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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, ) Docket No. 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC.
' )
Petitioner, )
) ORDER GRANTING SOUTH
Vs, ) CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
) INSURANCE’S MOTION FOR
Joyce Freeman, ) SUMMARY JUDGMENT
)
Respondent. )
)

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)
pursuant to a Request for Contested Case Hearing filed by Joyce Freeman (Respondent) on
September 2, 2025, relating to a determination by Petitioner South Carolina Department of
Insurance (DOI or the Department) that Respondent is liable for a $25,000 administrative fine due
to misconduct related to Respondent’s licensure as a resident producer and surety bondsman. The
parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment on January 9, 2026 pursuant to Rule 19 of the
South Carolina Administrative Law Court Rules (SCALC Rules) and Rule 56(c) of the South
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (SCRCP). In the Department’s Motion, it argues that the
$25,000 administrative fine should be imposed upon Respondent for her failure to collect a
minimum fee of $100 or 10% of the bond amount, whichever was greater (in this case, the latter),
prior to the execution of certain surety bonds, as required by 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (Supp.
2025). In her Motion, Respondent argues that Section 38-53-170(e) does not require a bondsman
to charge and collect up front a minimum of $100 or 10% of the bond amount, whichever is greater,
prior to the execution of the bond where, as here, the bondsman has entered into a payment
agreement whose terms meet certain statutory requirements, including a minimum downpayment
of $100 and a maximum term of eighteen months. For the reasons set forth below, the Court grants

DOI’s Motion and denies Respondent’s Motion.
CONSIDERATION OF DEPARTMENT’S EXHIBITS 1,2. 3, and 7

In her January 23, 2026 response to the Department’s Motion, Respondent objects to
Exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 7 thereto, asking that the exhibits be stricken and disregarded by the Court.

Respondent argues that the Department neither produced nor otherwise identified the documents
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comprising these exhibits in discovery or its prehearing statement, nor did it identify Mark Keel
(whose affidavit comprises Exhibit 1) or Ricky Hill (whose affidavit comprises Exhibit 2) as
potential witnesses for the Department. Respondent argues that the Department failed to comply
with SCALC Rule 21(A) and Rule 26(e), SCRCP, and did not seek to expand, reopen, or
supplement discovery to identify these witnesses and documents prior to including the exhibits in
its Motion. Respondent also argues the exhibits are irrelevant to the sole issue before the Court:
the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e) of the South Carolina Code. Specifically, Respondent
contends the affidavits presented as Exhibits 1 and 2 and the compilation of news articles
comprising Exhibit 3 seek to establish legislative intent, which cannot be properly ascertained
through these sources, and further argues that the affiants can neither offer legal opinions nor
testify to the state of mind of members of the Legislature when enacting the statutory provision at
issue.

Also on January 23, 2026, the Department emailed the Court to provide a courtesy copy of
its response to Respondent’s Motion and to seek an opportunity to address Respondent’s argument
regarding the Court’s consideration of the exhibits. The Court ga;rc_ the Department until January
30, 2026 to provide a limited reply addressing the issue. On January 30, 2026, the Department
filed a limited reply. The Department argues the exhibits were not submitted to prove Respondent
failed to charge and collect the greater of $100 or 10% of the face of the bond amount (as none of
these facts are in dispute) but only to support the Department’s interpretation of Section 38-53-
170(e). The Department also argues that Exhibits I and 2 to its Motion (i.e., the affidavits) were
not obtained until January 8 and 9, 2026, respectively, while the news articles comprising Exhibit
3 were not reviewed until January 7, 2026 and were not compiled into an exhibit until January 9,
2026. Thus, these materials were provided to Respondent, by way of the Department’s Motion,
within 36 hours of being obtained, constituting prompt transmittal in compliance with Rule 26,
SCRCP, and it would have been futile to resend the same documents via updated discovery
responses. The Department further argues that the news articles in Exhibit 3 were public
information available to Respondent, as was DOI Order No. 2024-07, the transmittal of which to

licensees is memorialized in Exhibit 7 of the Department’s Motion.! The Department further

! Order No. 2024-07 is included as Exhibit 6 to the Department’s Motion and is not among the exhibits Respondent
objects to. Exhibit 7 includes documentation of the transmittal of Order No. 2024-07 to licensees, including
Respondent by mail and email. However, as discussed infia, Exhibit 7 also includes documentation related to the
transmittal of an earlier, unrelated Department order to licensees.
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argues that the affidavits in its Exhibits 1 and 2 meet the criteria of Rule 701 of the South Carolina
Rules of Evidence (SCRE) as testimony of lay witnesses, and that they were offered “in furtherance
of bringing swift resolution to this matter as is the goal of summary judgment.”

After considering the arguments on this issue, the Court will not, in rendering its opinion,
give any consideration to Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 of the Department’s Motion, nor to the portions of
Exhibit 7 that are unrelated to this matter.

With respect to the affidavits attached to the Department’s Motion as Exhibits 1 and 2, the
opinions or inferences of lay witnesses may be admissible, pursuant to Rule 701, SCRE, where
they are “(a) are rationally based on the perception of the witness, (b) are helpful to a clear
understanding of the witness' testimony or the determination of a fact in issue, and (c) do not
require special knowledge, skill, experience or training.” However, “[t]o be acceptable at summary
judgment stage, the evidence presented in the affidavit must be evidence that would be admissible
if presented at trial through the testimony of the affiant as a sworn witness.” Scosche Indus., Inc.
v. Visor Gear, Inc., 121 F.3d 675, 682 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (quoting 11 James Wm. Moore, Moore's
Federal Practice § 56.14[1][d], at 56—-162 (3d ed.1997); see also note to Rule 701, SCRE
(acknowledging that with the exception of subsection (c¢) and “minor grammatical changes, this
rule is identical to the federal rule.”).

Here, the Court concludes that the content of the affidavits would not be admissible through
the live witness testimony of the affiants if the matter presently before the Court were a trial (as
opposed to cross-motions). Firs't, the affiants were not included in the Department’s witness list,
so their knowledge and opinions were not subject to discovery. Although the Department’s prompt
transmittal of the affidavits would mitigzitc the element of surprise if this contested case were
scheduled for trial weeks or months afier the disclosure, here the parties agreed to seck resolution
of this matter—an issue of law—via cross-motions for summary judgment to be filed by January
9, 2026. Thus, tﬁc Department’s disclosure of the witnesses and the affidavits by way of filing and
serving its January 9, 2026 Motion is roughly analogous to a previously undisclosed witness being
called to testify at trial. Also, Exhibit 1 contains inadmissible hearsay by quoting other individuals,
and otherwise sets out a legal interpretation of the statutory language at issue—matters that would
be inadmissible as testimony from Chief Keel even if he testified at trial. See Rule 802, SCRE
(hearsay is generally inadmissible); Dawkins v. Fields, 354 S.C. 58, 66, 580 S.E.2d 433, 437

(2003) (expert testimony on issues of law is generally inadmissible). Similarly, Exhibit 2 contains

3
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inadmissible hearsay, such as alleged concemns from other bail bondsmen, seeks to establish
legislative intent for the enactment of the statutory language at issue,” and sets forth the affiant’s
view of consistency between the Department’s position in this case and the relevant statutory
language. As the Department itself noted in its response to Respondent’s Motion:
[Tlhe best evidence of legislative intent is the language of the statute itself...
Anecdotal reports and testimony about'a legislator's or interested parties' intent is
not competent evidence of the intent of the legislative body enacting the measure....
Creswick v. University of South Carolina, 434 S.C. 77, 83, 862 S.E.2d 706, 709
(2021); see also Bowaters Carolina Corp. v. Smith, 257 S.C. 563, 572, 186 S.E.2d

761, 764 (1972) (holding the testimony of members of the legislative delegation
who authored the statute as to its meaning was inadmissible).

(Pet.’s Response, p. 13) (citation omitted and other citations in original).® Thus, the Court finds
that Exhibits 1 and 2 are insufficient as evidence of legislative intent. Moreover, even if the Court
concluded the affidavits were admissible (at least in part), the Court would find the affidavits are
more prejudicial than probative in determining the legal issue presently before the Court.

Similarly, with respect to Exhibit 3, the news articles compi!lcd therein constitute hearsay
which is neither admissible nor probative of legislative intent, and more prejudicial than probative
in determining the meaning of Section 38-53-170(e).

Finally, as to Exhibit 7, the Court will consider the transmittal memorandum emailed and
mailed from DOI Director Wise to Respondent and other licensees on December 11, 2024 because
these transmittal records relate to the bonds and statutory language at issue in this contested case,
and Respondent does not dispute that she had notice of the DepMent’s Order No. 2024-07.
However, the Court will not consider the transmittal memorandum and email sent to Respondent
from Director Wise on October 20, 2022, which involved compliance issues unrelated to the

* was not cited by the Department’s Motion, and does not

statutory provision at issue in this case,
implicate any violation on the part of Respondent. Because the October 20, 2022 materials are not
of consequence to the determination of this matter, these materials are not relevant and are

therefore inadmissible. See Rules 401, 402, SCRE.

2 Exhibit 2 sets forth anecdotal testimony about “reports” of inappropriate monitoring and “concerns” of members of
the General Assembly prompting the amendment of the statute. -

3 Exhibit 2 also appears to characterize the “administrative history” behind the Departmcnt s issuance of Order 2024-
07, beyond what is set forth in the order itself.

4 Indeed, the October 20, 2022 transmittal memorandum was issued before the statutory language at issue was even
enacted.

4
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For the foregoing reasons, the Court, in rendering its opinion in this matter, will not
consider Petitioner’s Exhibits 1, 2, 3, or the portion of Exhibit 7 relating to the Department’s
October 20, 2022 transmittal memorandum.

FACTS/PROCEDURAIL HISTORY

The facts in this case are not in dispute. Respondent is currently licensed as a producer and
surety bondsman in South Carolina, specifically with Allegheny Casualty Company, Bankers
Insurance, and Palmetto Surety Corporation. After receiving a complaint on or about June 2, 2025
that Respondent had failed to collect the full 10% minimum fee when a bond was posted in court,
the Department investigated and concluded that on June 1, 2025, Respondent had been the surety
bondsman who executed a $35,000 bond for Defendant Buff, charging a premium of $3,500 but
only collecting $500 prior to the bond’s execution, according to the payment agreement and
payment receipts. Respondent allowed the balance of the 10% premium to be paid via a payment
agreement. ‘

On June 5, 2025, the Department issued Respondent a Notice of Investigation, in response
to which Respondent, through counsel, contended that the law allowed her to collect less than 10%
of the premium when the Bond was posted because she had created a payment plan to receive the
remainder of that premium. In support of this position, Respondent included in her response a copy
of a South Carolina Attorney General Opinion dated June 17, 2024, which had adopted the same
interpretation of Section 38-53-1 70(e).> Respondent also provided to the Department copies of the
payment agreements and receipts for ten surety bond transactions (for bonds posted between May,
2, 2025 and June 1, 2025) in which she charged a premium of 10% but collected substantially less
than the 10% premium before executing the bond, entering payment agreements with the principals

instead. This is illustrated in the following chart:

Defendant: Date Bond Premium | Premium | Payment
Posted: Amount: Charged: Collected: | Agreement:

Defendant Myers 5/29/2025 | $25,000.00 | $2,500.00 | $480.00 Yes

Defendant Byrd 5/28/2025 | $2,500.00 | $250.00 $150.00 Yes

Defendant Keldsen 5/27/2025 | $2,100.00 | $710.00 $200.00 Yes
5/27/2025 | $5,000.00

5 See Op. S.C. Att’y Gen., 2024 WL 3186557 (June 17, 2024).
5
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Defendant Williams 5/27/2025 | $2,840.00 | $1,284.00° | $400.00 Yes
5/27/2025 | $10,000.00
Defendant Womack 5/28/2025 | $25,000.00 | $2,500.00 | $360.00 Yes
Defendant Anderson 5/02/2025 | $47,000.00 | $4,700.00 | $600.00 Yes
Defendant Turnipseed 5/02/2625 $5,000.00 | $500.00 $200.00 Yes

Defendant Myers 5/06/2025 | $22,500.00 | $2,500.00 | $350.00 Yes
Defendant Johnson 5/06/2025 | $15,000.00 | $1,500.00 $300.00 Yes
Defendant Buff 6/01/2025 | $35,000.00 | $3,500.00 | $500.00 Yes

Prior to these bond transactions—on December 11, 2024—the Department issued SCDOI
Order No. 2024-07 (Order 2024-07), which was distributed to Respondent and all licensed surety
bondsmen, professional bondsmen, and runners authorized to conduct bail bond business in South
Carolina.” This order, which refuted the position held by the South Carolina Attomey General
(SCAG) as to the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(¢), informed licensees that, among other
things, South Carolina law requires the payment of a minimum fee in the amount of $100 or 10%
of the bond’s face amount, whichever is greater, and that this premium is to be charged and
collected prior to execution of the bond as a minimum fee.! On December 11, 2024, the
Department emailed a copy of this order to Respondent to the email address Respondent had

provided to the Department, and the Department mailed a hard copy of the same order to

¢ This chart comes from the Department’s Administrative Order issued August 18, 2025, but the premium charged for
Defendant Williams has been corrected from the amount stated in the original Administrative Order. The bond amount
figure listed in the Department’s chart for Defendant Williams totals $12,840.00 with a premium charged amount of
“$1,280.” However, Respondent notes in her Motion that the premium charged for Defendant Williams should have
read “$1,284.00,” based on receipts and payment agreements she had provided to the Department. In its response to
Respondent’s Motion, the Department agreed its chart contained a scrivener’s error and that the premium charged to
Defendant Williams was “1,284.00,” which was 10% of the total bond amount. The Department states it is willing to
issue an amended order accordingly but that this error was immaterial, as Respondent only collected $400 of the
premium prior to the execution of the bond in violation of Section 38-53-170(e).

7 A “runner” is defined under Section 38-53-10(10) (2015), in pertinent part, as follows: “a person employed by a bail
bondsman for the purpose of assisting the bail bondsman in presenting the defendant in court when required, assisting
in the apprehension and surrender of the defendant to the court, keeping the defendant under necessary surveillance,
and- executing bonds on behalf of the licensed bondsman when the power of attorney has been recorded. ‘Runner’
does not include an attorney or a law enforcement officer assisting a bondsman,”

® In a subsequent SCAG Opinion, which responded to a letter from general counsel for DOI requesting modification
or withdrawal of the June 17, 2024 SCAG opinion, the SCAG declined to alter its interpretation of Section § 38-53-
170(e) but did state the following: “[W]e defer to the interpretation.of the Department of Insurance as the agency with
regulatory authority ... Further, we advise any bail bondsmen and runners to follow the [DOI’s] instructions and orders
regarding the issue pending any judicial or legislative clarification.” See Op. 8.C. Att’y Gen., 2025 WL 2369635 (July
31, 2025). This opinion was issued after the bonds at issue in this case had been executed.

6
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Respondent via certified mail to Respondent’s physical address of record. Neithef communication
was returned to the Department as undeliverable, and indeed the Department received a return
receipt from the United States Postal Service reflecting that Respondent had signed for receipt of
the correspondence.

On August 18, 2025, the Department issued an “Administrative Order Imposing Fine and
Notice of Opportunity for Hearing” (Administrative Order) finding that Respondent violated
Section 38-53-170(e) in the above ten instances by failing to collect the full amount of the 10%
premium prior to bond execution and imposing a $25,000 fine on Respondent accordingly. The
Department also warned in its order that “[i]f the total fine amount is not timely paid as required
by this Order, Respondent’s bail bondsman and producer licenses will be revoked without any
further disciplinary proceedings by this agency.”

On September 2, 2025, Respondent filed a request for a contested case hearing with this
Court, and this matter was assigned to the undersigned Judge on September 10, 2025. On January
9, 2026, the Department and Respondent filed cross-motions for summary judgment. On January
23,2026, the parties filed responses to each other’s motions. On January 30, 2026, the Department
filed a limited reply addressing Respondent’s objection to certain exhibits to is Motion, discussed

supra.

STANDARD OF REVIEW
“This Court hasjurisdiction_'to hear this matter pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §§ 1-23-600(A)
(Supp. 2025), 38-53-150 (2015), and 38-53-160 (2015).
Rule 68 of the Rules of Procedure for the ALC provides that “[t]he South Carolina Rules

of Civil Procedure . . . may, in the discretion of the presiding administrative law judge, be applied
in proceedings before the Court to resolve questions not addressed by these rules.” Pursuant to
Rule 56(c), SCRCP, a trial court may grant a motion for summary judgment where “the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any,
show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to
a judgment as a matter of law.” “In determining whether any triable issue of fact exists, the
evidence and all inferences which can reasonably be drawn therefrom must be viewed in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party.” Quail Hill, LLC v. Cnty. of Richland, 387 S.C. 223, 235,
692 S.E.2d 499, 505 (2010). Where the only question before a court is one of statutory

interpretation, summary judgment is appropriate because it is an issue of law. See Hock RH, LLC
7
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v. 8.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 423 S.C. 208, 212, 813 S.E.2d 540, 542 (Ct. App. 2018) (“A question of
statutory interpretation is one of law for the court to decide.”) (quoting Alltel Commc 'ns, Inc. v.
S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 399 S.C. 313, 316, 731 S.E.2d 869, 870-71 (2012)).
DISCUSSION

Both parties in this case seek summary judgment based on differing interpretations of
Section 38-53-170(e). Therefore, the Court will begin by looking at this statute. Section 38-53-170
of the South Carolina Code (2015 & Supp. 2025) provides, in pertinent part, that no bail bondsman
Or runner may:

« (e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not
exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of one
hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be
charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.
Conditions of the bond which expressly or implicitly réquire payment of monies in
excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the condition of the bond, shall not
be considered part of the bondsman's premium, and are not affected by this code
provision. The bondsman may collect these fees from the defendant and is not
limited by any language requirements of this code provision,

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by
attachirig a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement
shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum
down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered
and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was
executed...

The Department’s authority to administratively sanction licensed bail bondsmen for misconduct is
discussed in Section 38-43-130 of the South Carolina Code (2015) and Section 38-53-150 of the
South Carolina Code.(2015). Section 38-43-130 provides, in pertinent part:

(A) The director or his designee may place on probation, revoke, or suspend a
producer's license after ten days' notice ... when it appears that a producer has ...
violated this title or any regulation promulgated by the department, or has wilfully
deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens of this State.

