
From: Robert Phillips
To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Cc: Eric Ragsdale; Terra Shipp
Subject: [A/V UNSCANNABLE]Filing of Motion to Dismiss in App. Case No. 2024-000420 Part 1 of 2
Date: Monday, September 28, 2026 7:32:51 AM
Attachments: 2026.09.27 Mot to Dismiss Appeal Case No. 2024-000420.pdf

Exhibit 1.pdf
Exhibit 2.pdf
Exhibit 3.pdf
2026.09.28 COS Resp Mot to Dismiss_000002.pdf

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

On behalf of Respondent Crescent Roofing & Remodeling, LLC, please find
Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss, Certificate of Service and Exhibits 1 thru 3. 
Exhibits 4 through 13 will be sent in a subsequent email. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me by return email as I
will be out of the office today. 
 

The Phillips Firm, LLC
Attorney & Counselor at Law
by Robert B. (Sam) Phillips, Esq.
2001 Assembly Street, Suite 101
Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 726.4268
 
This electronic transmission and any attached files are
intended only for the person(s) or entity(ies) to which
the transmission is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from
disclosure.  If you received this transmission in error, please
alert the sender by return email then permanently delete
the transmission.  Any retention and/or distribution of the
transmission is strictly prohibited by applicable law.
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mailto:ericragsdale60@gmail.com
mailto:terra@phillipsfirm.net
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Introduction 


Respondent Crescent Roofing & Remodeling, LLC moves to dismiss the appeal of 


Appellant Eric Ragsdale (Appellate Case No. 2024-000420) pursuant to Rules 240 and 260 of the 


South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (hereinafter “Rules”) on the grounds of his persistent failure 


to abide by the Rules and this Court’s specific orders to file a Record on Appeal pursuant to Rule 


210, SCACR.  In pertinent part, Rule 260 requires that “the Clerk shall issue an order of dismissal 


… [w]henever it appears that an appellant or a petitioner has failed to comply with the requirements 


of” the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.   Rule 260(a), SCACR.  Rule 240 allows for a 


motion to dismiss an appeal on these grounds.  Rule 240(a), SCACR.  Although Appellant filed 


the Notice of Appeal in this matter on March 14, 2024, he has not filed a Record on Appeal that 


complies with the Rules after the passage of two (2) years and six (6) months.   


Appellant has delayed the perfection of this appeal by willfully refusing to comply with 


the Court’s Rules and Orders at every step of the process.  For example, Appellant repeatedly 


refused to pay the court reporter for the 14-page transcript of the hearing giving rise to the order 


he is appealing.  Although the transcript was produced by Court Reporter Pamela E. Green on May 


9, 2024, Appellant did not produce the transcript to the Respondent until April 7, 2025, nearly one 


year after it was available.  See Exhibit 1, pp.2 & 16 (compare 2024 date of Court Reporter’s 


certificate of production on page 16, to the 2025 filing date of the transcript by this Court on page 


2).  Significantly, Appellant/Defendant Eric Ragsdale engaged in similar misconduct in the circuit 


court proceeding below.  In the February 15, 2024 order that is the subject of this appeal, Judge 


Price held that Appellant/Defendant Ragsdale failed to comply with the South Carolina Rules of 


Civil Procedure and engaged in bad-faith litigation tactics that prejudiced the Respondent/Plaintiff: 


I FIND that [Respondent/Plaintiff] has demonstrated by clear, convincing and 


substantial evidence that it was prejudiced by [Appellant/Defendant Ragsdale’s] 
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failure to respond to discovery and that [Respondent] has incurred substantial costs 


due to [Appellant/Defendant’s] willful disregard for his obligations under the South 


Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.” 


 


Exhibit 2 at pp. 6-7.  The instant appeal is simply a continuation of Appellant’s prejudicial attempts 


to delay the adjudication of Respondent/Plaintiff’s claims and cause Respondent to incur 


“unnecessary attorney’s fees” by intentionally failing to meet the deadlines established by the 


Rules, unjustifiably delaying his compliance with the Rules, and filing baseless motions.       


