that had been referenced throughout the December, January, and February rent
statements.

During the bond hearing, evidence was presented showing that Fort Mill Housing
Authority had possession of the $1,007 and that the amount had not been properly applied
to my account at that time which was towards the months claim that was due. I respectfully
contend that these payments are directly relevant to whether the alleged rent balance
existed and whether the eviction should have continued in its original form.

3. Bond Payment and Additional Payment Posted to the Account

On April 7, | paid $4,343 as the “alleged” bond amount required to stay. The
original amount claimed due by landlord as stated in email was $771. Before
Eviction was filed.

On that same date, an additional $1,007 that had previously been held by Fort Mill
Housing Authority was posted to my account by the landlord.

These payments should be considered when determining whether there remains
a valid basis for eviction and whether the judgment accurately reflects the actual
payment history.

| have also made additional payments as directed.

| further dispute the landlord’s representation to its attorney that no payment was
made for September, because | have documentation showing other wise. Due to
fort milling housing office being closed every Friday and a holiday took place
Monday the payment was made on the next business day On 9/8/2026.

4. Rent Statements and Payment Records Contain Disputed Information

I have received multiple rent statements that | contend contain inaccurate information
concerning amounts owed, dates payments were received, and payments credited to my
account.

These discrepancies are important because the amount allegedly owed is the basis for the
eviction proceeding. From according to September 2025 statements received through
march 2026 I’ve paid fort mill housing authority 7,834. | request that the Court consider





the original payment records, rent statements, emails, and other documentation rather
than relying solely upon statements made by the landlord or its counsel.

6. HUD Lease and Rent Requirements

Because this property is operated under a HUD/public-housing program, | contend that the
applicable HUD regulations, lease provisions, and payment requirements must be
considered when determining whether the eviction was properly pursued.

| further contend that Fort Mill Housing Authority has repeatedly provided rent
statements containing inconsistent or incorrect amounts and has failed to properly credit
payments. On the lease it states « that tenant is not required to reimburse the landlord for
undercharges caused solely by the landlord’s failure to follow HUDs procedures for
computing rent or assistance payments “ (Paragraph 17) . I repeatedly provided
documentation identifying and attempting to correct the discrepancies, | became
increasingly concerned about whether these were truly inadvertent mistakes or whether
there was some intentional conduct or improper activity occurring. I am not making a
conclusion that fraud occurred; however, the repeated nature of the errors, despite my
efforts to correct them to continuously occur, raises serious concerns that I believe should
be investigated and addressed.

On the lease provided during both court hearings it also states, Once the landlord starts an
eviction based on a termination notice, the landlord is supposed to rely on the specific
grounds stated in that termination notice—not introduce completely different grounds
later. (Paragraph 22-F)as noted on the lease, the original rule to vacate doesn’t include
(violation of lease nor a payment amount that was due, which changed during the court
hearing.

I request that the Court review the applicable lease provisions and HUD requirements
together with the actual statement documents before allowing the eviction to proceed.
Along with landlord agreements and emails Received, that should be followed.

7. Disputed Income-Reporting Allegations /landlord
harassment/retaliation (CURRENTLY)

Fort Mill Housing Authority currently has also falsely provided correspondence indicating
that I failed to report employment or income. Which is false and intended to use as a lease
violation towards me. Since this appeal has been filed | have been falsely accused and
received harassment correspondence

I dispute this allegation.





(Document below listed #7 with email attached)

I have email correspondence demonstrating that | reported the employment/income information and
communicated with Fort Mill Housing Authority regarding the change. | also contacted the landlord by
telephone to provide updated information.

Accordingly, | request that the Court consider the actual correspondence and dates of reporting rather than
relying upon an inaccurate statement that the income was never reported and a bias statement toward me.

8. Continuing Disputes Regarding Communication and Account Accuracy

Under South Carolina law (S.C. Code § 27-40-910), it is strictly illegal for a landlord to retaliate against
tenant by altering documents, falsifying correspondence, decreasing services, or falsely attempting to
eviction after you have exercised your tenant legal rights.

Since the change in executive director leadership at Fort Mill Housing Authority, | have experienced
several problems with correspondence. There is no clear or available contact person to address these
issues or hold the Housing Authority accountable. The numbers provided to me for hud are disconnected
or no answer. This has made it difficult for me to resolve problems, make complaints and has been unfair
to tenants. Fort Mill Housing has Repeated lease violation, Refused to follow several guideline and

violated tenant rights under Hud’s Guidelines. Once reported to fort mill housing it’s always only
“mistakes can be made”. | asked that this is also concerned.

Date:9/14/2026
S/ Lakeisha Miles
Lakeisha miles
205 Anderson St, fort mill Sc, 29715
Phone: 803-370-9135,

Email: Lakeishamiles91@gmail.com

Appellant
Other Respondent/Counsel of record:
Fort mill housing/W. chaplin Spencer
Address: P.O Box 790,Rock hill Sc, 29731

Phone:803-327-7191 Respondent/Attorney for respondent
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