(C) The words “deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens of this State” include,
but are not limited to, action or inaction by the producer as follows:

(2) violating insurance laws, or violating any regulation, subpoena,
or order of the director or of another state’s director or his designee[.]

Section 38-53-150 provides, in pertinent part:

8
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(A) The director or his designee may deny, suspend, revoke, or refuse to renew any
license issued under this chapter for any of the following causes:

(2) violation of any laws of this State relating to bail in the course
of dealings under the license issued to a bondsman or runner by the
director or his designee;

(7) failure to’ comply with or violation of the provisions of this
chapter or of any order of the director or his designee or regulation
of the department][.]

(B) The director or his designee, in lieu of revoking or suspending a license in
accordance with the provisions of this chapter, in any one proceeding, by order,
may require the licensee to pay to the director or his designee to be deposited in the
general fund of the State a monetary penalty as provided in Section 38-2-10[(A)](2)
for each offense....

Section 38-2-10 of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2025) discusses the Department’s imposition
of administrative penalties against licensees, providing in pertinent part:

(A) Unless otherwise specifically provided by law, the following administrative
penalties apply for each violation of the insurance laws of this State or federal
insurance laws subject to enforcement by the Department of Insurance:

(2) If the violator is a person, other than an insurer, pharmacy
benefits manager, or a health maintenance organization, licensed by
the director or his designee in this State, the director or his designee
shall fine the person in an amount not to exceed two thousand five
hundred dollars, suspend or revoke the license of the person, or both.
If the violation is wilful, the director or his designee shall fine the
person in an amount not to exceed five thousand dollars, suspend or
revoke the license of the person, or both,

Because the Department is seeking to impose an administrative penalty against a licensee
in this matter, the Department has the burden of proof. SCALC Rule 29(B) (stating that the agency
has the burden of proof in “the assessment of civil penalties, the imposition of sanctions, or the
enforcement of administrative orders™). Accordingly, in order for this Court to impose a penalty,
the Department must prove each element of the alleged Section 38-53-170(e) violations by a
preponderénce of the evidence. However, based on the facts in this case are not in dispute, this
case turns on the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(¢).

In this case, the parties disagree as to the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e). The
Department argues that a bondsman must charge and collect a minimum premium of $100.00 or

10% of a bond, whichever is greater, before the execution of the bond and may thereafter enter

9
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into a payment agree'ment to collect any remaining amount of the bond premium, i.e. any amount
of the bond premium that was not collected before the execution of the bond. Respondent, on the
other hand, interbrcts the second paragraph of subsection (e), beginning with the word “However,”
as providing an alternative under which bondsmen may—instead of collecting 10% of the bond’s
face amount prior to its execution—enter into a payment agreement “subject to enumerated
statutory requirements.””

“[A] court must determine whether the language of a statute or regulation directly speaks
to the issue. If so, the court must utilize the clear meaning of the statute or regulation.” Kiawah
Dev. Partners, Il v. S.C. Dep't of Health & Env’t. Control, 411 S.C. 16, 32, 766 S.E.2d 707, 717
(2014) (citing Brown v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 354 S.C. 436, 440, 581 S.E.2d 836, 838 (2003)). “Where the
statute’s language is plain and unambiguous, and conveys a clear and definite meaning, the rules
of statutory interpretation are not needed and the court has no right to impose another meaning.”
Id. at 85, 533 S.E.2d at 581; Grier v. AMISUB of S.C., Inc., 397 S.C. 532, 535, 725 S.E.2d 693,
695 (2012) (*What a legislature says in the text of a statute is considered the best evidence of the
legislative intent or will” and “courts are bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the
legislature.”). “If a statute is ambiguous, the court must construe its terms in accordance with the
rules of statutory construction.” MeclInnis v. Mclnnis, 348 S.C. 585, 592, 560 S.E.2d 632, 636 (Ct.
App. 2002) (citing Lester v. S.C. Workers' Comp. Comm'n, 334 S.C. 557, 561, 514 S.E.2d 751,
752 (1999). Thus, the Court first examines whether Section 38-53-170(e) is ambiguous.

In determining whether an undefined statutory term creates an ambiguity, courts must
consider the terms’ meanings in conjunction with the entire statute. See Branch v. City of Myrtle
Beach, 340 S.C. 405, 410, 532 S.E.2d 289, 292 (2000) (“When faced with an undefined statutory
term ... Courts should consider not merely the language of the particular clause being construed,
but the undefined word and its meaning in conjunction with the purpose of the whole statute and
the policy of the law.”) (citing Whitner v. State, 328 S.C. 1, 492 S.E.2d 777 (1997)); Ray Bell
Const. Co. v. Sch. Dist. of Greenville Cnty., 331 S.C. 19,25-26, 501 S.E.2d 725, 729 (1 998) (court
of appeals erred in determining statute unambiguous by focusing solely on language of one

subsection without considering the intended purpose of statute).

? Respondent’s interpretation is shared by the SCAG’s office, which rendered an opinion in response to a question
submitted by a municipal judge following that judge’s disagreement with the Greenwood Clerk of Court over the
interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e), the latter having interpreted Section 38-53-170 as the Department has. Thus,
reasonable and intelligent minds have interpreted this statutory provision differently.

10
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Here, the second paragraph of Section 38-53-170(¢) begins with the word, “However,” a
word whose varied usage can signify an exception, alternative or limitation to preceding language,
as discussed in more detail infra. Based on the language of the two paragraphs of the subsection,
the Court concludes that the use of “However” in the second paragraph renders the meaning of the
subsection as a whole ambiguous; therefore, statutory construction is required.

“The cardinal rule of statutory construction is to ascertain and effectuate the intent of the
legislature.” Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000). “A court should not
consider a particular clause in a statute in isolation, but should read it in conjunction with the
purpose of the entire statute and the policy of the law.” S.C. Dep’t of Consumer Affs. v. Cash Ctr.
of $.C., LLC, 435 8.C. 192, 202, 865 S.E.2d 789, 794 (Ct. App. 2021) (quoting Peake v. S.C. Dep't
of Motor Vehicles, 375 S.C. 589, 599, 654 S.E.2d 284, 290 (Ct. App. 2007). A statute should
therefore be read *as a whole [and must] must receive practical, reasonable, and fair interpretation
consonant with the purpose, design, and policy of lawmakers. In interpreting a statute, the language
of the statute must be read in a sense that harmonizes with its subject matter and accords with its
general purpose.” Id. (quoting Sparks v. Palmetto Hardwood, Inc., 406 S.C. 124, 128, 750 S.E.2d
61, 63 (2013).

It is also well-recognized that courts “generally give[] deference to an administrative
agency's interpretation of an applicable statute or its own regulation.” Kiawah Dev. Partners, II v.
S. C. Dep't of Health & Envt Control, 411 S.C. 16, 32, 766 S.E.2d 707, 717 (2014) ( Kiawah)
(quoting Brown v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 354 8.C. 436, 440, 581 S.E.2d 836, 838 (2003)) (internal quotation
marks omitted); see also State v. Sweat, 379 S.C. 367, 384, 665 S.E.2d 645, 655 (Ct. App. 2008),
aff 'd as modified, 386 S.C. 339, 688 S.E.2d 569 (2010)) (“It is true that agencies charged with
enforcing statutes usually receive deference from the courts as to their interpretation of those
laws.”) (citation omitted). Our state Supreme Court has found that interpreting and applying
statutes and regulations administered by an agency is a two-step i)rocess. Kiawah, 411 S.C. at 32,
766 S.E.2d at 717. “First, a court must determine whether the language of a statute or regulation
directly speaks to the issue. If so, the court must utilize the clear meaning of the statute or
regulation.” Id. (citation omitted). In the event that “the statute or regulation ‘is silent or ambiguous
with respect to the specific issue,’ the court then must give deference to the agency's interpretation
of the statute or regulation assuming the interpretation is. worthy of deference.” Id. at 33, 766
S.E.2d at 717 (quoting Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843,
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(1984)). An agency’s interpretation of a silent or ambiguous statute that it is charged with
administering is worthy of deference unless it is “arbitrary, capricious, or manifestly contrary to
the statute,” or unless there is a compelling reason to differ. Id. at 34-35, 766 S.E.2d at 718 (citing
Chevron, 467 U.S. at 844); but see S.C. Coastal Conservation League v. S.C. Dep't of Health &
Envt Control, 363 8.C. 67, 75, 610 S.E.2d 482, 486 (2005) (finding the agency's reviewing body,
“not [agency] staff, is entitled to deference from the courts.”).

In this case, the Department interprets Section 38-53-170(e) as requiring bondsmen to
charge and collect a minimum fee of $100.00 or 10% of a bond before the execntion of the bond,
and—if the bond premium exceeds the foregoing mandatorily collected amount—permitfing
bondsmen to collect that remaining, uncollected amount through a payment agreement, the terms
of which must include a downpayment of $100 and full payment of the remaining bond premium
within eighteen (1 8) months. The Court agrees.

Prior to its amendment in 2023, Section 38-53-170(e) provided that no bondsman or runner
may:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not
exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of
twenty-five dollars. However, the bondsman is permitted to accept collateral
security or other indemnity from the principal which must be returned upon final
termination of liability on the bond. The bondsman shall identify who is paying the
premium and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not
been obtained from any person who has a greater interest in the principal's
disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security or other indemnity
required by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the
bond][.]

See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (2015).

While maintaining a cap on bond premiums at 15% of the bond’s face amount, the General
Assembly amended subsection (e) by raising the minimum bond premium fee and also requiring
it to be charged and collected before the execution of the bond, providing that no bondsman or
runner may:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, ... with a
minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is
greater, that must be charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution
of the bond...

S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025). Thus, it appears that the General Assembly intended

to impose a higher minimum-premium standard charged to those seeking bond and to ensure that
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that amount is actually collected by the bondsman before the bond is executed. But this language
was then followed up with additional language that the General Assembly added to subsection (€):

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by
attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement
shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum
down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreecment may not be altered
and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was
executed...

Id

At first blush, this second paragraph, with its use of the term “However” at the beginning,
could seem to suggest, as Respondent argues, that the second paragraph presents an alternative to
the requirements in the first paragraph. But in reading the statutory provision as a whole, taking
into account what purpose the General Assembly intended to serve with this provision, the Court
does not find this to be so.

Where a word is not defined in a statute, our appellate courts have looked to the usual
dictionary meaning to supply its meaning, Lee v. Thermal Eng'g )Corp., 352 S.C. 81, 91-92, 572
S.E.2d 298, 303 (Ct. App. 2002); see also Hernandez-Zuniga v. Tickle, 374 S.C. 235, 248, 647
S.E.2d 691, 697 (Ct. App. 2007) (“Dictionaries can be helpful tools during the initial stages of
legal research for the purpose of defining statutory terms.”) (citation omitted). With respect to the
General Assembly’s use of the word “However” in the second paragraph of subsection (e), the
Court turns to the common understanding of the word “however” as the best indication of
legislative intent. State v. Adams, 430 S.C. 420, 433, 845 S.E.2d 217, 224 (Ct. App. 2020) (“In
discussing legislative intent, we begin, as always, with the words of the statute.”). The word
“however” can have several meanings, depending on the context in which it is used. Webster’s
Dictionary defines “however,” when used as an adverb, as follows: “1 a: in whatever manner or
way[;] b: to whatever degree or extent[;] 2 in spite of that: on the othér hand[;] 3 how in the
world.”™®

The Court concludes that the term “However” as used at the beginning of the second
paragraph of Section 38-53-170(e) means “in spite of that,” which is how Respondent also defines

the use of the word in this case, according to her response to the Department’s Motion. But this is

10 Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/however (last accessed February
10, 2026).
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where the agreement ends. In this case, the Court interprets the use of “However™ at the beginning
of the second paragraph to mean that in spite of any statutory language in the first paragraph
suggesting otherwise, a bondsman who charges a premium exceeding the minimum fee that must
be collected before bond execution may enter a payment agreement with the principal or an
indemnitor for collection of the remaining amount. This usage makes clear that—despite language
in the preceding paragraph that could be read to suggest otherwise ''—collection of the entire bond
premium before bond execution is not required where the entire premium exceeds the minimum.
This usage also makes clear that, despite the preceding paragraph’s prohibition on a bondsman
accepting “anything of value” from the bond’s principal after execution of the bona,‘the collection
of additional premium (in excess of the statutory minimum) is permissible—if such collection
occurs pursuant to a payment agreement meeting the requirements of the statute,!? This
interpretation harmonizes the two paragraphs of subsection (e) and reflects the General Assembly’s
purpose in stiffening the requirements to post bond—requirements only applicable where the bond
court has determined the defendant’s reappearance for trial is not reasonably assured and/or that
the:defendant’s release may pose an unreasonable danger to the community or an individual.'?* By
making the burden of posting bond commensurate with the bond amount determined by the bond
court—whose determination as to the amount of bond must include consideration of factors such
as a defendant’s criminal record, other pending charges, incident reports of underlying offense,
gang affiliation and alienage, et al.!*—subsection (e) reflects how serious the General Assembly

views crimes alleged to have been committed in this State, the criminal proceedings occasioned

' The first paragraph couid be read to say that a bondsman may not “accept anything of value from a principal except
the premium ... that must be charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.”

12 The use of “However” in this current version of subsection (e) is similar to the use of “However” in the prior version
of the subsection, which read, in pertinent part: “No bondsman or runner may: ... (€) accept anything of value from a
principal except the premium, which may not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum
fee of twenty-five dollars. However, the bondsman ig permitted to accept collateral security or other indemnity from
the principal which must be returned upon final termination of liability on the bond....” The use of “However” under
that prior version of the subsection did not provide for an alternative to requiring the payment of the minimum
premium amount but was simply providing that in spite of the fact that a minimum premium had to be paid and could
not exceed 15%, a bondsman was allowed, in addition to that requirement, to also accept collateral security or
indemnity to secure the premium,

B See 5.C. Code § 17-15-10(A) (Supp. 2025). Accused criminal defendants facing non-capital charges may be released
on their own recognizance if the bond court does not determine they represent a flight risk or danger to others. /¢

14 See 8.C. Code § 17-15-30(B) (Supp. 2025) (listing factors a court must consider in determining conditions of release
where criminal defendant’s appearance not reasonably assured and/or release would constitute unreasonable danger
to community or individuals)

14

RoA 0014



thereby, and public safety. Thus, the General Assembly sought to reform the bail bond industry to
ensure that the statutory regime in place—to determine whether bond is necessary to secure a
criminal defendant’s release, and, if so, to establish the amount of bond—cannot be undermined
by business practices of bail bondsmen, including posting bond based on collecting a fee that is
incommensurate with the bond court’s determination. S.C. Workers’ Comp. Comm’n v. WestPoint
Home, LLC, 446 S.C. 625, 633, 922 S.E.2d 231, 235 (Ct. App. 2025) (“In interpreting a statute,
the language of the statute must be read in a sense that.harmonizes with its subject matter and
accords with its general purpose...[S]tatutes must be read as a whole and sections which are part
of the same general statutory scheme must be construed together and each given effect, if it can be
done by any reasonable construction.”) (citations and quotation marks omitted).

While the Court agrees with the SCAG and Respondent that the South Carolina
Constitution provides a conditional right to bail (S.C. Const. Art. I § 15 (2009)), and that the
General Assembly sought to strike a balance between “its desire to increase and standardize
premiums” and “defendants’ ability to pay those premiums and ensuring compliance with

13 one scale cannot negate the other scale and maintain a just

defendants’ constitutional rights,
balance. In this case, to interpret the second paragraph of Section 38-53-170(e) as providing for an
alternative to the first paragraph’s requirement for pre-execution collection of the minimum bond
fee would eviscerate and render ineffective the first paragraph’s very specific requirement
regarding the minimum premium to be charged and collected prior to the execution of the bond.
Such an interpretation would also beg the question as to why the General Assembly would have
included the minimum, pre-execution collection requirements in the first paragraph at all instead
of just requiring a minimum downpayment of $100 with the remainder of the premium to be paid
and collected over eighteen months, i.e. through a payment plén. Had the General Assembly
intended to provide an alternative for bailees who could not afford to pay the 10% minimum bond
fee up front, it would not have included the 10% figure and the “whichever is greater” language in
the first paragraph of subsection (e) and required this premium to be paid in full up front and
collected prior to the execution of the bond, or, at the very least, would have provided a standard

for determining whether a defendant qualified for the “financial assistance” alternative that

15 As the Department correctly notes in its Reply in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for Summary Judgment, in
making the above statement, the SCAG Opinian did not discuss a criminal defendant’s constitutional right against
excessive bail (or any other constitutional right, for that matter).
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Respondent argues is offered in the second paragraph.'® Though the Court agrees that the General
Assembly did intend to provide some flexibility to not overburden the right to bail by maintaining
the premium cap of 15% and allowing a third of that maximum amount to be collected over time
via payment agreement, such flexibility was not intended to negate the clear added requirement
that the greater of $100 or 10% of the bond’s face amount must be charged and collected before

the execution of a bond.!?

16 Respondent’s argument would be more persuasive had the General Assembly not included the phrase “must be ...
collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.” Without that phrase, the provisions in subsection (&)
could reasonably be interpreted as imposing a stiffer requirement for bond by raising the minimum premium to be
paid while allowing for a payment agreement as an alternative means of paying for that higher minimum preminm
rather than paying it all up front. However, the Court must read the subsection as a whole and cannot ignore the
requirement in the first provision that requires the bondsman to not only charge the bond premium minimum (which
was done in this case) but also to collect it before the execution of the bond. In light of that phrase in the first
provision, taken together with the second provision, Respondent’s interpretation would create a contradiction that
would render the prior-collection requirement in the first provision meaningless and ineffectual; the exception would
swallow up the rule.

In her Response to DOI’s Motion for Summary Judgment, Respondent further argues that if Section 38-53-170(¢) was
interpreted to require a defendant to pay the full 10% premium up front, this “would not serve to keep violent or
dangerous criminals from achieving bail” but “would serve only to keep incarcerated those criminal defendants who
cannot afford to pay 10% of their bond immediately[,]” and that “[t]he result would be our jails filled to the brim not
with the most viclent criminals, but with the poorest.” First, it is for the General Assembly, not this Court, 1o set policy,
and this Court must assume that the General Assembly was aware of the possible ramifications of its policies.