Factual Background 


Rule 210 of the South Carolina Rules of Appellate Practice requires appellants to file the 


Record on Appeal “[w]ithin thirty (30) days after service of the last [initial] brief.”  Rule 210(a), 


SCACR.  In this matter, the Record on Appeal was due on or before September 5, 2025 which is 


30 days following the filing of the last initial brief by Respondent on August 6, 2025.1  Exhibit 3. 


The Court emphasized this deadline by writing to Appellant on August 18, 2025 requiring 


Appellant to file a bound copy of both the Record on Appeal and his Final Appellant’s Brief.  


Exhibit 4.  In a letter dated August 7, 2025, Respondent’s counsel wrote to Appellant Ragsdale 


serving upon him Respondent’s Initial Brief and reminding him of counsel’s earlier 


correspondence explaining that Appellant’s Designation of Matter to Be Included in the Record on 


Appeal impermissibly included documents that were not filed with, nor considered by, the trial 


court in violation of Rule 209(g), SCACR.  Respondent’s counsel also repeated his request that 


the Designation include documents filed with, and considered by, the trial court and that those 


documents must be included in the Record on Appeal.  Exhibit 5.  After providing Appellant with 


ample time to correct his Designation, Respondent filed a competing Designation of Matters to be 


Included in the Record on Appeal on September 18, 2025.  Exhibit 6.  Appellant responded to 


 
1 Appellant filed no reply brief.   
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Respondent’s Initial Brief and Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal by 


filing a baseless Motion to Strike both of Respondent’s documents.  Appellant’s Motion was denied 


by Order dated November 18, 2025.   Exhibit 7.  The November 18th Order recognized that 


Appellant had not filed a Reply.  It also granted Respondent’s request to strike material from 


Appellant’s Designation that he had not filed with, nor raised to, the trial court.   


 Despite the Court’s Order in November of 2025, Appellant did not file nor serve a Record 


on Appeal to the Respondent.  After nearly four (4) months of inactivity, Respondent filed a Motion 


to Dismiss this Appeal on February 27, 2026 based on Appellant/Defendant Ragsdale’s failure to 


comply with the Rules and file a Record on Appeal and his Final Brief.  Exhibit 8.  Respondent 


specifically pointed out in its Motion to Dismiss that “Appellant has yet to file a record on appeal 


or a final brief that complies with the Rules after the passage of nearly two (2) years [since filing 


the appeal].”  Exhibit 8 at p.2.  Appellant did not respond to Respondent’s February 27th Motion 


to Dismiss and did not deny Respondent’s claim that Appellant had not filed or served the Record 


on Appeal.  Nevertheless, the Court denied the Respondent’s Motion by Order dated June 9, 2026.  


The June 9th Order also required Appellant to “provide proof of service for the record on appeal 


within 20 days of the date of this order or the appeal will be dismissed.”  Exhibit 9.  As with earlier 


deadlines, Appellant did not file or provide either the Record on Appeal or Final Brief; however, 


Appellant falsely filed certificates of service on August 24, 2026 claiming he had served both 


documents to Respondent’s counsel.  Exhibit 10.  Two (2) days after Appellant’s shocking 


misrepresentation about the Record and Final Brief, Counsel for Respondent sent a letter dated 


August 26, 2026 to the Court informing it of the falsity of Appellant’s service claims.  Exhibit 11.   


In a letter dated September 22, 2026 the Court noted it too had not received Appellant’s Final Brief 


and gave Appellant another ten (10) day deadline to file it or else his appeal would be dismissed.  
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Exhibit 12.  The Court’s September 22, 2026 letter made no mention of whether or not it had 


received a bound copy of the Record on Appeal as it had requested a year earlier on August 18, 


2025.  See Exhibit 4.  As of the date of this filing, Respondent has not yet received a Record on 


Appeal and therefore no party is able to file final briefs as required by the Rules and the Court’s 


September 22, 2026 letter to the parties setting forth deadlines for doing to.  The Court appears to 


have assumed Appellant had filed and served a Record on Appeal when Appellant produced 


Certificates of Service on August 24, 2026; nevertheless, no Record or Final Brief has ever been 


served to Respondent.  Accordingly, Respondent files the instant Motion to Dismiss this appeal 


based on Appellant’s repeated non-compliance with applicable Rules, the specific Orders and 


instructions of this Court, and/or Appellant’s misrepresentations to this Court.   


