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On December 11, 2025, Appellant filed a notice of appeal from an order issued by 

the master-in-equity on November 24, 2025.  According to the order on appeal, 

Appellant entered into a lease-to-own contract with Respondents for real property, 

and although Appellant made some payments, he failed to make all required 

payments.  The master found Appellant had an equity of redemption and ordered 

he could exercise his equity of redemption by paying the balance due on 

Respondents' mortgage or taking over Respondents' mortgage within thirty days.  

In addition, the master ordered Appellant to pay $12,000 for fifteen months of back 

rent within thirty days.  The master stated that if Appellant could not purchase the 

property either by paying the balance due on the mortgage or taking over the 

mortgage, then the master would sign an order cancelling the lease-to-own 

contract.  Further, the master ordered that if Appellant was "unable to comply with 

the conditions and time periods set forth" in the order, then Appellant must vacate 

the premises.   

 

On December 11, 2025, Appellant filed a motion to stay the master's order pending 

the outcome of the appeal.  On January 5, 2026, this court granted a temporary stay 

of the master's order and requested a return.  On January 14, 2026, Respondents 

filed a return to the motion to stay, arguing Appellant failed to satisfy the stringent 

standard necessary to obtain a stay.  Further, Respondents argued section 18-9-170 

of the South Carolina Code (2014) applies and Appellant failed to execute a 

written undertaking with two sureties in order to obtain a stay of execution of the 



order on appeal.  Finally, Respondents noted Appellant does not reside on the 

property, and as a result, he will not suffer homelessness by enforcement of the 

order.  On January 20, 2026, Appellant filed a reply, arguing enforcement of the 

order would render the appeal moot because "[f]orced transfer of possession and 

cancellation of the contract would irreparably harm Appellant by destroying his 

equitable interest, improvements, and long-standing possessory rights." 

 

On April 1, 2026, we granted a temporary stay and remanded to the master for 

consideration of Appellant's motion to stay.  See Rule 241(b)(4), SCACR 

(providing that a  judgment directing the sale or delivery of possession of real 

property is not automatically stayed by the service of the notice of appeal); § 18-9-

170 ("If the judgment appealed from direct[s] the sale or delivery of possession of 

real property, the execution of the judgment shall not be stayed unless a written 

undertaking be executed on the part of the appellant, with two sureties, to the effect 

that during the possession of such property by the appellant he will not commit or 

suffer to be committed any waste thereon and that if the judgment be affirmed he 

will pay the value of the use and occupation of the property from the time of the 

execution of the undertaking until the delivery of possession thereof pursuant to 

the judgment, not exceeding a sum to be fixed by a judge of the court by which 

judgment was rendered and which shall be specified in the undertaking."); Rule 

241(b)(1), SCACR (stating money judgments as provided in section 18-9-130 of 

the South Carolina Code (2014) are not stayed pending an appeal); 

§ 18-9-130(A)(1) ("A notice of appeal from a judgment directing the payment of 

money does not stay the execution of the judgment unless the presiding judge 

before whom the judgment was obtained grants a stay of execution.  If the 

presiding judge grants a stay of execution and requires a bond or other surety to 

guarantee the payment of the judgment pending the appeal, the amount of the bond 

or other surety may not exceed the amount of the judgment . . . ."); State v. Cooper, 

342 S.C. 389, 399, 536 S.E.2d 870, 876 (2000) ("The term 'judgment' used in the 

statute and rule connotes a final decision of the court that addresses the merits of 

the cause of action and disposes of the cause as to all."); Pelzer Mfg. Co. v. Cely, 

40 S.C. 430, 433, 18 S.E. 790, 791 (1894) (analyzing the predecessor statute to 

section 18-9-130 and determining the statute applies to a judgment "requir[ing] the 

payment of the amount of money adjudged to be due by the one party to the 

other").  We also ordered Appellant to provide status updates in writing every 

thirty days and to provide this court with the master's written order regarding his 

motion to stay within ten days of receiving notice of the ruling.   

 

On July 20, 2026, Appellant filed a "late status report, notice of lower court ruling, 

motion to accept out-of-time submission, and emergency request for immediate 



review."  Appellant provided this court with the master's order on his motion for 

stay pending appeal.  We accept Appellant's late status report and notice of the 

master's ruling.  Because the master has ruled on the motion to stay, Appellant is 

no longer required to provide this court with status updates.   

Additionally, this court's temporary stay granted on April 1, 2026, has dissolved in 

light of the master's issuance of an order on Appellant's motion to stay.   

Further, we have reviewed the master's order.  To the extent Appellant is 

requesting this court vacate, waive, reduce, or modify the master's bond order, we 

deny his request.   
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