Second, while the Court agrees with Respondent that “the minimum payment provisions of § 38-53-170(e) do not
depend upon the nature of the crime that was eommitted,” that subsection does not operate in a vacuum. The pature
of the criminal charge(s) affects the bond court’s determination as to whether a surety bond will be required for a
defendant’s pre-trial release because it impacts the likelihood of a defendant to reappear and/or whether his release
threatens the community. See S.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-10(A). The nature of the criminal charge also impacts the
amount of any such surety bond, e.g., the bond court must consider incident reports related to the charged offense. See
id. § 17-15-30(B)(3). Thus, Respondent’s opinion that mandatory collection of the minimum bond premium before
bond execution would have no-effect on violent criminals achieving bail appears to be based on the language of Section
38-53-170(e) alone, without considering the broader statutory scheme surrounding bail and pre-trial release. Moreover,
Respondent’s suggestion that the Department’s interpretation of Section 38-53-170(¢) would affect only the poorest
defendants also fails to account for other statutes surrounding bail. Specifically, the bond court is permitted to consider
a criminal defendant’s financial resources when setting the bond amount. S.C. Cade Ann. § 17-15-30(A)(3) (Supp.
2025). If the judge setting bond is aware that the law requires the collection of 10% of the bond’s face amount from
the defendant up front, the judge can take the defendant’s financial status into account when determining the
appropriate amount of bond to set. Indeed, Section 38-53-170(e) itself envisions that some bonds would be set at low
amounts when it included the phrase “with a minimum fee of one hundred doilars or 10% of the bond, whichever is
greater,” language that contemplates surety bonds set at amounts below $1,000. Therefore, the argument that our jails
will be “filled to the brim ... with the poorest [defendants]” is speculation and not a foregone conclusion.

17 In the June 17, 2024 SCAG opinion discussed above, the SCAG resorted to legislative history, specifically 2023
Senate Journal, p. 2047 (April 11, 2023), which included a proposed amendment to Section 38-53-170(e) which, if
enacted, would mirror the existing subsection, except that the payment agreement would be required to have a down-
payment of $100 or 3% of the bond s face amount, whichever is greater, The SCAG opinion reasons that the proffered
amendment would have treated the payment agreement as an alternative to pre-execution collection of the bond
premium because otherwise, the payment agreement would be fully performed as soon as the down payment was
made, because the amount collected before bond execution (10%) and the downpayment pursuant to the payment
agreement (5%) would total the 15% bond premium cap, leaving nothing left to be repaid through a payment plan.
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Moreover, this interpretation of Section 38-53-170(¢) is consistent with the Department’s
interpretation, as expressed in Order No. 2024-07. The Department is the agency charged with
regulating bondsmen and runners in the area at issue and with enforcing Section 38-53-170(e) and
related provisions. Also, the Court concludes, for the reasons given above, that the Department’s
interpretation of subsection (e) is not arbitrary, capricious, or manifestly contrary to the statute,
and there is no compelling reason to differ with its interpretation of subsection (e). For these
reasons, the Court will defer to the Department’s interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e). See
Kiawah Dev. Partners, IT'v. 5. C. Dep 't of Health & Env 't Control, 411 8.C. 16, 32-33, 766 S.E.2d
707,718 (2014) (citing Chevfon, US.A., Inc. v. Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843
(1984), overruled by Loper Bright Enters. v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369 (2024)).'

While this is a logical construction of the proffered amendment, it is misapplied because this proposed legislation was
not adopted in the final version of the statute—which may have been because it would have produced the absurd result
that the SCAG highlights in its argument. In other words, the proposed amendment to the language in the second
paragraph cited by SCAG may have been rejected because the General Assembly shared the Department’s
interpretation of the statute.

Similarly, legislative history subsequent to the issuance of the SCAG’s and the Department’s conflicting opinions
appears to support the Department’s interpretation. In S.C. House Bill No. 4512, which was introduced, given a first
reading, and referred to the House Judiciary Committee on May 6, 2025, would have maintained the 15% bond
premium cap and still have required the charge and collection of a minimum fee of $100 or 10% of the face value of
the bond, whichever is greater, prior to the execution of the bond—though it would move these provisions to a newly
created Section 38-53-175—but it would have added to the newly created Section 38-53-175 the following subsection:
“Payment agreements are permitted for amounts in excess of ten percent of the bond but are otherwise
prohibited.” (Emphasis added). (2025 House Journal, p. 227 (May 6, 2025)). Also, the disputed language at the
beginning of the second paragraph of the current Section 38-53-170(e), beginning with “However” and ending with
“before or at the motion hearing for the principal to be released on bond[,]” would be eliminated. The reason for S.C.
House Bill No. 4512, as it relates to the current statutory Janguage, is debatable. It could reasonably be argued that
this proposed legislation constitutes a clarifying amendment intended to resolve ambiguity in the present statute by
more carefully spelling out the Legislature’s intent consistent with the Department’s position. By the same token, it
could be atgued that the provisions in the proposed legislation carry a different meaning than the existing statute and
seek to change the meaning thereof, which would bolster Respondent’s argument with respect to the meaning of the
existing statute. However, like the proposed Senate amendment offered prior to the enactment of the existing Section
38-53-170(e), this recently proposed House amendment has not been enacted. See Tallevast v. Kaminski, 146 S.C. 225,
236, 143 S.E. 796, 799-800 (1928) (“The law as it is passed is the will of the majority of both houses, and the only
mode in which that will is spoken is in the act itself, and the rule that the intention of the Legislature is the primary
* consideration in the construction of a statute does not permit the courts to consider statements made by the author of
a bill or by those interested in its passage, or by members of the Legislature adopting the bill, showing the meaning
or effect of the language used in the bill as understood by the person or persons making such statements.” (quoting 25
R. C.L. 1037, 1038)).

Based on the foregoing, the Court does not give weight to the legislative history discussed in the SCAG’s June 17,
2024 opinion.

18 The Court agrees with the Department’s analysis regarding agency deference at the state level and adopts another
Administrative Law Judge’s reasoning in Friends of Horse Creek Valley v. 5.C. Dep't of Envt Servs. & Rabbit Hill
Class 2 Landfill, $.C. Admin. Law Ct., 2025 WL 3045193, at *7 n. 17 (October 14, 2025) upholding the continuance
of agency deference at the state level pursuant to Kiawah Dev. Partners, II, supra and South Carolina cases predating
Chevron that applied similar deference principles.
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As the Department observed in its Order No. 2024-07 and argues in its Motion, had the
General Assembly sought to create an exception to the minimum pre-execution collection
requircment set forth in the first paragraph of subsection (¢), it would have done so using
exception-creating [anguage, as it did in multiple other places throughout the statute; but it did
not.!® Rather, it included the language in the second paragraph to provide bondsmen who charge
a premium amount above that minimum (though not exceeding 15% of the bond’s face amount)
and their bailees the opportunity to finance any premium amounts exceeding the minimum. It
appears that the General Assembly wished to increase the defendant’s minimum fee amount for
posting a bail bond and ensure that this amount was charged and collected before executing the
bond in order to make the burden of obtaining a bail bond commensurate with the amount of bond
determined by the bond court based on that court’s mandatory consideration of statutorily
prescribed factors, while at the same time recognizing that imposing these tougher restrictions on
bond may require alleviation should a bondsman decide, especially for a large bond amount, to
charge more than 10% of the bond value, up to 15%, and thus allowed for a payment plan option
for any remaining amount charged above 10% of the bond value. This is also the interpretation
shared by the Department, and the Court concludes that it is a reasonable one supported by the text
and purpose of the statute.

| Respondent argues that it would be absurd to interpret the statute as requiring an additional
minimum up-front downpayment of at least $100 to be added as part of the payment plan for the
remaining amount after already paying the higher of $100 or 10% of the bond amount, with both
the minimum premium and the minimum downpayment due prior to execution of the bond. As a
preliminary matter, Respondent’s argument igﬁores that Section 38-53-170(c) contemplates that
the payment agreement may be entered with (and the downpayment paid by) an indemnitor other
than the defendant, a possibility that is reflected by references to an “indemnitor” later in the

second paragraph.”® Relatedly, and more importantly, the two paragraphs represent two different

¥ 1In footnote 12 of its Order No. 2024-07, the Depattment provides examples of exceptions created throughout chapter
53 of Title 38 including in Sections 38-53-80, -160, -170, and -190. In each of these examples, the General Assembly
uses the term “except” to provide for exceptions.

% For example, the second paragraph in Section 38-53-170(e) pravides in pertinent part that a payment agreement
with a bondsman “shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum down payment
of one hundred dollars...If the payment has not been made for two consecutive' months, the bondsman must send a
certified notice to the last known address of the principal and indemnitor demanding payment be made within ten
das to bring the agreement current.” (Emphasis added).
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obligations relating to the bond. The first paragraph governs the terms of the execution of the bond,
specifically the amount to be charged and collected as a mandatory prerequisite to the execution
of the bond, whereas the second paragraph provides for the terms of a contractual agreement (i.e.,
a payment plan) between the bail bondsman and the principal andf/indemnitor regarding the
payment of any remaining premium that the bail bondsman may charge (up to the amount allowed
by law). Accordingly, it would not be absurd for the General Assembly to require a separate
downpayment of at least $100 as valuable consideration for the payment plan, it being a separate
contractual arrangement with potentially different parties and with its own distinct obligations.
Moreover, it would not be absurd if the General Assembly wished to ensure that at least some of
the remaining bond premium (above the minimum already charged and collected) was paid by
requiring an immediate “downpayment”—the first payment required under the payment plan—
especially given the inherent risk of default on such a payment plan by a defendant who would be
out on bond.

Respondent also considers it absurd that the General Assembly would provide a
“comprehensive payment agreement structure ... for only 5% of the face amount of the bond that
the bondsman is not required to charge in the first place.” First, this argument assumes that 5% of
a bond’s face amount is negligible, which is not true in all cases. Although, as a practical matter,
the remaining (up to) 5% may be too negligible to collect via payment agreement where a bond is
set at a low amount, it may be that the General Assembly contemplated that the practical
application of payment plans would be limited to those situations where very high bonds are set.
Moreover, the General Assembly may have reasoned that regulation of such payment agreements
is necessary in light of the bondsman/insurer’s own decision to charge a premium above the
statutory minimuom, reflecting the bondsman or surety’s independent determination of risk that the
principal will violate the conditions of their release. This may be reasonably inferred from the
limitation of a payment plan’s duration to eighteen (18) months; a strict duty on the bondsman to
send a certified notice (not just a mailed notice) to a defendant and any indemnitor when payment
has not been made for two consecutive months; and surrender of the defendant to a detention
facility and acceleration of the balance of the premium under the agreement, the full payment of
which being required for rerelease on bond, should payment not be received during the notice
period. Regardless, the Court does not find the statutorily mandated provisions of a payment

agreement to be “comprehensive,” nor is the Court surprised that the General Assembly would
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provide some level of detail to govern payment plans allowing collection of a portion of the bond
premium after execution of the bond. After all, the collection of the premium itself is an exception
to the general rule that bail bondsmen may not accept anything of value from the principal, a
prohibition which serves the salutary purpose of preventing conflicts of interest and/or potential
financial exploitation of criminal defendants.

Respondent further argues that interpreting Section 38-53-170(e) to require immediate
payment of 10% of the bond to the bondsman would render the subsection “entirely superfluous™
in light of 8.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-15 (Supp. 2025), which already allows a defendant to, with a
court’s assent, “post that same amount with the clerk of court and then get it back at the end of the
case rather than paying that amount as a premium to the bondsman.” For this reason, Respondent
questions “why anyone would use a surety bondsman in the first place.” In making this argument,
Respondent quotes the following from Section 17-15-15(A): “in lieu of requiring actual posting of
bond ... the court setting bond may permit the defendant to deposit in cash with the clerk of court
an amount not to exceed ten percent of the amount of the bond set, which amount, when the
defendant fulfills the condition of the bond, must be returned to the defendant by the clerk ....”
However, Respondent omitted a key phrase from the statute. Section 17-15-15(A) begins with the
pertinent phrase “Except as provided in subsection (D)[.]” Subsection (D) states, in pertinent
part that “[t]he provisions of this section do not apply if the defendant is charged with a violent
offense, as defined in Section 16-1-60, or any felony offense involving a firearm while out on bond
or other pretrial release....” This is a major exception encompassing a large number of criminal
defendants who would likely not be given a low bond amount or released on their own
recognizance without a surety. This is the reason why there exists a bail bondsman option and
hence why Scction 38-53-170(e) exists in addition to Section 17-15-15, and this is why such
criminal defendants would resort to the option under Section 38-53-170(¢), even having to pay
10% up front—because they would have no choice if they wish to post bond. The fact that the
option to post a cash deposit with the clerk of a court is not available to defendants charged with
violent offense under Section 16-1-60 or a felony involving a firearm while out on bond or other
pretrial release would also be consistent with a reading of Section 38-53-170(e) that reflects an
intent by the General Assembly to toughen the terms of posting bond through bail bondsmen in
South Carolina by ensuring the burden of posting bond is consistent with the bond amount

determined by the bond court to be appropriate,
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For the foregoing reasons, the Court adopts the interpretation of section 38-53-170(e) set
forth above and rejects Respondent’s interpretation thereof. In this case, Respondent failed to
collect the full amount of the 10% premium charged on each of the ten bonds issued between May
2, 2024 and June 1, 2025 prior to their execution. Because Section 38-53-170(e) requires that a
bondsman not only charge a minimum premium of $100 or 10% of the bond value, whichever is
greater, but also collect the same prior to the execution of the bond, I conclude that Respondent
violated Section 38-53-170(¢e) by collecting less than 10% of the bond value on all ten bonds at
issue prior to their execution.

Penalties Imposed for Violations of Section 38-53-170(e)

In this case, the Court concludes that Respondent violated Section 38-53-170(e) with
respect to the ten bonds at issue, for the reason discussed above, and that the Department has met
its burden of proof. However, the Court also concludes that Respondent’s actions are not worthy
of the maximum financial penalty allowed by Section 38-2-10(A)(2) and sought by-the
Department. First, the version of Section 38-53-170(e) that was violated is fairly new, certainly
ambiguous, and, to this Court’s knowledge, the issue in this case has not been adjudicated and no
declaratory judgment has been rendered relating to it. Second, as result of Section 38-53-170(¢)’s
ambiguity, reasonable and intelligent minds—including those of a municipal judge, the clerk of
court in Greenwood, the SCAG’s office, and the Department—have disagreed over its meaning.
Even the Department sought the SCAG’s withdrawal or modification of its June 17, 2024 opinion,
thus acknowledging the influence it was having on bail bondsmen’s application of Section 38-53-
170(e) across the State. And while the SCAG, following the Department’s request, did advise bail
bondsmen (and runners) to “follow the [D]epartment’s instructions and orders regarding the issue
[in this case] pending any judicial or legislative clarification,” this opinion was not issued until
July 31, 2025, which was after Respondent’s tenth and final violation on June 1, 2025. For these
reasons, the Court does not believe that the maximum financial penalty of $2500 per violation,
allowed under Section 38-2-10(A)(2), is warranted in this case.

Nevertheless, the Court believes that a financial penalty is still warranted because although
Respondent asserts that she relied on the SCAG’s June 17, 2024 opinion in not collecting the full
amount of the charged bond premiums at issue, Respondent was subsequently issued a copy of
Order 2024-07 from the Department on December 11, 2024, approximately six months prior to the
date of the first of the ten violations at issue in this case (on May 2, 2025). While Order 2024-07
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conflicted with the Attorney General’s prior opinion, Respondent should have complied with the
order from Department because it is the agency authorized to regulate this area, and she should
have done so until obtaining a favorable declaratory judgment on the issue. Accordingly, the Court

believes a $500 penalty for each of the ten violations is appropriate under the facts of this case.

ORDER
BASED ON THE FOREGOING, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:
Respondent shall remit to the Department administrative fines in the amount of

$5.000.00 within thirty (30) days of the date of this Order.

Respondent is hereby notified that failure to comply with the fex;x_ns of this Order shall

subject Respondent to contempt of court, including fine or imprisonment or both.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner South Carolina Department of Insurance
may, but is not required to, file a copy of this final order as a judgment as provided in S.C. Code

Ann. § 1-23-600(I) (Supp. 2025), provided that any such filing shall not relieve Respondent of the

obligation created by this final order to pay the administrative fines. Further, the South Carolina
Department of Insurance shall have the option to collect said judgment, as provided by the law

applicable to collection of judgments.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. £ E "1

Samuel L. Johnson
Administrative Law Judge

February 13, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, ) Docket No. 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
)
Petitioner, )
) AMDENDED ORDER GRANTING
vs. ) SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT
) OF INSURANCE’S MOTION FOR
Joyce Freeman, ) SUMMARY JUDGMENT
)
Respondent. )
)

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)
pursuant to a Request for Contested Case Hearing filed by Joyce Freeman (Respondent) on
September 2, 2025, relating to a determination by Petitioner South Carolina Department of
Insurance (DOI or the Department) that Respondent is liable for a $25,000 administrative fine due
to misconduct related to Respondent’s licensure as a resident producer and surety bondsman. The
parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment on January 9, 2026 pursuant to Rule 19 of the
South Carolina Administrative Law Court Rules (SCALC Rules) and Rule 56(c) of the South
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (SCRCP). In the Department’s Motion, it argues that the
$25,000 adminisﬁative fine shoul‘d be imposed upon Respondent for her failure to collect a
minimum fee of $100 or 10% of the bond amount, whichever was greater (in this case, the latter),
prior to the execution of certain surety bonds, as required by S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp.
2025). In her Motion, Respondent argues that Section 38-53-170(e) does not require a bondsman
to charge and collect up front a minimum of $100 or 10% of the bond amount, whichever is greater,
prior to the execution of the bond where, as here, the bondsman has entered into a payment
agreement whose terms meet certain statutory requirements, including a minimum downpayment
of $100 and a maximum term of eighteen months. For the reasons set forth below, the Court grants

DOI’s Motion and denies Respondent’s Motion.
CONSIDERATION OF DEPARTMENT’S EXHIBITS 1. 2, 3, and 7

In her January 23, 2026 response to the Department’s Motion, Respondent objects to
Exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 7 thereto, asking that the exhibits be stricken and disregarded by the Court.