Legal Argument 


In pertinent part, Rule 260 requires that “the Clerk shall issue an order of dismissal … 


[w]henever it appears that an appellant or a petitioner has failed to comply with the requirements 


of” the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.   Rule 260(a), SCACR.  Rule 240(a) specifically 


allows for a motion to dismiss an appeal.  Appellant Eric Ragsdale has deliberately failed to comply 


with South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (hereinafter “Rules”) and has repeatedly delayed the 


perfection of this appeal through his willful disobedience to the Court’s Rules and its orders.  This 


appeal has been pending for thirty (30) months and Appellant has yet to produce a Record on 


Appeal or a Final Brief that complies with the Rules.  While Appellant’s failure to comply with 


the Court’s deadlines is grounds for dismissal under Rule 260(a), SCACR; Appellant’s willful 


disobedience to the Rules regarding the creation of the Record on Appeal provides an additional 


ground for dismissal.   
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In pertinent part, Rule 209 requires each party to produce a Designation of Matter to be 


Included in the Record of Appeal (hereinafter “Designation”) that “set[s] forth with specificity 


those parts of the transcript, pleadings, orders, exhibits, or other materials which he proposes to 


include in the record on appeal.”  Rule 209(a), SCACR.  Appellant’s initial Designation did not 


include the very motions and accompanying exhibits that were the subject of the order appealed 


from.  The omitted documents include Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel Discovery Responses; 


Plaintiff’s Motion for an ADR Extension, and the joint Exhibits filed in support of those two 


motions.   The trial judge heard arguments on these pleadings and documents and granted the relief 


the Respondent/Plaintiff sought.  On appeal, Appellant/Defendant seeks to exclude this material 


from the Record on Appeal while including in the Record documents that were neither raised to, 


nor ruled upon by, the trial judge in order to support Appellant’s appellate arguments.  The material 


advocated by Appellant is described as Emergency Notice of Motion and Motion of Defendant to 


Quash Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel (Appellant Designation Item #8) as well as certain Exhibits 


(Appellant Item #5) and Respondent/Plaintiff’s Discovery Responses (Appellant Item #6).  


Respondent’s counsel immediately objected to these improper designations pointing out that they 


violated Rule 210(c), SCACR because they had not been filed or referred to below.  They were 


stricken from Appellant’s Designation by order of this Court dated November 18, 2025.  See 


Exhibit 7.  Nevertheless, Appellant did not amend his Designation to include the materials 


designated by Respondent that were actually considered by the Court below even though this 


omission was specifically brought to the Appellant’s attention by both the Court and Respondent’s 


counsel on several occasions.  Since the filing of this appeal, Appellant has refused to produce a 


Record on Appeal with those materials or even acknowledge the existence of the material 


designated by the Respondent. 
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Respondent therefore asks this Court to strike this appeal pursuant to Rule 260, SCACR 


for Appellant’s repeated and willful noncompliance with the Rules.  Throughout the long process 


to perfect this appeal, Appellant has offered no authority to permit his willful non-compliance with 


the Rules, nor does any such authority.  On three (3) separate occasions during the process, 


Respondent’s counsel made Appellant aware of the requirements regarding the appropriate 


material to be included in the Record on Appeal.  In its Order filed November 18, 2024, this Court 


also informed Appellant that “[t]he Record shall not … include matter which was not presented to 


the lower court” pursuant to Rule 210(c), SCACR.  Nevertheless, Appellant made no attempt to 


comply with the Rules.  Rather than trying to comply with the Rules, Appellant filed a frivolous 


Motion to Strike Respondent’s initial brief and sought permission to use material not present to 


the trial court without citing any South Carolina authority to support Appellant’s position.  Exhibit 


13.  This filing amounts to a willful disobedience of the Court’s authority and the rules governing 


the operation of this Court.  Delay of the appeal can be the only motive for disregarding the simple 


and commonsensical requirement that an appeal only involve material actually filed with, and 


considered by, the lower court in reaching the order appealed from.   