Respondent argues that the Department neither produced nor otherwise identified the documents
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comprising these exhibits in discovery or its prehearing statement, nor did it identify Mark Keel
(whose affidavit comprises Exhibit 1) or Ricky Hill (whose affidavit comprises Exhibit 2) as
potential witnesses for the Department. Respondent argues that the Department failed to comply
with SCALC Rule 21(A) and Rule 26(e), SCRCP, and did not seek to expand, reopen, or
supplement discovery to identify these witnesses and documents prior to including the exhibits in
its Motion. Respondent also argues the exhibits are irrelevant to the sole issue before the Court:
the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e) of the South Carolina Code. Specifically, Respondent
contends the affidavits ﬁresented as Exhibits 1 and 2 and the compilation of news articles
comprising Exhibit 3 seek to establish legislative intent, which cannot be properly ascertained
through these sources, and further argues that the affiants can neither offer legal opinions nor
testify to the state of mind of members of the Legislature when enacting the statutory provision at
issue.

Also on January 23, 2026, the Department emailed the Court to provide a courtesy copy of
its response to Respondent’s Motion and to seek an opportunity to address Respondent’s argument
regarding the Court’s consideration of the exhibits. The Court gave the Department until January
30, 2026 to provide a limited reply addressing the issue. On January 30, 2026, the Department
filed a limited reply. The Department argues the exhibits were not submitted to prove Respondent
failed to charge and collect the greater of $100 or 10% of the face of the bond amount (as none of
these facts are in dispute) but only to support the Department’s interpretation of Section 38-53-
170(e). The Department also argues that Exhibits | and 2 to its Motion (i.e., the affidavits) were
not obtained until January 8 and 9, 2026, respectively, while the news articles comprising Exhibit
3 were not reviewed until January 7, 2026 and were not compiled into an exhibit until January 9,
2026. Thus, these materials were providéd to Respondent, by way of the Department’s Motion,
within 36 hours of being obtained, constituting prompt transmittal in compliance with Rule 26,
SCRCP, and it would have been futile to resend the same documents via updated discovery
responses. The Department further argues that the news articles in Exhibit 3 were public
information available to Respondent, as was DOI Order No. 2024-07, the transmittal of which to

licensees is memorialized in Exhibit 7 of the Department’s Motion.! The Department further

! Order No. 2024-07 is included as Exhibit 6 to the Department’s Motion znd is not among the exhibits Respondent
objects to. Exhibit 7 includes documentation of the transmittal of Order No. 2024-07 to licensees, including
Respondent by mail and email. However, as discussed infi-a, Exhibit 7 also includes documentation related to the
transmittal of an earlier, unrelated Department order to licensees.
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argues that the affidavits in its Exhibits 1-and 2 meet the criteria of Rule 701 of the South Carolina
Rules of Evidence (SCRE) as testimony of lay witnesses, and that they were offered “in furtherance
of bringing swift resolution to this matter as is the goal of summary judgment.”

After considering the arguments on this issue, the Court will not, in rendering its opinion,
give any consideration to Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 of the Department’s Motion, nor to the portions of
Exhibit 7 that are unrelated to this matter.

With respect to the affidavits attached to the Department’s Motion as Exhibits 1 and 2, the
opinions or inferences of lay witnesses may be admissible, pursuant to Rule 701, SCRE, where
they are “(a) are rationally based on the perception of the witness, (b) are helpful to a clear
understanding of the witness' testimony or the determination of a fact in issue, and .(c)_ do not
require special knowledge, skill, experience or training.” However, “[t]o be acceptable at summary
judgment stage, the evidence presented in the affidavit must be evidence that would be admissible
if presented at trial through the testimony of the affiant as a sworn witness.” Scosche Indus., Inc.
v. Visor Gear, Inc., 121 F.3d 675, 682 (Fed. Cir. 1997) (quoting 11 James Wm. Moore, Moore's
Federal Practice § 56.14[1][d], at 56-162 (3d ed.1997); see also note to Rule 701, SCRE
(acknowledging that with the exception of subsection (c) and “minor grammatical changes, this
rule is identical to the federal rule.”). )

Here, the Court concludes that the content of the affidavits would not be admissible through
the live witness testimony of the affiants if the matter presently before the Court were a trial (as
opposed to cross-motions). First, the affiants were not included in the Department’s witness list,
so their knowledge and opinions were not subject to discovery. Although the Department’s prompt
transmittal of the affidavits would mitigate the element of surprise if this contested case were
scheduled for trial weeks or months after the disclosure, here the parties agreed to seek resolution
of this matter—an issue of law—via cross-motions for summary judgment to be filed by January
9, 2026. Thus, the Department’s disclosure of the witnesses and the affidavits by way of filing and :
serving its January 9, 2026 Motion is roughly analogous to a previously undisclosed witness being
called to testify at trial. Also, Exhibit 1 contains inadmissible hearsay by quoting other individuals,
and otherwise sets out a legal interpretati.on of the statutory language at issue—matters that would
be inadmissible as testimony from Chief Keel even if he testified at trial. See Rule 802, SCRE
(hearsay is generally inadmissible); Dawkins v. Fields, 354 S.C. 58, 66, 580 S.E.2d 433, 437

(2003) (expert testimony on issues of law is generally inadmissible). Similarly, Exhibit 2 contains
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i
inadmissible hearsay, such as alleged concerns from other bail bondsmen, seeks to establish
legislative intent for the enactment of the statutory language at issue,? and sets forth the affiant’s
view of consistency between the Department’s position in this case and the relevant statutory
language. As the Department itself noted in its response to Respondent’s Motion:

[Tlhe best evidence of legislative intent is the language of the statute itself...
Anecdotal reports and testimony about a legislator's or interested parties' intent is
not competent evidence of the intent of the legislative body endeting the measure....
Creswick v. University of South Carolina, 434 S.C. 77, 83, 862 S.E.2d 706, 709
(2021); see also Bowaters Carolina Corp. v. Smith, 257 S.C. 563, 572, 186 S.E.2d

761, 764 (1972) (holding the testimony of members of the legislative delegation
who authored the statute as to its meaning was inadmissible).

(Pet.’s Response, p. 13) (citation omitted and other citations in original).® Thus, the Court finds
that Exhibits 1 and 2 are insufficient as evidence of legislative intent. Moreover, even if the Court
concluded the affidavits were admissible (at least in part), the Court would find the affidavits are
more prejudicial than probative in determining the legal issue presently before the Court.

Similarly, with respect to Exhibit 3, the news articles compiled therein constitute hearsay
which is neither admissible nor probative of legislative intent, and more prejudicial than probative
in determining the meaning of Section 38-53-170(¢).

Finally, as to Exhibit 7, the Court will consider the transmittal memorandum emailed and
mailed from DOI Director Wise to Respondent and other licensees on December 11, 2024 because
these transmittal records relate to the bonds and statutory language at issue in this contested case,
and Respondent does not dispute that she had notice of the Department’s Order No. 2024-07,
However, the Court will not consider the transmittal memorandum and email sent to Respondent
from Director Wise on October 20, 2022, which involved compliance issues unrelated to the

4 was not cited by the Department’s Motion, and does not

statutory provision at issue in this case,
implicate any violation on the part of Respondent. Because the October 20, 2022 materials are not
of consequence to the determination of this matter, these materials are not relevant and are

therefore inadmissible. See Rules 401, 402, SCRE.

2 Exhibit 2 sets forth anecdotal testimony about “reports” of inappropriate monitoring and “concerns” of membets of
the General Assembly prompting the amendment of the statute.

3 Exhibit 2 also appears to characterize the “administrative history” behind the Department’s issuance of Order 2024-
07, beyond what is set forth in the order itself,

* Indeed, the October 20, 2022 transmittal memorandum was issued before the statutory language at issue was even
enacted.
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For the foregoing reasons, the Court, in rendering its opinion in this matter, will not
consider Petitioner’s Exhibits 1, 2, 3, or the portion of Exhibit 7 relating to the Department’s
October 20, 2022 transmittal memorandum,

FACTS/PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The facts in this case are not in dispute. Respondent is currently licensed as a producer and

surety bondsman in South Carolina, specifically with Allegheny Casualty Company, Bankers
Insurance, and Palmetto Surety Corporation: After receiving a complaint on or about June 2, 2025
that Respondent had failed to collect the full 0% minimum fee when a bond was posted in court,
the Department investigated and concluded that on June 1, 2025, Respondent had been the surety
bondsman who executed a $35,000 bond for Defendant Buff, charging a premium of $3,500 but
only collecting $500 prior to the bond’s execution, according to the payment agreement and
payment receipts. Respondent allowed the balance of the 10% premium to be paid via a payment
agreement.

On June 5, 2025, the Department issued Respondent a Notice of Investigation, in response
to which Respondent, through counsel, contended that the law allowed her to collect less than 10%
of the premium when the bond was posted because she had created a payment plan to receive the
remainder of that premium. In support of this position, Respondent included in her response a copy
of a South Carolina Attorney General Opinion dated June 17, 2024, which had adopted the same
interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e).> Respondent also provided to the Department copies of the
payment agreements and receipts for ten surety bond transactions (for bonds posted between May
2, 2025 and June 1, 2025) in which she charged a premium of 10% but collected substantially less
than the 10% premium before executing the bond, entering payment agreements with the principals

instead. This is illustrated in the following chart:

Defendant: Date Bond Premium Premium Payment
Posted: | Amount: | Charged: | Collected: | Agreement:

Defendant Myers 5/29/2025 | $25,000.00 | $2,500.00 $480.00 Yes

Defendant Byrd 5/28/2025 | $2,500.00 | $250.00 $150.00 Yes

Defendant Keldsen 512712025 | $2,100.00 | $710.00 $200.00 Yes
5/27/2025 | $5,000.00

5 See Op. S.C. Att’y Gen., 2024 WL 3186557 (June 17, 2024).
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Defendant Williams 5/27/2025 | $2,840.00 | $1,284.00° | $400.00 Yes
5/27/2025 | $10,000.00
Defendant Womack 5/28/2025 | $25,000.00 ( $2,500.00 $360.00 Yes
Defendant Anderson 5/02/2025 | $47,000.00 | $4,700.00 $600.00 Yes
Defendant Turnipseed | 5/02/2025 | $5,000.00 | $500.00 $200.00 Yes

Defendant Myers 5/06/2025 | $22,500.00 | $2,500.00 | $350.00 Yes
Defendant Johnson 5/06/2025 | $15,000.00 | $1,500.00 $300.00 Yes
Defendant Buff 6/01/2025 | $35,000.00 | $3,500.00 $500.00 Yes

Prior to these bond transactions—on December 11, 2024—the Department issued SCDOI
Order No. 2024-07 (Order 2024-07), which was distributed to Respondent and all licensed surety
bondsmen, professional bondsmen, and runners authorized to conduct bail bond business in South
Carolina.” This order, which refuted the position held by the South Carolina Attorney General
(SCAG) as to the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e), informed licensees that, among other
things, South Carolina law requires the payment of a minimum fee in the amount of $100 or 10%
of the bond’s face amount, whichever is greater, and that this premium is to be charged and
collected prior to execution of the bond as a minimum fee.® On December 11, 2024, the
Department emailed a copy of this order to Respondent to the email address Respondent had

provided to the Department, and the Department mailed a hard copy of the same order to

6 This chart comes from the Department’s Administrative Order issued August 18, 2025, but the premium charged for
Defendant Williams has been corrected from the amount stated in the original Administrative Order. The bond amount
figure listed in the Department’s chart for Defendant Williams totals $12,840.00 with a premium charged amount of
“$1,280.” However, Respondent notes in her Motion that the premium charged for Defendant Williams should have
read “$1,284.00,” based on receipts and payment agreements she had provided to the Department. In its response to
Respondent’s Motion, the Department agreed its chart contained a scrivener’s error and that the premium charged to
Defeadant Williams was “1,284.00,” which was 10% of the total bond amount. The Department states it is willing to
issue an amended order accordingly but that this error was immaterial, as Respondent only collected $400 of the
premium prior to the execution of the bond in violation of Section 38-53-170(e).

7 A “runner” is defined under Section 38-53-10(10) (2015), in pertinent part, as follows: “a person employed by a bail
bondsman for the purpose of assisting the bail bondsman in presenting the defendant in court when required, assisting
in the apprehension and surrender of the defendant to the court, keeping the defendant under necessary surveillance,
and executing bonds on behalf of the licensed bondsman when the power of attorney has been recorded. ‘Runner’
does not include an attorney or a law enforcement officer assisting a bondsman.”

& In a subsequent SCAG Opinion, which responded to a letter from general counsel for DOI requesting modification
or withdrawal of the June 17, 2024 SCAG opinion, the SCAG declined to alter its interpretation of Section § 38-53-
170(e) but did state the following: “[W]e defer to the interpretation of the Department of Insurance as the agency with
regulatory authority ... Further, we advise any bail bondsmen and runners to follow the [DOI’s] instructions and orders
regarding the issue pending any judicial or legislative clarification.” See Op. S.C. Att’y Gen,, 2025 WL 2369635 (July
31, 2025). This opinion was issued after the bonds at issue in this case had been executed.
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Respondent via certified mail to Respondent’s physical address of record. Neither communication
was returned to the Department as undeliverable, and indeed the Department received a return
receipt from the United States Postal Service reflecting that Respondent had signed for receipt of
the correspondence.

On August 18, 2025, the Department issued an “Administrative Order Imposing Fine and
Notice of Opportunity for Hearing” (Administrative Order) finding that Respondent violated
Section 38-53-170(¢) in the above ten instances by failing to collect thcp full amount of the 10%
premium prior to bond execution and imposing a $25,000 fine on Respondent accordingly. The
Department also warned in its order that “[i]f the total fine amount is not timely paid as required
by this Order, Respondent’s bail bondsman and producer licenses will be revoked without any
further disciplinary proceedings by this agency.”

On September 2, 2025, Respondent filed a request for a contested case hearing with this
Court, and this matter was assigned to the undersigned Judge on September 10, 2025, On January
9, 2026, the Department and Respondent filed cross-motions for summary judgment. On January
23,2026, the parties filed responses to each other’s motions. On January 30, 2026, the Department
filed a limited reply addressing Respondent’s objection to certain exhibits to is Motion, discussed

supra.

STANDARD OF REVIEW
This Court has jurisdiction to hear this matter pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §§ 1-23-600(A)
(Supp. 2025), 38-53-150 (2015), and 38-53-160 (2015).
Rule 68 of the Rules of Procedure for the ALC provides that “[t]he South Carolina Rules

of Civil Procedure . . . may, in the discretion of the presiding administrative law judge, be applied
in proceedings before the Court to resolve questions not addressed by these rules.” Pursuant to
Rule 56(c), SCRCP, a trial court may grant a motion for summary judgment where “the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any,
show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to
a judgment as a matter of law.” “In determining whether any triable issue of fact exists, the
evidence and all inferences which can reasonably be drawn therefrom must be viewed in the light
most favorable to the nonmoving party.” Quail Hill, LLC v. Cnty. of Richland, 387 S.C. 223, 235,
692 S.E2d 499, 505 (2010). Where the only question before a court is one of statutory

interpretation, summary judgment is appropriate because it is an issue of law. See Hock RH, LLC
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v. 8.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 423 S8.C. 208, 212, 813 S.E.2d 540, 542 (Ct. App. 2018) (“A question of
statutory interpretation is one of law for the court to decide.”) (quoting Alltel Comme 'ns, Inc. v.
S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 399 S.C. 313, 316, 731 S.E.2d 869, 870-71 (2012)).
DISCUSSION

Both parties in this case seek summary judgment based on differing interpretations of
Section 38-53-170(¢). Therefore, the Court will begin by looking at this statute. Section 38-53-170
of the South Carolina Code (2015 & Supp. 2025) provides, in pertinent part, that no bail bondsman
Or runner may:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not
exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of one
hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be
charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.
Conditions of the bond which expressly or implicitly require payment of monies in
excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the condition of the bond, shall not
be considered part of the bondsman's premium, and are not affected by this code
provision. The bondsman may collect these fees from the defendant and is not
limited by any language requirements of this code provision.

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by
attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement
shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum
down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered
and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was
executed...

The Department’s authority to administratively sanction licensed bail bondsmen for misconduct is
discussed in Section 38-43-130 of the South Carolina Code (2015) and Section 38-53-150 of the
South Carolina Code (2015). Section 38-43-130 provides, in pertinent part:

(A) The director or his designee may place on probation, revoke, or suspend a
producer's license after ten days' notice ... when it appears that a producer has ...
violated this title or any regulation promulgated by the department, or has wilfully
deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens of this State.

(C) The words “deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens of this State” include,
but are not limited to, action or inaction by the producer as follows:

(2) violating insurance laws, or violating any regulation, subpoena,
or order of the director or of another state's director or his designee].]

Section 38-53-150 provides, in pertinent part:
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(A) The director or his designee may deny, suspend, revoke, or refuse to renew any
license issued under this chapter for any of the following causes:

(2) violation of any laws of this State relating to bail in the course
of dealings under the license issued to a bondsman or runner by the
director or his designee;

(7) failure to comply with or violation of the provisions of this
chapter or of any order of the director or his designee or regulation
of the department][.]

(B) The director or his designee, in lieu of revoking or suspending a license in
accordance with the provisions of this chapter, in any one proceeding, by order,
may require the licensee to pay to the director or his designee to be deposited in the
general fund of the State a monetary penalty as provided in Section 38-2-10[(A))(2)
for each offense....

Section 38-2-10 of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2025) discusses the Department’s imposition
of administrative penalties against licensees, providing in pertinent part: '

(A) Unless otherwise specifically provided by law, the following administrative
penaities apply for each violation of the insurance laws of this State or federal
insurance laws subject to enforcement by the Department of Insurance:

(2) If the violator is a person, other than an insurer, pharmacy
benefits manager, or a health maintenance organization, licensed by
the director or his designee in this State, the director or his designee
shall fine the person in an amount not to exceed two thousand five
hundred dollars, suspend or revoke the license of the person, or both.
If the violation is wilful, the director or his designee shall fine the
person in an amount not to exceed five thousand dollars, suspend or
revoke the license of the person, or both.

Because the Department is seeking to impose an administrative penalty against a licensee
in this matter, the Department has the burden of proof. SCALC Rule 29(B) (stating that the agency
has the burden of proof in “the assessment of civil penalties, the imposition of sanctions, or the
enforcement of administrative orders”). Accordingly, in order for this Court to impose a penalty,
the Department must prove each element of the alleged Section 38-53-170(e) violations by a
preponderance of the evidence. However, based on the facts in this case are not in dispute, this
case turns on the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e).

In this case, the parties disagree as to the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(¢). The
Department argues that a bondsman must charge and collect a minimum premium of $100 or 10%

of a bond, whichever is greater, before the execution of the bond and may thereafter enter into a
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payment agreement to collect any remaining amount of the bond premium, i.e. any amount of the
bond premium that was not collected before the execution of the bond. Respondent, on the other
hand, interprets the second paragraph of subsection (e), beginning with the word “However,” as
providing an alternative under which bondsmen may—instead of collecting 10% of the bond’s
face amount prior to its execution—enter into a payment agreement “subject to enumerated
statutory requirements.”?

“[A] court must determine whether the language of a statute or regulation directly speaks
to the issue. If so, the court must utilize the clear meaning of the statute or regulation.” Kiawah
Dev. Partners, Il v. 5.C. Dep't of Health & Env’t. Control, 411 8.C. 16, 32, 766 S.E.2d 707, 717
(2014) (citing Brown v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 354 S.C. 436, 440, 581 S.E.2d 836, 838 (2003)). “Where the
statute’s language is plain and unambiguous, and conveys a clear and definite meaning, the rules
of statutory interpretation are not needed and the court has no right fo impose another meaning.”
Id. at 85, 533 S.E.2d at 581; Grier v. AMISUB of S.C., Inc., 397 S.C. 532, 535, 725 S.E.2d 693,
695 (2012) (“What a legislature says in the text of a statute is considered the best evidence of the
legislative intent or will” and “courts are bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the
legislature.”). “If a statute is ambiguous, the court must construe its terms in accordance with the
rules of statutory construction.” Meclnnis v. McInnis, 348 S.C. 585, 592, 560 S.E.2d 632, 636 (Ct.
App. 2002) (citing Lester v. S.C. Workers' Comp. Comm’n, 334 S.C. 557, 561, 514 S.E.2d 751,
752 (1999). Thus, the Court first examines whether Section 38-53-170(¢) is ambiguous.

In determining whether an undefined statutory term creates an ambiguity, courts must
consider the terms’ meanings in conjunction with the entire st‘atute. See Branch v. City of Myrtle
Beach, 340 5.C. 405, 410, 532 S.E.2d 289, 292 (2000) (“When faced with an undefined statutory
term ... Courts should consider not merely the language of the particular clause being construed,
but the undefined word and its meaning in conjunction with the purpose of the whole statute and
the policy of the law.”) (citing Whitner v. State, 328 S.C. 1, 492 §.E.2d 777 (1997)); Ray Bell
Const. Co. v. Sch. Dist. of Greenville Cnty., 331 8.C. 19, 25-26, 501 S.E.2d 725, 729 (1998) (court
of appeals erred in determining statute unambiguous by focusing solely on language of one

subsection without considering the intended purpose of statute).

9 Respondent’s interpretation is shared by the SCAG’s office, which rendered an opinion in response to a question
submitted by a municipal judge following that judge’s disagreement with the Greenwood Clerk of Court over the
interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e), the latter having interpreted Section 38-53-170 as the Department has. Thus,
reasonable and intelligent minds have interpreted this statutory provision differently.
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Here, the second paragraph of Section 38-53-170(¢e) begins with the word, “However,” a
word whose varied usage can signify an exception, alternative or [imitation to preceding language,
as discussed in more detail infra. Based on the language of the two paragraphs of the subsection,
the Court concludes that the use of “However” in the second paragraph renders the meaning of the
subsection as a whole ambiguous; therefore, statutory construction is required.

“The cardinal rule of statutory construction is to ascertain and effectuate the intent of the
legislature.” Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000). “A court should not
consider a particular clause in a statute in isolation, but should read it in conjunction with the
purpose of the entire statute and the policy of the law.” S.C. Dep’t of Consumer Affs. v. Cash Ctr.
of S.C., LLC, 435 S.C. 192, 202, 865 S.E.2d 789, 794 (Ct. App. 2021) (quoting Peake v. S.C. Dep't
of Motor Vehicles, 375 S.C. 589, 599, 654 S.E.2d 284, 290 (Ct. App. 2007). A statute should
therefore be read “as a whole [and must] must receive practical, reasonable, and fair interpretation
consonant with the purpose, design, and policy of lawmakers. In interpreting a statute, the language
of the statute must be read in a sense that harmonizes with its subject matter and accords with its
general purpose.” Id. (quoting Sparks v. Palmetto Hardwood, Inc., 406 S.C. 124, 128, 750 S.E.2d
61, 63 (2013).

It is also well-recognized that courts “generally give[] deference to an administrative
agency's interpretation of an applicable statute or its own regulation.” Kiawah Dev. Partners, II'v.
S. C. Dep't of Health & Envt Control, 411 8.C. 16, 32, 766 S.E.2d 707, 717 (2014) ( Kiawah)
(quoting Brown v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 354 S.C. 436, 440, 581 S.E.2d 836, 838 (2003)) (internal quotation
marks omitted); see also State v. Sweat, 379 S.C. 367, 384, 665 S.E.2d 645, 655 (Ct. App. 2008),
aff 'd as modified, 386 S.C. 339, 688 S.E.2d 569 (2010)) (“It is true that agencies charged with
enforcing statutes usuvally receive deference from the courts as to their interpretation of those
laws.”) (citation omitted). Our state Supreme Court has found that interpreting and applying
statutes and regulations administered by an agency is a two-step process. Kiawah, 411 S.C. at 32,
766 S.E.2d at 717. “First, a court must determine whether the language of a statute or regulation
directly speaks to the issue. If so, the court must utilize the clear meaning of the statute or
regulation.” Id. (citation omitted). In the event that “the statute or regulation ‘is silent or ambiguous
with respect to the specific issue,’ the court then must give deference to the agency's interpretation
of the statute or regulation assuming the interpretation is worthy of deference.” Id. at 33, 766
S.E.2d at 717 (quoting Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843,
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(1984)). An agency’s interpretation of a silent or ambiguous statute that it is -charged with
administering is worthy of deference unless it is “arbitrary, capricious, or manifestly contrary to
the statute,” or unless there is a compelling reason to differ. Jd. at 34-35, 766 S.E.2d at 718 (citing
Chevron, 467 U.S. at 844); but see S.C. Coastal Conservation League v. S.C. Dep't of Health &
Envt Control, 363 S.C. 67, 75, 610 5.E.2d 482, 486 (2005) (finding the agency's reviewing body,
“not [agency] staff, is entitled to deference from the courts.”).

In this case, the Department interprets Section 38-53-170(e) as requiring bondsmen to
charge and collect a minimum fee of $100 or 10% of a bond before the execution of the bond,
and—if the bond premium exceeds the foregoing mandatorily collected amount—permitting
bondsmen to collect that remaining, uncollected amount through a payment agreement, the terms
of which must include a downpayment of $100 and full payment of the remaining bond premium
within eighteen (18) months. The Court agrees.

Prior to its amendment in 2023, Section 38-53-170(e) provided that no bondsman or runner
may:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not
exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of
twenty-five dollars. However, the bondsman is permitted to accept collateral
security or other indemnity from the principal which must be returned- upon final
termination of liability on the bond. The bondsman shall identify who is paying the
premium and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not
been obtained from any person who has a greater interest in the principal's
disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security or other indemnity
required by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the
bond|.]

See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (2015).

While maintaining a cap on bond premiums at 15% of the bond’s face amount, the General
Assembly amended subsection (e} by raising the minimum bond premium fee and also requiring
it to be charged and collected before the execution of the bond, providing that no bondsman or
runner may:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, ... with a
minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is
greater, that must be charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution
of the bond...

S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025). Thus, it appears that the General Assembly intended

to impose a higher minimum-premium standard charged to those seeking bond and to ensure that
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that amount is actually collected by the bondsman before the bond is executed. But this language
was then followed up with additional language that the General Assembly added to subsection (e):

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by
attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement
shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum
down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered
and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was
executed...

Id.

At first blush, this second paragraph, with its use of the term “However” at the beginning,
could seem to suggest, as Respondent argues, that the second paragraph presents an alternative to
the requirements in the first paragraph. But in reading the statutory provision as a whole, taking
into account what purpose the General Assembly intended to serve with this provision, the Court
does not find this to be so.

Where a word is not defined in a statute, our appellate courts have looked to the usual
dictionary meaning to supply its meaning. Lee v. Thermal Eng'g Corp., 352 8.C. 81, 91-92, 572
S.E.2d 298, 303 (Ct. App. 2002); see also Hernandez-Zuniga v. Tickle, 374 S.C. 235, 248, 647
S.E.2d 691, 697 (Ct. App. 2007) (“Dictionaries can be helpful tools during the initial stages of
legal research for the purpose of defining statutory terms.”) (citation omitted). With respect to the
General Assembly’s use of the word “However” in the second paragraph of subsection (e), the
Court turns to the common understanding of the word “however” as the best indication of
legislative intent. Stafe v. Adams, 430 S.C. 420, 433, 845 S.E.2d 217, 224 (Ct. App. 2020) (“In
discussing legislative intent, we begin, as always, with the words of the statute.”). The word
“however” can have several meanings, depending on the context in which it is used. Webster’s
Dictionary defines “however,” when used as an adverb, as follows: “1 a: in whatever manner or
way[;] b: to whatever degree or extent[;] 2 in spite of that: on the other hand[;] 3 how in the
world,”1

The Court concludes that the term “However” as used at the beginning of the second
paragraph of Section 38-53-170(¢) means “in spite of that,” which is how Respondent also defines

the use of the word in this c:ase, according to her response to the Department’s Motion. But this is

1% Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/however (last accessed February
10, 2026).
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where the agreement ends. In this case, the Court interprets the use of “However” at the beginning
of the second paragraph to mean that in spite of any statutory language in the first paragraph
suggesting otherwise, a bondsman who charges a premium exceeding the minimum fee that must
be collected before bond execution may enter a payment agreement with the principal or an
indemnitor for collection of the remaining amount. This usage makes clear that—despite language
in the preceding paragraph that could be read to suggest otherwise '—collection of the entire bond
premium before bond execution is not required where the entire premium exceeds the minimum.
This usage also makes clear that, despite the preceding paragraph’s prohibition on a bondsman
accepting “anything of value™ from the bond’s principal after execution of the bond, the collection
of additional premium (in excess of the statutory minimum) is permissible—if such collection
occurs pursuant to a payment agreement meeting the requirements of the statute.'? This
interpretation harmonizes the two paragraphs of subsection (e) and reflects the General Assembly’s
purpose in stiffening the requirements to post bond—requirements only applicable where the bond
court has determined the defendant’s reappearance for trial is not reasonably assured and/or that
the defendant’s release may pose an unreasonable danger to the community or an individual.!? By
making the burden of posting bond commensurate with the bond amount determined by the bond
court—whose determination as to the amount of bond must include consideration of factors such
as a defendant’s criminal record, other pending charges, incident reports of underlying offense,
gang affiliation and alienage, et al.'*—subsection () reflects how serious the General Assembly

views crimes alleged to have been committed in this State, the criminal proceedings occasioned

1! The first paragraph could be read to say that a bondsman may not “accept anything of value from a principal except
the premium ... that must be charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.”

12 The use of “However” in this current version of subsection (€) is similar to the use of “However” in the prior version
of the subsection, which read, in pertinent part: “No bondsman or runner may: ... () accept anything of value from a
principal except the premium, which may not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a2 minimum
fee of twenty-five dollars. However, the bondsman is permitted to accept collateral security or other indemnity from
the principal which must be returned upon final termination of liability on the bond....” The use of “However” under
that prior version of the subsection did not provide for an alternative to requiring the payment of the minimum
premium amount but was simply providing that in spite of the fact that a minimum premium had to be paid and could
not exceed 15%, a bondsman was allowed, in addition to that requirement, to also accept collateral security or
indemnity to secure the premium.

13 See 5.C. Code § 17-15-10(A) (Supp. 2025). Accused criminal defendants facing non-capital charges may be released
on their own recognizance if the bond court does not determine they represent a flight risk or danger to others. Id

4 See 5.C. Code § 17-15-30(B) (Supp. 2025) (listing factors a court must consider in determining conditions of release
where criminal defendant’s appearance not reasonably assured and/or release would constitute unreasonable danger
to community or individuals)
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thereby, and public safety. Thus, the General Assembly sought to reform the bail bond industry to
ensure that the statutory regime in place—to determine whether bond is necessary to secure a
criminal defendant’s release, and, if so, to establish the amount of bond—cannot be undermined
by business practices of bail bondsmen, including posting bond based on collecting a fee that is
incommensurate with the bond-court’s determination. S.C. Workers’ Comp. Comm’n v. WestPoint
Home, LLC, 446 S.C. 625, 633, 922 S.E.2d 231, 235 (Ct. App. 2025) (“In interpreting a statute,
the language of the statute must be read in a sense that harmonizes with its subject matter and
accords with its general purpose...[S]tatutes must be read as a whole and sections which are part
of the same general statutory scheme must be construed together and each given effect, if it can be
done by any reasonable construction.”) (citations and quotation marks omitted).

While the Court agrees with the SCAG and Respondent that the South Carolina
Constitution provides a conditional right to bail (S.C. Const. Art. T § 15 (2009)), and that the
General Assembly sought to strike a balance between “its desire to increase and standardize
premiums” and “defendants’ ability to pay those premiums and ensuring compliance with

15 one scale cannot negate the other scale and maintain a just

defendants’ constitutional rights,
balance. In this case, to interpret the second paragraph of Section 38-53-170(e) as providing for an
alternative to the first paragraph’s requirement for pre-execution collection of the minimum bond
fee would eviscerate and render ineffective the first paragraph’s very specific requirement
regarding the minimum premium to be charged and collected prior to the execution of the bond.
Such an interpretation would also beg the question as to why the General Assembly would have
included the minimum, pre-execution collection requirements in the first paragraph at all instead
of just requiring a minimum downpayment of $100 with the remainder of the premium to be paid
and collected over eighteen months, i.e. through a payment plan. Had the General Assembly
intended to provide an alternative for bailees who could not afford to pay the 10% minimum bond
fee up front, it would not have included the 10% figure and the “whichever is greater” language in
the first paragraph of subsection (&) and required this premium to be paid in full up front and

collected prior to the execution of the bond, or, at the very least, would have provided a standard

for determining whether a defendant qualified for the “financial assistance” alternative that

15 Ag the Department correctly notes in its Reply in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for Summary Judgment, in
making the above statement, the SCAG Opinion did not discuss a criminal defendant’s constitutional right against
excessive bail (or any other constitutional right, for that matter).
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Respondent argues is offered in the second paragraph. '® Though the Court agrees that the General
Assembly did intend to provide some flexibility to not overburden the right to bail by maintaining
the premium cap of 15% and allowing a third of that maximum amount to be collected over time
via payment agreement, such flexibility was not intended to negate the clear added requirement
that the greater of $100 or 10% of the bond’s face amount must be charged and collected before

the execution of a bond.!”

16 Respondent’s argument would be more persuasive had the General Assembly not included the phrase “must be ...
collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.” Without that phrase, the provisions in subsection (&)
could reasonably be interpreted as imposing a stiffer requirement for bond by raising the minimum premium to be
paid while allowing for a payment agreement as an alternative means of paying for that higher minimum premium
rather than paying it all up front. However, the Court must read the subsection as a whole and cannot ignore the
requirement in the first provision that requires the bondsman to not only charge the bond premium minimum (which
was done in this case) but also to collect it before the execution of the bond. In light of that phrase in the first
provision, taken together with the second provision, Respondent’s interpretation would create a contradiction that
would render the prior-collection requirement in the first provision meaningless and ineffectual; the exception would
swallow up the rule.

In her Response to DOI’s Motion for Summary Judgment, Respondent further argues that if Section 38-53-170(e) was
interpreted to require a defendant to pay the full 10% premium up front, this “would not serve to keep violent or
dangerous criminals from-achieving bail” but “would serve only to keep incarcerated those criminal defendants who
cannot afford to pay 10% of their bond immediately[,]” and that “[t]he result would be our jails filled to the brim not
with the most violent criminals, but with the poorest.” First, it is for the General Assembly, not this Court, to set policy,
and this Court must assume that the General Assembly was aware of the possible ramifications of its policies.

Second, while the Court agrees with Respondent that “the minimum payment provisions of § 38-53-170(e) do not
depend upon the nature of the crime that was committed,” that subsection does not operate in a vacuum. The nature
of the criminal charge(s) affects the bond court’s determination as to whether a surety bond will be required for a
defendant’s pre-trial release because it impacts the likelihood of a defendant to reappear and/or whether his release
threatens the community. See 8.C. Code Ann., § 17-15-10(A). The nature of the criminal charge also impacts the
amount of any such surety bond, e.g., the bond court must consider incident reports related to the charged offense, See
id. § 17-15-30(B){3). Thus, Respondent’s opinion that mandatory collection of the minimum bond premium before
bond execution would have no effect on vialent criminals achieving bail appears'to be based on the language of Section
38-53-170(e) alone, without considering the broader statutory scheme surrounding bail and pre-trial release. Morcover,
Respondent’s suggestion that the Department’s interpretation of Section 38-53-170(¢) would affect only the poorest
defendants also fails to account for other statutes surrounding bail. Specifically, the bond court is permitted to consider
a criminal defendant’s financial resources when setting the bond amount. 8.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-30(A)(3) (Supp.
2025). If the judge setting bond is aware that the law requires the collection of 10% of the bond’s face amount from
the defendant up front, the judge can take the defendant’s financial status into account when determining the
appropriate amount of bond to set. Indeed, Section 38-53-170(e) itse!lf envisions that some bonds would be set at low
amounts when it included the phrase “with a minimum fee of one hundred dollars or 10% of the bond, whichever is
greater,” language that contemplates surety bonds set at amounts below $1,000. Therefore, the argument that our jails
will be “filled to the brim ... with the poorest [defendants]” is speculation and not a foregone conclusion.