The intentional, voluntary and willful failure to comply with the clear instructions of a 


South Carolina court is universally recognized as contempt of that court’s authority and 


procedures.  In State v. Bevilacqua, 316 S.C. 122, 129,447 S.E.2d 213, 217 (Ct. App. 1994), this 


Court defined a “willful act” as “one done voluntarily and intentionally with the specific intent to 


do something the law forbids, or with the specific intent to fail to do something the law requires to 


be done, that is to say with the bad purpose either to disobey or disregard the law.”  Our Supreme 


Court considered another “willful act” of noncompliance in Bauknight v. Pope, 914 S.E.2d 848, 


855 (S.C. 2025).  While Bevilacqua considered willful disobedience of a court’s contempt order, 
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the Bauknight Court considered the “bad faith, willful disobedience or gross indifference” of an 


attorney who engaged in “frivolous and serial, abusive filings for the purpose of delay” in singer 


James Brown’s long running estate case.  While a comparison of the willful disobedience of an 


attorney to that of a pro se litigant is distinguishable in most instances, the unique facts of this 


matter erase that distinction.  As with Bevilacqua, Appellant in this matter willfully failed to 


comply with the Court’s Rules and orders.  As with Bauknight, Appellant engaged in bad faith and 


willful disobedience to the Rules he undertook to obey by choosing to represent himself.  It is 


axiomatic that a pro se litigant must comply with all rules of court procedure.  See State v. Burton, 


356 S.C. 259, 265 fn.5, 589 S.E.2d 6 (S.C. 2003) (holding that “pro se litigants are held to the 


same standards as attorneys.”).   


Appellant was repeatedly informed of the Rule’s simple requirements to meet its deadlines 


and only include material considered by the trial judge it the Record on Appeal.  The Court gave 


Appellant numerous opportunities to correct his deficiencies generally, and more than a year to 


produce a complaint Record on Appeal.  Nevertheless, Appellant made no effort to comply with 


the Rule or the Court’s orders.  While the Bauknight Court relied on Rule 11 of the South Carolina 


Rules of Civil Procedure to punish an attorney for filing pleadings, motions and other papers that 


were “interposed for delay,” Rule 260(a), SCACR provides this Court with the obligation and 


power to punish an appellant’s bad faith, willful disobedience, and gross indifference to the Court’s 


Rules by dismissing Appellant’s appeal.  


Conclusion 


 Respondent Crescent Roofing & Remodeling, LLC asks this Court to dismiss the appeal 


of Appellant Eric Ragsdale pursuant to Rules 240 and 260 of the South Carolina Appellate Court 


Rules as well as related authority due to Appellant’s willful disobedience and gross indifference to 
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this Court’s Rules and orders.   Additionally, this Court should dismiss this appeal as a sanction 


for contempt due to Appellant’s repeated misrepresentations claiming both directly and indirectly 


to have created and served upon the Respondent a Record on Appeal that complies with the Rules.   


This Court required Appellant to provide it with a bound copy of the Record on August 18, 2025, 


yet it appears that Appellant has not yet done so even though he falsely claimed to have produced 


and served such a Record on Respondent.  Such bad faith warrants dismissal of this appeal pursuant 


to the authority set forth in this Motion.   


THE PHILLIPS FIRM, LLC 


Attorney & Counselor at Law 


 


/s/Robert B. Phillips       


By Robert B. (Sam) Phillips, Esq. 


SC Bar # 16954 


1025 Calhoun Street #3 


Columbia, SC 29201 


(803)726-4268 


Sam@PhillipsFirm.Net 


28 September 2026 


Attorney for the Respondent 








From: Eric Ragsdale
To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Subject: 2024-000420 Initial Brief Of Appellant Crescent Roofing & Remoldeling v Eric Ragsdale
Date: Monday, April 7, 2025 10:25:46 PM
Attachments: Transcript 2022-CP-32-3934 case 2024-000420.pdf


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


Please find attached  transcript and other attachments for the court's review forthcoming


Thank you
Eric Ragsdale


-- 


This electronic transmission and any attached files are


intended only for the person(s) or entity(ies) to which


the transmission is addressed and may contain information


that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from


disclosure.  If you received this transmission in error, please


alert the sender by return email then permanently delete


the transmission.  Any retention and/or distribution of the


transmission is strictly prohibited by applicable law.
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