'7 In the June 17, 2024 SCAG opinion discussed above, the SCAG resorted to legislative history, specifically 2023
Senate Journal, p. 2047 (April 11, 2023), which included a proposed amendment to Section 38-53-170(e) which, if
enacted, would mirror the existing subsection, except that the payment agreement would be required to have a down-
payment of $100 or 5% of the bond s face amount, whichever is greater. The SCAG opinion reasons that the proffered
amendment would have treated the payment agreement as an alternative to pre-execution collection of the bond
premium because otherwise, the payment agreement would be fully performed as soon as the down payment was
made, because the amount collected before bond execution (10%) and the downpayment pursuant to the payment
agreement (5%) would total the 15% bond premium cap, leaving nothing left to be repaid through a payment plan,
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As the Department observed in its Order No. 2024-07 and argues in its Motion, had the
General Assembly sought to create an exception to the minimum pre-execution collection
requirement set forth in the first paragraph of subsection (e), it would have done so using
exception-creating language, as it did in multiple other places throughout the statute; but it did
not.'® Rather, it included the language in the second paragraph to provide bondsmen who charge
a premium amount above that minimum (though not exceeding 15% of the bond’s face amount)
and their bailees the opportunity to finance any premium amounts exceeding the minimum. .It
appears that the General Assembly wished to increase the defendant’s minimum fee amount for

posting a bail bond and ensure that this amount was charged and collected before executing the

While this is a logical construction of the proffered amendment, it is misapplied because this proposed legislation was
not adopted in the final version of the statute—which may have been because it would have produced the absurd result
that the SCAG highlights in its argument. In other words, the proposed amendment to the language in the second
paragraph cited by the SCAG may have been rejected because the General Assembly shared the SCAG’s concern that
including the 5% downpayment language would have left nothing to finance through a payment agreement. However,
this would only have been a concern if the General Assembly intended for the mandatory minimum premium fee to
not only be charged but also collected prior to the execution of the bond and thus prior to the implementation of a
payment plan, which would be consistent with this Court’s interpretation of subsection (g).

Similarly, legislative history subsequent to the issuance of the SCAG’s and the Department’s conflicting opinions
appears to support the Department’s interpretation. In S.C. House Bill No. 4512, which was introduced, given a first
reading, and referred to the House Judiciary Committee on May 6, 2025, would have maintained the 15% bond
premium cap and still have required the charge and collection of a minimum fee of $100 or 10% of the face value of
the bond, whichever is greater, prior to the execution of the bond—though it would move these provisions to a newly
created Section 38-53-175—but it would have added to the newly created Section 38-53-175 the following subsection:
“Payment agreements are permitted for amounts in excess of ten percent of the bond but are otherwise
prohibited.” (Emphasis added). (2025 House Journal, p. 227 (May 6, 2025)). Also, the disputed language at the
beginning of the second paragraph of the current Section 38-53-170(e), beginning with “However” and ending with
“before or at the motion hearing for the principal to be released on bond[,]” would be eliminated. The reason for 8.C.
House Bill No. 4512, as it relates to the current statutory language, is debatable. It could reasonably be argued that
this proposed legislation constitutes a clarifying amendment intended to resolve ambiguity in the present statute by
more carefully spelling out the Legislature’s intent consistent with the Department’s position. By the same token, it
could be argued that the provisions in the proposed legislation carry a different meaning than the existing statute and
seek to change the meaning thereof, which would bolster Respondent’s argument with respect to the meaning of the
existing statute. However, like the proposed Senate amendment offered prior to the enactment of the existing Section
38-53-170(e), this recently proposed House amendment has not been enacted. See Tallevast v. Kaminski, 146 8.C. 225,
236, 143 S.E. 796, 795800 (1928) (“The law as it is passed is the will of the majority of both houses, and the only
mode in which that will is spoken is in the act itself, and the rule that the intention of the Legislature is the primary
consideration in the construction of a statute does not permit the courts to consider statements made by the author of
a bill or by those interested in its passage, or by members of the Legislature adopting the bill, showing the meaning
or cffect of the language used in the bill as understood by the person or persons making such statements.” (quoting 25
R.C. L. 1037, 1038)).

Based on the foregoing, the Court does not give weight to the legislative history discussed in the SCAG’s June 17,
2024 opinion.

' In footnote 12 of its Order No. 2024-07, the Department provides examples of exceptions created throughout chapter
53 of Title 38 including in Sections 38-53-80, -160, -170, and -190. In each of these examples, the General Assembly
uses the term “except” to provide for exceptions.
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bond in order to make the burden of obtaining a bail bond commensurate with the amount of bond
determined by the bond court based on that court’s mandatory consideration of statutorily
prescribed factors, while at the same time recognizing that imposing these tougher restrictions on
bond may require alleviation should a bondsman decide, especially for a large bond amount, to
charge more than 10% of the bond value, up to 15%, and thus allowed for a payment plan option
for any remaining amount charged above 10% of the bond value.

Respondent argues that it would be absurd to interpret the statute as requiring an additional
minimum up-front downpayment of at least $100 to be added as part of the payment plan for the
remaining amount after already paying the higher of $100 or 10% of the bond amount, with both
the minimum premium and the minimum downpayment due prior to execution of the bond. As a
preliminary matter, Respondent’s argument ignores that Section 38-53-170(e) contemplates that
the payment agreement may be entered with (and the downpayment paid by) an indemnitor other
than the defendant, a possibility that is reflected by references to an “indemnitor” later in the
second paragraph.'® Relatedly, and more importantly, the two paragraphs represent two different
obligations relating to the bond. The first paragraph governs the terms of the execution of the bond,
specifically the amount to be charged and collected as a mandatory prerequisite to the execution
of the bond, whereas the second paragraph provides for the terms of a contractual agreement (i.e.,
a payment plan) between the bail bondsman and the principal and/indemnitor regarding the
payment of any remaining premium that the bail bondsman may charge (up to the amount allowed
by law). Accordingly, it would not be absurd for the General Assembly to require a separate
downpayment of at least $100 as valuable consideration for the payment plan, it being a separate
contractual arrangement with potentially different parties and with its own distinct obligations.
Moreover, it would not be absurd if the General Assembly wished to ensure that at least some of
the remaining bond premium (above the minimum already charged and collected) was paid by
requiring an immediate “downpayment”—the first payment required under the payment plan—
especially given the inherent risk of default on such a payment plan by a defendant who would be

out on bond.

1% For example, the second paragraph in Section 38-53-170(e) provides in pertinent part that a payment agreement
with a bondsman “shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitar to make a minimum down payment
of one hundred dollars...If the payment has not been made for two consecutive months, the bondsman must send a
certified notice to the last known address of the principal and indemnitor demanding payment be made within ten
das to bring the agreement current.” (Emphasis added).
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Respondent also considers it absurd that the General Assembly would provide a
“comprehensive payment agreement structure ... for only 5% of the face amount of the bond that
the bondsman is not required to charge in the first place.” First, this argument assumes that 5% of
a bond’s face amount is negligible, which is not true in all cases. Although, as a practical matter,
the remaining (up to) 5% may be too negligible to collect via payment agreement where a bond is
set at a low amount, it may be that the General Assembly contemplated that the practical
application of payment plans would be limited to those situations where very high bonds are set.
Moreover, the General Assembly may have reasoned that regulation of such payment agreements
is necessary in light of the bondsman/insurer’s own decision to charge a premium above the
statutory minimum, reflecting the bondsman or surety’s independent determination of risk that the
principal will violate the conditions of their release. This may be reasonably inferred from the
limitation of a payment plan’s duration to eighteen (18) months; a strict duty on the bondsman to
send a certified notice (not just a mailed notice) to a defendant and any indemnitor when payment
has not been made for two consecutive months; and surrender of the defendant to a detention
facility and acceleration of the balance of the premium under the agreement, the full payment of
which being required for rerelease on bond, should payment not be received during the notice
period. Regardless, the Court does not find the statutorily mandated provisions of a payment
agreement to be “comprehensive,” nor is the Court surprised that the General Assembly would
provide some level of detail to govern payment plans allowing collection of a portion of the bond
premium after execution of the bond. After all, the collection of the premium itself is an exception
to the general rule that bail bondsmen may not accept anything of value from the principal, a
prohibition which serves the salutary purpose of preventing conflicts of interest and/or potential
financial exploitation of criminal defendants.

Respondent further argues that interpreting Section 38-53-170(e) to require immediate
payment of 10% of the bond to the bondsman would render the subsection “entirely superfluous”
in light of S.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-15 (Supp. 2025), which alrea(iy allows a defendant to, with a
court’s assent, “post that same amount with the clerk of court and then get it back at the end of the
case rather than paying that amount as a premium to the bondsman.” For this reason, Respondent
questions “why anyone would use a surety bondsman in the first place.” In making this argument,
Respondent quotes the following from Section 17-15-15(A): “in lieu of requiring actual posting of

bond . . . the court setting bond may permit the defendant to deposit in cash with the clerk of court
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an amount not to exceed ten percent of the amount of the bond set, which amount, when the
defendant fulfills the condition of the bond, must be returned to the defendant by the clerk ....”
\However, Respondent omitted a-key phrase from the statute. Section 17-15-15(A) begins with the
pertinent phrase “Except as provided in subsection (D)[.]” Subsection (D) states, in pertinent
part that “[t]he provisions of this section do not apply if the defendant is charged with a violent
offense, as defined in Section 16-1-60, or any felony offense involving a firearm while out on bond
or other pretrial release....” This is a major exception encompassing a large number of criminal
defendants who would likely not be given a low bond amount or released on their own
recognizance without a surety. This is the reason why there exists a bail bondsman option and
hence why Section 38-53-170(e) exists in addition to Section 17-15-15, and this is why such
criminal defendants would resort to the option under Section 38-53-170(e), even having to pay
10% up front—because they would have no choice if they wish to post bond. The fact that the
option to post a cash deposit with the clerk of a court is not available to defendants charged with -
violent offense under Section 16-1-60 or a felony involving a firearm while out on bond or other
pretrial release would also be consistent with a reading of Section 38-53-170(e) that reflects an
intent by the General Assembly to toughen the terms of posting bond through bail bondsmen in
South Carolina by ensuring the burden of posting bond is consistent with the bond amount
determined by the bond court to be appropriate.

For the foregoing reasons, the Court adopts the interpretation of section 38-53-170((3) set
forth above and rejects Respondent’s interpretation thereof. In this case, Respondent failed to
collect the full amount of the 10% premium charged on each of the ten bonds issued between May
2, 2024 and Tune 1, 2025 prior to their execution. Because Section 38-53-170(e) requires that a
bondsman not only charge a minimum premium of $100 or 10% of the bond value, whichever is
greater, but also collect the same prior to the execution of the bond, I conclude that Respondent
violated Section 38-53-170(e) by collecting less than 10% of the bond value on all ten bonds at
issue prior to their execution.

Penalties Imposed for Violations of Section 38-53-170(e)

In this case, the Court concludes that Respondent violated Section 38-53-170(e) with
respect to the ten bonds at issue, for the reason discussed above, and that the Department has met
its burden of proof. However, the Court also concludes that Respondent’s actions are not worthy

of the maximum financial penalty allowed by Section 38-2-10(A)(2) and sought by the
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Department. First, the version of Section 38-53-170(e) that was violated is fairly new, certainly
ambiguous, and, to this Court’s knowledge, the issue in this case has not been adjudicated and no
declaratory judgment has been rendered relating to it. Second, as result of Section 38-53-170(¢)’s
ambiguity, reasonable and intelligent minds—including those of a municipal judge, the clerk of
court in Greenwood, the SCAG’s office, and the Department—have disagreed over its meaning.
Even the Department sought the SCAG’s withdrawal or modification of its June 17, 2024 opinion,
thus acknowledging the influence it was having on bail bondsmen’s application of Section 38-53-
170(e) across the State. And while the SCAG, following the Department’s request, did advise bail
bondsmen (and runners) to “follow the [D]epartment’s instructions and orders regarding the issue
[in this case] pending any judicial or legislative clarification,” this opinion was not issued until
July 31, 2025, which was after Respondent’s tenth and final violation on June 1, 2025. For these
reasons, the Court does not believe that the maximum financial penalty of $2500 per violation,
allowed under Section 38-2-10(A)(2), is warranted in this case.

Nevertheless, the Court believes that a financial penalty is still warranted because although
Respondent asserts that she relied on the SCAG’s June 17, 2024 opinion in not collecting the full
amount of the charged bond premiums at issue, Respondent was subsequently issued a coi)y of
Order 2024-07 from the Department on December 11, 2024, approximately six months prior to the
date of the first of the ten violations at issue in this case (on May 2, 2025). While Order 2024-07
conflicted with the Attorney General’s prior opinion, Respondent should have complied with the
order from Department because it is the agency authorized to regulate this area, and she should
have done so unti] obtaining a favorable declaratory judgment on the issue. Accordingly, the Court

believes a $500 penalty for each of the ten violations is appropriate under the facts of this case.

ORDER
BASED ON THE FOREGOING, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:
Respondent shall remit to the Department administrative fines in the amount of $5.000

within thirtv (30) davs of the date of this Order.

Respondent is hereby notified that failure to comply with the terms of this Order shall

subject Respondent to contempt of court, including fine or imprisonment or both.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner South Carolina Department of Insurance

may, but is not required to, file a copy of this final order as a judgment as provided in S.C. Code

Ann. § 1-23-600(1) (Supp. 2025), provided that any such filing shall not relieve Respondent of the
21
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obligation created by this final order to pay the.administrative fines. Further, the South Carolina
Department of Insurance shall have the option to collect said judgment, as provided by the law

applicable to collection of judgments.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Ll

Samuel L. Johnson
Administrative Law Judge

April 1,2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance,

) Docket No. 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC

)
Petitioner, )

) ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND

Vs. ) ) DENYING IN PART RESPONDENT

) JOYCE FREEMAN’S MOTION FOR

Joyce Freeman, ) RECONSIDERATION

)
Respondent. )
)

This matter comes before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)
upon a Motion for Reconsideration (Motion) filed by Respondent Joyce Freeman (Respondent)
pursuant to Rule 29(D) of the Rules of Procedure for the Administrative Law Court (SCALC
Rules) asking the Court to reconsider its February 13, 2026 order (Qrder) granting South Carolina
Department of Insurance’s (DOI’s or the Department’s) Motion for Summary Judgment. For the

reasons set forth below, the Court grants Respondent’s Motion in part and denies it in part.!
DISCUSSION

Interpretation of 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢)

The Order held that Section 38-53-170(e) of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2025) does
not permit a payment agreement with respect to the mandatory minimum premium (10% of the
face amount of the bond or $100, whichever is greater) that must be charged and collected prior to
the execution of the bond; rather, the payment agreement provisions set forth in Section 38-53-
170(e) would permit a bail bondsman to enter a payment agreement to collect, over time, any
additional premium amount charged beyond the mandatory minimum premium. In its cross-
motion for summary judgment giving rise to the Order, Respondent argued for an interpretation of
Section 38-53-170(e) that would permit a payment agreement for the entire premium—including

the 10% mandatory minimum premium amount the statute states must be charged and collected

! The Department filed a Response in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration (Response) on March
23, 2026. On March 24, 2026, the Court-received an email from Respondent’s counsel offering to submit a reply to
the Department’s Response if the Court would find it helpful. The Court agrees with counsel that SCALC Rule 29(D)
does not appear to contemplate replies in support of motions for reconsideration. However, to the extent that the Court
could nevertheless accept such a reply, the Court did not find it beneficial in this case and therefore declined
Respondent’s offer to submit one.
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prior to execution of the bond—thereby allowing a bail bondsman to execute the bond without
having collected the 10% mandatory minimum premium amount.

In support of the instant Motion, Respondent argues that the two paragraphs in Section 38-
53-170(¢) set forth two different options available to a bail bondsman? prior to executing a bail
bond: either charge and collect the entire minimum premium amount up front before bond
execution, or enter into a payment agreement the terms of which require a downpayment of $100
by the criminal defendant and completion of the agreement’s obligations within eighteen months.
Respondent further argues that whether a payment agreement is entered into or not, a bail
bondsman is required to collect 10% of the face amount of the bond or $100, whichever is greater,
and that “[t]he only thing the payment agreement provision does is that it gives the defendant more
time to discharge this obligation.” (Emphasis in original). Respondent then mentions the various
obligations required under the second paragraph of subsection (e) for any payment plans entered
into between bail bondsmen and criminal defendants, and notes that a criminal defendant will go
to jail upon failure to meet his or her financial obligations for the bond. Respondent then asserts
that this Court’s interpretation of subsection (e), as set forth in its Order, would mean that “the
Legislature went to great lengths — notably by including an incarceration-for-default provision in
the statute — in order to ensure that bondsmen get their additional 5% premium payment.”
Respondent asserts that this framework evokes the specter of debtors® prisons, which have been

abolished in South Carolina, arguing that “[t]his State does not imprison people for private debts,

% Some of the Motion’s arguments are framed in terms of what Section 38-53-170(e) requires, permits, or forbids with
regard to a criminal defendant seeking to obtain a bail bond, rather than what the statute requires of a licensed bail
bondsmen like Respondent. For instance, the Motion includes several statements about what a criminal defendant
seeking a bail bond might be required to pay, See Motion at p.1 (“[I]n the absence of a payment agreement ..., the
defendant is indeed obligated to pay the entire minimum amount of the premium before the bond is posted.™)
(emphases added); id. p.3 (“In all cases, the defendant is required to pay 10% of the face amount of the bond or $100,
whichever is greater.”) (emphases added); id. p.4 (arguing Section 38-53-170{¢) “provides two options for payment
of the minimum 10% premium™); id. p.10 (discussing “the defendant’s compliance with the minimum 10% premium
payment.”) (emphasis added).

Although the statute at issue regulates the conduct of bail bondsmen, the Court takes no issue with Respondent framing
her arguments to address its potential, resulting effects on criminal defendants seeking to obtain a bail bond,
particularly because the Motion elsewhere employs the fangunage of the subject statute—e.g., what the bail bondsman
must “charge” and “collect.” See id. p.6 {discussing the “new requirement that a minimum of 10% of the face amount
of the bond must be charged and collected by the bondsman.”) (emphases added); id. p.7; (discussing “the requirement
that the bondsman collect the full 10% preminm prior to the execution of the bond.”) (emphasis added).

To the extent this Order paraphrases the arguments set forth in the Motion, framing them in terms of the bail
bondsman’s obligations, such paraphrasing is intended to align Respondent’s argument with the actual provisions of
Section 38-53-170(e).

2
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and any amount of the bondsmen’s fee over and above the 10% minimum required by the
Legislature is just that — a surplus fee that may be charged in the bondsman’s sole discretion and
for his sole benefit.” Respondent then adds that “[t]he State has no interest in this additional fee
except to cap it to prevent excessive fees charged by bohdsmen, as earlier versions of the statute
did.” Respondent also quotes from S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-50(B) (Supp. 2025) to argue that “it
would be both unconstitutional and inconsistent with other provisions in Chapter 53 for the State
to guarantee this private obligation upon pain of immediate imprisonment.”

At the start, the Court will not respond again to Respondent’s proposed interpretation of
Section 38-53-170(c) because it has already done so in the Order by providing its own
interpretation, which respectfully differs from Respondent’s interpretation, and the Court remains
unpersuaded by the Motion’s presentation of Respondent’s arguments in this regard. Regarding
Respondent’s debtors’ prison argument—i.e., that the Court’s interpretation would result in
incarceration of a defendant merely for failing to pay amounts that are not even statutorily required
to be charged in the first place—this is a new argument raised for the first time in support of
reconsideration. “[There is nothing inherently unfai;' in allowing a party one final chance not only
to call the court's attention to a possible misapprehension of an earlier argument, but also to revisit
a previously raised argument.” Elam v. S.C. Dep’t of Transp., 361 S.C. 9,22, 602 S.E.2d 772, 779
(2004). However, arguments, like issues, cannot be raised for the first time in a motion for
reconsideration. See Repko v. Cnty. of Georgetown, 424 S.C. 494, 502-03, 818 S.E.2d 743, 748
(2018) (“[ T]he losing party generally must both present his issues and arguments to the lower court
and obtain a ruling before an appellate court will review those issues and arguments”; and “[a]n
issue may not be raised for the first time in a motion to reconsider.”) (internal quotation marks and
citations omitted); see also Com. Credit Loans, Inc. v. Riddle, 334 S.C. 176, 186, 512 S.E.2d 123,
129 (Ct. App. 1999) (finding an argument was not preserved for review on appeal because,
according to the record, the first time the appellant made the argument was in its motion for
reconsideration); Hickman v. Hickman, 301 S.C. 455, 456-57,392 S.E.2d 481, 482 (Ct. App. 1990)
(“I do not conceive of [the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure] 59(e) as serving the office of providing
a disappointed suitor with a post-judgment opportunity to argue that which could have been argued
pre-judgment.”) (internal quotation marks and citation omitted); Miller v. Dillon, 432 S.C. 197,
207, 851 S.E.2d 462, 467-68 (Ct. App. 2020) (declining to consider an argument because it had

been raised for the first time in a motion for reconsideration). Although Respondent couches the
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new debtors’ prison argument as addressing the implications of the Order’s interpretation of the
statute, the Court’s interpretation was the same interpretation the Department argued for in its
summary judgment motion, which thé Order granted. As such, Respondent could and shounld have
raised this argument in one of its prior submissions and cannot now raise it for the first time in a
motion for reconsideration. _

But even if Respondent’s debtors’ prison argument was properly raised in its Motion, the
Court would still reject it. First, subsection (e), as interpreted by the Court, does not simply serve
the purpose of enforcing a private obligation between a bondsman and defendant for the purpose
of benefiting the bondsman. While the obligations for bail-bond payment agreements may have an
incidental effect of providing more protection for a bondsman’s premium (i.e., by helping ensure
the collection of any bond premium charged above the minimum amount required to be charged
and collected prior to the execution of the bond), the purpose of the statutory requirements is to
further ensure against violation by defendants of the conditions of bond—an issue in which the
State certainly has an interest. Moreover, while a bond-premium payment agreement may be
considered a private agreement insofar as the state itself is not a party thereto, its subject matter is
the payment of a bond premium amount capped by the state, to a bondsman licensed and regulated
by the state as part of a criminal defendant’s consideration for a bond sanctioned by the state to
facilitate the release on bail of a defendant from state or local custody while ensuring the
reappearance of the defendant for a public trial for an alleged crime against the state. Therefore,
the state has a legitimate interest in regulating bond-premium agreements, and for the same reasons
it requires the charging and collection of a minimum bond premium fee up front before the
execution of the bond.? Further, the hypothetical scenario underlying Respondent’s debtor’s prison
argument cannot fairly be described as an outgrowth of the Court’s interpretation of subsection
(e). Indeed, the scenario described by Respondent could also arise under Respondent’s own
proffered interpretation, under which a bondsman would be able to execute a bail bond solely upon
execution of a payment agreement whose terms require a $100 downpayment. Under Respondent’s
construction of the statute, a bail bondsman who charged a 15% premium would still be required

to “surrender the principal to the proper detention facility” if payments were missed for two

3 Section 38-53-170(e)’s also has requirements regarding “collateral- security and other indemnity,” which would
similatly involve state regulation of a “private obligation” between a bondsman and a depositor of such security that
would protect depositors.

4

RoA_0048



consecutive months and such default is not cured upon ten days’ notice—even if the statutory
minimum amount of premium (e.g., 10% of the bond’s face amount) had already been collected
by the bail bondsman through prior installments under the payment agreement.* In other words,
even under Respondent’s interpretation, a defendant who entered into a payment agreement for
more than a 10% premium amount could still be sent to jail for violating the terms of bond after
paying the mandatory minimum premium amount. However, this would not render the purpose of
subsection (¢) a state enforcement of a private obligation akin to a debtors’ prison.

Furthermore, the Court is not persuaded by Respondent’s contention that Section 38-53-
50(B) conflicts with the Court’s interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e). Section 38-53-50(B)
provides, in pertinent part, that “[nJonpayment of premium fees alone is not sufficient cause to
warrant immediate incarceration of the defendant.” Respondent correctly notes that the General
Assembly added the word “premium” to the foregoing provision in its 2023 amendment.
Respondent concludes from this addition that the General Assembly did not intend “to immediately
incarcerate defendants for failure to pay this 5% additional premium fee.” Reading Sections 38-
53-50(B) and 38-53-170(e), the Court finds nothing contradictory about its interpretation of the
latter, Should a bail bondsman enter into a payment plan with a criminal defendant for a premium
amount above ten percent of the bond (pursuant to Section 38-53-170(e)), a subsequent failure by
that defendant to make a payment alone would not constitute sufficient cause for the surety to
surrender the defendant for immediate incarceration (per Section 38-53-50(B). But Section 38-53-
170(e) does not require a bail bondsman to take-action for nonpayment of premium fees alone;
rather it is only after the defendant misses payments for two consecutive months, and then makes
no payment within ten days after certified notice is given by the bondsman, that the bondsman is
required to surrender the defendant to a detention facility. And this process of reincarceration for
nonpayment under a bond-premium payment plan would operate in the same manner whether
Section 38-53-170(e) is interpreted as permitting a bondsman to enter a payment plan to collect
the full amount of thé premium (Respondent’s interpretation), or only permitting payment
agreements for amounts of premium, if any, above the minimum premium required to be charged

and collected prior to the execution of the bond (the Court’s interpretation).

4 As the statute is interpreted by the Court, the statutory pravisions surrounding payment agreements have nothing to
do with the minimum amount of premium that must be collected by a bail bondsman prior to execution of the bond.
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Finally, the Court agrees with Respondent that prior to the 2023 amendment to Section 3§-
53-170(e), this subsection still provided that a bail bondsman could charge a premium of not more
than 15% of the face amount of the bond but had “no payment agreement mechanisms at that
time.” The Court also agrees with Respondent—or agrees that it is at least possible—that the
“[payment agreement] provision was intended as part of, and as a response to, the Legislature’s
new requirement that a minimum of 10% of the face amount of the bond must be charged and
collected by the bondsman.” However, while Respondent views the payment agreement provisions
of the second paragraph of Section 38-53-170(e) as an alternative to the first paragraph’s command
that a premium fee in the amount 10% of the bond’s face value “must be charged and collected by
the bondsman before the execution of the bond,” the Court does not view the payment agreement
permitted by the statute as an alternative that would permit bond execution without first collecting
the minimum premium amount. Rather, in light of the more stringent premium requirements of the
statute—e.g., the higher required minimum premium and the fact that it must be paid up front—
the Court views the creation of the payment agreement mechanisms as a means of facilitating the
ability of a bondsman to charge an above-minimum premium where warranted, by permitting
credit bonding of premium amounts above the 10% required to be charged and collected before
bond execution, while also providing strict guidelines to better ensure that bond terms are complied

with.
Legislative History Regarding S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e)

Respondent next argues that the legislative history surrounding Section 38-53-170(e)
supports her and the South Carolina Attorney General’s (SCAG’s) interpretation that the payment
agreement provision in the second paragraph is an alternative to the first paragraph’s.“10% prior-
collection requirement.” Respondent looks at a proposed April 11, 2023 amendment—the first
proposed change to Section 38-53-170(e)—that, if enacted, would have altered the language in the
second paragraph to require a downpayment of $100 or 5%, whichever is greater, for any paymentl
agreement entered into between a defendant and bondsman. Respondent then adds that a
subsequent amendment offered by Senators Adams, Hutto, and Malloy the next day reflected the
removal of the 5%-downpayment requirement, requiring only a $100 downpayment to obtain a
payment agreement. Respondent concludes that “these amendments to § 38-53-170(e) were
intended from the start to treat the payment agreement as an alternative to the 10% prior-collection

requirement.” Respondent also discusses the reasoning employed in the July 17, 2024 SCAG
6
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Opinion regarding the proffered (April 11, 2023) amendment to Section 38-53-170(¢) by stating
that “if the full 10% premium were intended to be collected up-front, such that the payment
agreement provision was intended only to apply to the remaining 5% of the bond permitted to be
collected by the bondsman as a premium, then the 5% down payment requirement would leave
nothing to be collectf;d by the payment agreement.” Respondent further notes that this Court
characterized the SCAG’s rationale as a “logical construction of the proffered amendment,” but
that the Court rejected the application of this reasoning because the amendment “may have been
rejected because the General Assembly shared the Department’s interpretation of the statute.”
(Empbhasis in original).

First, the Court need not address most of this legislative-history argument because it
already has done so in its Order and is not persuaded by this argument in Respondent’s Motion.
However, the Court will note that it erred in its wording in the last sentence of footnote 17 on p.
17 of the Order. The Court did not mean to suggest that the General Assembly shared the SCAG’s,
and thus Respondent’s, interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e). Rather, the Court meant that the
General Assembly may have shared the SCAG’s concern that adding the 5% downpayment
language to the second paragraph would have left nothing to finance through a payment plan
because the General Assembly read the language of its amendment to Section 38-53-170(¢) in the
same ma)nncr as the Department interprets the same language as now codified. Accordingly, the
Court will amend the last sentence of the first paragraph of footnote 17 of the Order to read
as follows:

In other words, the proposed amendment to the language in the second paragraph
cited by the SCAG may have been rejected because the General Assembly shared
the SCAG’s concern that including the 5% downpayment language would have left
nothing to finance through a payment agreement. However, this would only have
been a concern if the General Assembly intended for the mandatory minimum
premium fee to not only be charged but also collected prior to the execution of the
bond and thus prior to the implementation of a payment plan, which would be
consistent with this Court’s interpretation of subsection (e).

It may be that the senator who proffered the 5% downpayment amendment interpreted subsection
(e) as providing separate, alternative methods of collecting a bond premium, and thus shared the
SCAG’s and Respondent’s interpretation. Had this proffered amendment been adopted and
enacted, such legislative history (and the statutory language enacted thereby) would be supportive
of the SCAG’s and Respondent’s interpretation. However, the fact that this proffered 5%

downpayment language was not enacted could support the Court’s interpretation that the General
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Assembly intended the mandatory minimum of the greater of $100 or 10% of the bond amount to
be collected prior to the execution of the bond and thus prior to the execution of any payment plan
for any premium charged by the bondsman above the minimum—a system that would have been
unworkable had the 5% downpayment amendment been included, leaving no remaining premium
to finance in light of the 15% cap.

Finally, Respondent discusses S.C. House Bill 4512, which was introduced in the S.C.
House of Representatives on May 6, 2025 and referred to the House Judiciary Committee.
Respondent argues that “[t]his proposed legislation ... would transform the current provisions of
Chapter 53 into what the Department asserts they are now.” Respondent further argues that because
this proposed amendment would remove the detailed payment-agreement provisions (while
maintaining the mandatory minimum premium fee requirement to be charged and collected before
execution of the bond and allowing payment agreements in excess of 10% of the bond), this shows
that the current, enacted statute’s payment-agreement provisions ate “intended to ensure the
defendant’s compliance with the minimum 10% premium payment[,]” and that the State has no
interest in regulating payment agreements and ensuring compliance through incarceration for
premium amounts in excess of the mandatory minimum.” Respondent posits that “if § 38-53-
170(e) in its current form operated as the Department asserts, there would be no reason for these
amendments.”

The Department argues in its Response that “to the extent that Respondent’s argument as
to the legislative history are supplemented, these arguments are improper for a motion for
reconsideration[,]” citing to Hickman, supra. However, the Court will allow Respondent’s
arguments with respect to S.C. House Bill 4512 because that bill was first mentioned in the Court’s
Order, specifically in footnote 17. Because a motion for reconsideration was the first opportunity
Respondent had to respond to the S.C. House Bill 4512 issue, Respondent is allowed to make
arguments relating to that issue for the first time in its Motion, as it could not have been raised
prior to the Order. See, e.g., Fiyer v. 5.C. Law Enf’t Div., 369 S.C. 395, 399, 631 S.E.2d 918, 920
(Ct. App. 2006) (“A post-trial motion must be made when the trial court either grants relief not
requested or rules on an issue not raised at trial”), quoted in Anderson Cnty. v. Preston, 427 S.C.
529, 541, 831 S.E.2d 911, 917 (2019); MailSource, LLC v. M. A. Bailey & Assocs., Inc., 356 S.C.
370,374, 588 S.E.2d 639, 641 (Ct. App. 2003) (“A party cannot raise an issue for the first time in
a Rule 59(e), SCRCP motion which could have been raised at trial.”) (emphasis added); Brown v.
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Odom, 425 S.C. 420, 429, 823 S.E.2d 183, 187 (Ct. App. 2019) (noting that post-trial motions are
utilized to raise issues not capable of being raised at trial) (citation omitted). The Court will,
therefore, address those arguments at this time.

First, with respect to why the amendments were introduced, it may be that the House
member who introduced the amendments intended to clarify the General Assembly’s intent as to
the current Section 38-53-170(¢) by stating plainly that payment plans are applicable only to any
premiums charged above the minimum premium fee required to be charged and collected prior to
the execution of a bond. Such clarification would be warranted given that the current statutory
language is ambiguous and has consequently resulted in differing interpretations among state
agencies, a municipal judge and his clerk of court, and this Court and Respondent, Regarding the
proposed removal of thepremium payment-plan obligations/restrictions, the proposed bill plainly
states in its summary, and it is reflected in the proposed deletions, that it would, inter alia, amend
Section 38-53-170 to “remove references to limitations and other restrictions on bond agreements.”
However, this does not necessarily imply that the purpose of the directives governing payment
agreements is to ensure the collection of the 10% bond premium as part of a payment plan as an
alternative to charging and collecting this amount before bond execution. As already discussed,
the state has an interest in regulating payment agreements for bond premium amounts above the
minimum premium fee required to be collected up front. However, it may be that the House
member who introduced the pending amendments proposed to delete the existing payment-plan
obligations/restrictions because, notwithstanding the state’s authority to regulate conditions for
bail-bond-premium payment-plan agreements, he believes in less regulation by the state and saw
no need for it with respect to such payment plans, or he may have had another or several other
reasons for wanting to remove the obligations/restrictions on these payment plans. But regardless,
this amendment is currently pending and is subject to further modification by other House
members and/or senators who may share this House member’s view with respect to the
requirements that the minimum premium fee be charged and collected before execution of the
bond and that a payment plan be allowed only for any amount above the minimum, but who may
disagree with him about removing obligations/regulations for the payment plans. Thus, even if the
House member who proposed the 2025 amendment shares Respondent’s interpretation of the
statute, the 2025 amendment may suffer the same fate as the failed 2023 Senate amendment

because the General Assembly may not share his view.
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As noted in the Order, the 2023 and 2025 proffered amendments discussed above are as
ambiguous with respect to their sponsors’ intent as the language is in the current Section 38-53- .
170(e), and they have not been enacted. Therefore, the Court does not find them helpful in
discerning the General Assembly’s intent from this legislative history and will consequently

accord them no weight.
Application of Agency Deference

Appellant begins by arguing that “[u]nderlying Court’s decision was the doctrine of
deference to state agencies espoused in Kiawah Development Partners, II v. South Carolina
Department of Heqlth & Environmental Control, 411 S.C. 16, 32-33, 766 S.E.2d 707, 718
(2014)[,]” et al., and refers to this Court’s “reliance on the deference-to-agencies doctrine.”
However, the Court will begin by clarifying its position on deference.

While the Court reached the same conclusion as the Department, the Court reached its own
conclusions about the interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e), based on its own analysis throughout
nearly all of the Order. The Court only intended the Order’s discussion on deference to highlight
an alternate/additional ground to support the interpretation at which it independently arrived.
However, because the Order’s deference discussion incorrectly suggests reliance on the doctrine
(... the Court will defer to the Department’s interpretation...”), the Court finds it appropriate to
amend the Order clarify that the statutory interpretation underlying its conclusion did not include
deference to the Department’s interpretation. Accordingly, the Court will amend its Order by
deleting the discussion on agency deference, as it was never necessary to the Court’s conclusion
anyhow. Specifically, the Court will amend its Order by deleting the only paragraph on page
17 thereof, including the footnote contained therein, as well as the last sentence of the first
paragraph on page 18 (“This is also the interpretation shared by the Department, and the
Court concludes that it- is a reasonable one supported by the text and purpose of the
statute.”).

Respondent next argues that deference is inappropriate in this case because the statute at
issue is a penal statute, and agency deference is thus inapplicable. Respondent further argues that
because Section 38-53-170(e) is a penal statute, even though this case involves no criminal
liability, any ambiguity in it must be strictly construed in favor of Respondent, citing to S.C. Dep 't
of Revenue v. Collins Ent. Corp., 340 S.C.77, 79, 530 S.E.2d 635 (2000) and State v. Miles, 421
8.C. 154, 164, 805 S.E.2d 204, 210 (Ct. App. 2017), et al.
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As to Respondent’s argument that agency deference is inapplicable because it is a penal
statute, because the Court will be amending its Order to omit the brief discussion on agency
deference, the Court need not address this argument. Moreover, even had the Court not omitted its
discussion on agency deference, Respondent’s argument was not raised in her Motion for
Summary Judgment or her response to DOI's Motion for Summary Judgment. Respondent
acknowledges in footnote 3 of her Motion that “she did not delve deeply into this issue [of agency
deference] in her prior briefing”~her reason being that she viewed agency deference as
inapplicable because “the Department’s interpretation violates the plain language of the statute
....”" Because the Court disagreed with Respondent’s plain-language argument and Respondent
argues the Court “relifed] on the deference-to-agencies doctrine,” Respondent now seeks to
“submit[] a fuller examination of this topic.” However, the Department raised the argument of
agency deference in its Motion for Summary Judgment, and Respondent had ample opportunity to
raise the issue of applicability of agency deference, including the argument that the statute at issue
is penal. Respondent took care to note in her response to the Department’s summary judgment
motion that this case involved penalties and sanctions but only to support her argument that the
Department carried the burden of proof. And while Respondent argues now that she did not “delve
deeply” into the issue of agency deference because she believed her position was supported by the
statute’s plain language and agency deference thus inapplicable, Respondent took care in her
response to the Department’s summary judgment motion to make an argument even under the
assumption that the Court found the statute to be ambiguous. Specifically, Respondent argued that
that “even if the Court were to find that.the statute is ambiguous, the Department’s interpretation
should be rejected because it is manifestly contrary to the language of the statute and the
Legislature clear intent in enacting it.” Respondent even cited to, and quoted from, Kiawah, supra,
which established the deference standard Respondent now argues no longer applies in South
Carolina, to argue that the Department’s interpretation would not be worthy of deference in this
case because the Department’s interpretation was “plainly erroneous.” Respondent could have
argued in her prior submissions that deference does not apply in this case because the statute at
issue is penal in nature, but she Iinstead chose to argue only that deference does not apply because
the statute is plainly written or, if ambiguous, was being interpreted in a “plainly erroneous”
manner by the Department. However, a party limiting its arguments in response to a raised issue

does not justify that party raising additional, previously reserved arguments on the issue by way
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of a reconsideration motion challenging the order that rejected the arguments the party actually
advanced. In other words, Respondent had ample opportunity in her prior submissions to the Court
to raise the arguments she now seeks to make and cannot now get a second bite at the apple by
raising them for the first time in her Motion. But again, none of this is consequential any longer
because the Court’s Amended Order will not address agency deference.

As to Respondent’s argument that Section 38-53-170(e) should be strictly construed in
Respondent’s favor because it is a penal statute, because Respondent failed to raise this argument
in her Motion for Summary Judgment or her response to DOI’s Motion for Summary Judgment,
she cannot do so now for the first time in a motion for reconsideration. See Repko, et al., supra.

But even if Respondent’s “favorable construction™ argument was properly raised in its
Motion, and the Court agreed that Section 38-53-170(¢) is a penal statute, the Court would still
reject it. Generally, “[t]he rule of lenity applies when a criminal statute is ambiguous, and requires
any doubt about a statute’s scope be resolved in the defendant’s favor.” While “South Carolina has
long recognized the principle that penal statutes are to be strictly construed [in favor of the
defendant,] ... [a]t the same tin'le, the cardinal rule of statutory construction requires that [the
Court] endeavor to ascertain and effectuate the intent of the legislature...A law must be interpreted
reasonably and practically, consistent with the purpose and policy of the General Assembly.”
Hinton v. 8.C. Dep’t of Prob., Parole, & Pardon Servs., 357 S.C. 327, 332, 592 S.E.2d 335, 338
(Ct. App. 2004) (citations and quotation marks omitted); see also Nelson v. Ozmint, 390 S.C. 432,
436, 702 S.E.2d 369, 371 (2010) (“When a statute is penal in nature, it must be strictly construed
against the State and in favor of the defendant. However, all rules of statutory construction are
subservient to the one that the legislative intent must prevail if it can be reasonably discovered in
the language used, and that language must be construed in light of the intended purpose of the
statute.”) (internal citation omitted). Thus, the rules of statutory construction still apply when there
is an ambiguity in a penal statute; and though ambiguities in such statutes that cannot be resolved
by reasonable discovery of legislative intent must be construed in favor of the defendant, such
construction cannot be at the expense of legislative intent.

In this case, for the reasons discussed in the Court’s Order, .dcspite the ambiguity in the
language of Section 38-53-170(e), the Court was able to ascertain the General Assembly’s intent
as reflected in its interpretation of the statute. Adopting Respondent’s interpretatior; of Section 38-

53-170(e) would render the up-front-collection requirement in the first paragraph meaningless and
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would, in doing so, undermine the General Assembly’s policy of stiffening the requirements to
post bond to ensure that the burden of posting bond is consistent with the bond amount determined
by the bond court. Therefore, preservation of the policy and intent of the General Assembly in
enacting the 2023 amendments to Section 38-53-170(¢) must prevail over the statutory
construction rule of lenity.
Conclusion

In conclusion, the Court’s will amend its Order by altering the last sentence of the first
paragraph of footnote 17 (as set forth above) and by deleting the only paragraph on page 17, the
footnote contained therein, and the last sentence of tilc first paragraph on page 18 (i.e., the language
pertaining to agency deference). Otherwise, the Court denies Respondent’s Motion. However, the
Court will continue the stay granted in its March 13, 2026 order staying the proceedings pending
its decision on the Motion. The Court will continue to stay this matter pending its final resolution.

ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Respondent’s Motion is GRANTED IN PART
AND DENIED IN PART.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the imposition of a $5,000 fine set forth in the Court’s
February 13, 2026 Order is hereby STAYED pending the final resolution of this matter.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Samuel L. Johnson
Administrative Law Judge

April 1, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, ) Docket No. 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
: )
Petitioner, )
)

Vs. ) ORDER PARTIALLY GRANTING
)  MOTION FOR STAY OF EFFECT OF

Joyce Freeman, ) FEBRUARY 13,2026 ORDER
)
Respondent. )
)

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)
pursuant to Respondent Joyce Freeman’s (Respondent’s) March 3, 2026 Motion to Stay Effect of
February 13, 2026 Order (Stay Motion), which she filed concurrently with her Motion for
Reconsideration (Reconsideration Motion). Respondent argues that the Reconsideration Motion
offers compelling arguments in favor of reconsidering the Court’s February 13, 2026 Order
(Order), yet that motion is expected to remain unresolved by March 16, 2026—the date by which
the Order requires Respondent to remit administrative fines to the South Carolina Department of
Insurance (Department).’ Respondent’s Stay Motion therefore seeks to stay the effect of the Order
pending the resolution of the Reconsideration Motion and throughout the appeal of this matter.

The Department’s response to the Reconsideration Motion is not due until March 23, 2026.
As such, the Court agrees that the Reconsideration Motion will not be resolved by March 16, 2026,
i.e., by today. Thus, absent the requested stay, Respondent would be required to comply with the
Order by the March 16 deadline despite the Court’s ongoing review of the Reconsideration Motion,
which could ultimately result in amendment of the Order in Respondent’s favor. The Court intends
to rule upon the Stay Motion in conjunction with its disposition of the Reconsideration Motion;?2

and because such disposition will occur only after the compliance deadline set forth in the Order,

! The Order required Respondent to remit administrative fines to the Department within thirty (30) days of February
13, 2026, i.e. by March 15, 2026. Because March 15, 2026 was a Sunday, the effective deadline set forth in the Order
is March 16, 2026. See Rule 3(A) of the Rules of Procedure for the Administrative Law Court (SCALC Rules).

? The SCALC Rules contemplate addressing the relief sought in the Stay Motion in the order resolving the
Reconsideration Motion. See SCALC Rule 29(E) (“An administrative law judge who issues a final decision subject
to appeal may, in the order, stay its effect.”).
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the Court finds it appropriate to temporarily stz;y the effect of the Order until the Court formally
rules on the Reconsideration Motion, while otherwise taking the stay Motion under advisement. >

| IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Appellant’s Motion to Stay Effect of February 13,
2026 Order is GRANTED IN PART. The effect of the Court’s February 13, 2026 Order is stayed
until the Court issues its order resolving Respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration, at which time

the Court will also revisit the Stay Motion.

ANDIT IS SO ORDERED. :

Samue] L. Johnson
Administrative Law Judge

March 16, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina

3 Although the Stay Motion stated that the Department opposed the relief sought therein, the Department did not file
a response to the Stay Motion, which may be deemed consent to the relief sought by the Motion. See SCAC Rule 7(B)
(“Failure of a party to timely file a response may be deemed a consent by that party to the relief sought in the motion
or petition.”).
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, ) Docket No. 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
Petitioner, ;
Vs. g SCHEDULING ORDER
Joyce Freeman, ;
Respondent. §

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)
pursuant tor a Request for Contested Case Hearing filed by the above-named Respondent on
September 2, 2025, challenging a determination by Petitioner South Carolina Department of
Insurance. Pursuant to the élgrecment of counsel for the parties: herein, the Court finds good cause
exists to establish the deadlines set forth in this Scheduling Order.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that:

1. The merits hearing scheduled for Tuesday, January 20, 2026 is continued to a date to

be determined if necessary.

2. Motions for summary judgment and supporting briefs (and any stipulation of facts

agreed upon by the parties) shall be filed on or before January 9, 2026.
3. Responses to any motions filed pursuant to the above paragraph shall be due on or

before January 23, 2026.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Samuel L. Johnson
Administrative Law Judge

December 19, 2025
Columbia, South Carolina
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RECEIVED)

Apr 15 2026
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA SC Court of Appeals
In the Court of Appeals
APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
The Honorable Samuel L. Johnson, Administrative Law Judge
Case No. 2025-ALJ-09-0270-CC
South Carolina Department of Insurance, Respondent,
V.
Joyce Freeman, Appellant.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Appellant Joyce Freeman (Respondent below) hereby gives notice of an appeal from the
following attached orders: (1) February 13, 2026 Order Granting South Carolina Department of
Insurance’s Motion for Summary Judgment; (2) April 1, 2026 Order Granting in Part and Denying
in Part Respondent Joyce Freeman’s Motion for Reconsideration; and (3) April 1, 2026 Amended
Order Granting South Carolina Department of Insurance’s Motion for Summary Judgment.
Appellant states that no hearings were held in this case and thus no transcripts are necessary for

this appeal.

[Signature on following page]
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Respectfully submitted,

s/ Richard A. Harpootlian

Richard A. Harpootlian, SC Bar No. 2725
Andrew R. Hand, SC Bar No. 101633
RICHARD A. HARPOOTLIAN, P.A.

1410 Laurel Street (29201)

Post Office Box 1090

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 252-4848

rah@harpootlianlaw.com
arh@harpootlianlaw.com

Attorneys for Appellant Joyce Freeman

April 15,2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, DOCKET NO.: 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
Petitioner,
NOTICE OF AND MOTION FOR
SUMMARY JUDGMENT PURSUANT
TO RULE 56 OF THE S.C. RULES OF

)
)
)
)
VS. )
)
Joyce Freeman, ) CIVIL PROCEDURE
)
)
)
)
)

Respondent,

COMES NOW Petitioner, through undersigned counsel, and respectfully moves this Court
pursuant to SCALC Rule 68 and Rule 56 of the SCRCP for an order granting summary judgment
to Petitioner as to each of Respondent’s claims set forth in her Request for Hearing and Prehearing
Statement and for such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper on the grounds
that there are no disputes as to any material fact and that Petitioner is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law.

A Memorandum supporting this Motion is being filed contemporaneously with this Motion
and is attached as Exhibit A to this Motion. The material facts set forth in Petitioner’s Prehearing
Statement are not in dispute, and any affidavit, declaration, or other supporting documents are
being filed contemporaneously with this Motion and are also attached as exhibits.

Respectfully submitted,

SHANIKA MOORE/ /
S.C. Bar No. 79808

smoore(@doi.sc.gov
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TARA NIXON
S.C. Bar No. 101805

tnixon(@doi.sc.gov

GWENDOLYN MCGRIFF
S.C. Bar No. 007886

gmegriffi@doi.sc.gov

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
INSURANCE

1201 Main Street, Suite 1000

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

(803) 737-6158

Attorneys for Petitioner
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EXHIBIT A



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, ) DOCKET NO.: 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
)
Petitioner, )
) MEMORANDUM OF LAW
Vs, ) IN SUPPORT OF
) PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR
Joyce Freeman, ) SUMMARY JUDGMENT
)
Respondent. )
)
)
)

Petitioner, the South Carolina Department of Insurance (“Department”), by and through its
undersigned counsel, hereby offers the fdllowing Memorandum in Support of Petitioner’s Motion

for Summary Judgment.
INTRODUCTION

The Insurance Law of South Carolina, S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-1-10, ef seg., sets forth the
regulatory framework fqr engaging in the business of insurance in South Carolina, including the
laws relating to the licensure and conduct of bail bondsmen and runners. See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-
53-10, et seq. (2015 & Supp. 2025). Those laws are enacted by the South Carolina General
Assembly and impiemented by the South Carolina Department of Insurance in accordance with
the requirements set forth in the Insurance Law. See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-3-60 (2015).

For years, meﬁlbers of the law enforcement community and others raised significant
concerns about crimindl defendants, some subject to. electronic monitoring, committing crimes

while out on bail.! The former process of releasing some criminal defendants on minimal bonds

! See Exhibit 1, Affidavit of the Honorable Mark Keel; Exhibit 2, Affidavit of Ricky Hill; Exhibit 3, News Articles
Addressing Need for Bond Reform.
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only for them to commit other crimes while out on bond requiring rearrest was referred to as a
“revolving door.” In response, in June 2023, the South Carolina General Assembly passed Act No.
83 of 2023 (R-98, H. 3532) (“Bail Bond Reform Act”) which amended provisions of South
Carolina law pertaining to bail bonds, pretrial release, and electronic monitoring. Following the
enactment of the Bail Bond Reform Act, the Department and the South Carolina Law Enforcement
Division (SLED)? participated in numerous education and professional meetings designed to
" educate bondsmen on the compliance requirements for the new law, which included specific
training on the new requirement that bondsmen are required to charge and collect $100 or 10%,
whichever is greater, as the minimum fee prior to the execution of the bond per the language of
the statute. See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025).

On or about June 17, 2024, at the request of a municipal judge secking clarification of the
issue and prior to the issuance of any formal guidance from the Department, the Office of the South
Carolina Attorney General issued an advisory opinion (“AG Opinion”) on the application of the
statute. See Exhibit 4, Copy of Op. S8.C. Att’y. Gen. 2024 WL 3186557 (June 17, 2024).3 After
reviewing and considering the advisory opinion issued by the Attorney General’s Office, which
has been misinterpreted by membets of the industry, and conferring with other stakeholders who
had been involved in drafting and lobbying for the Bail Bond Reform Act, the Department jssued
SCDOI Order No. 2024-07 (*Order 2024-07") on December 11, 2024, providing formal guidance
and instructions for compliance with the bond premiurﬁ, minimum fee, and payment agreement

requirements of the Bail Bond Reform Act set forth in S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2025).

2 SLED was charged with the responsibility of certifying persons to provxde electronic monitoring services in the
state, S,C. Code Ann. 17-15-37 (Supp. 2025).

3 The Attorney General’s Office subsequently, on July 31, ,2025, issued a letter to the Department’s General Counsel
“defert{ing] to the interpretation of the Department of Insurance as the agency with regulatory authority.” See Exhibit
5, Copy of Op. 5.C. Att’y, Gen. 2025 WL 2369635 (July 31, 2025).
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See Exhibit 6, SCDOI Order No. 2024-07. That Order reminded licensees that South Carolina law

requires $100 or 10%, whichever is greater, to be charged and collected prior to execution of the
bond as the minimum fee. Order 2024-07 was distributed to Respondent and all licensed surety
insurers, surety bondsmen, professional bondsmen, and runnérs authorized to conduct bail bond
business in the State of South Carolina.

‘ A copy of Order 2024-07 was emailed to Respondent’s email address on record on
December 11, 2024. See Exhibit 7, Email and USPS Proof of Receipt. Additionally, a hard copy
of Order 2024-07 was sent via certified mail to Respondent’s business address on record on
December 11, 2024, Id. Neither communication was returned to the Department as undeliverable.
The UnitedlStates Postal Service (USPS return receipt (i.e. “green card”) shows that Respondent
signed for receipt of the correspondence. /d. |

The material and undisputed facts show that on or about June 2, 2025, the Department
received a complaint alleging Respondent, a licensed producer and surety bondsman,* charged
10% for a $35,000 bail bond for a criminal defendant but failed to collect the full 10% minimum
fee required by S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025)° prior to execution of the bond. The
Department initiated an investigation into this matter, and upon review of the power of attorney
for the defendant learned that Allegheny Casualty Company was listed as the surety insurer; the
bond was executed on June 1, 2025, in Lexington County; and Respondent was listed as the surety

bondsman that executed the bond. The bond amount was $35,000. Respondent charged a premium

4 South Carolina law requires all surety bondsmen to be licensed as producers; a producer license is a prerequisite for
a surety bondsman license. Respondent was initially licensed with the Department as an insurance producer on August
21, 2014; she was first licensed as a surety bondsman on August 26, 2014. Respondent is currently licensed as a
producer and surety bondsman in South Carolina with NPN 17352185 and is appointed as .a producer and surety
bondsman with Allegheny Casualty Company, Bankers Insurance, and Palmetto Surety Corporation.

$8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025) requires bondsmen, prior to execution of a bond, to charge and collect
a minimum fee of $100 or 10% of the bond, whichever is greater, up to a maximum of 5% of the bond.

3
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of $3,500, but Respondent only collected $500 according to the payment agreement and payment ‘
receipts received during the investigation. Respondent allowed the balance of the 10 percent
minimum fee to be paid via a payment agreement.

On or about June 5, 2025, a Notice of Investigation letter was sent by certified mail to
Respondent’s business address on file: 4265 Augusta Rd. Ste. J., Lexington, S.C. 29073.% On June
6, 2025, Respondent responded to the allegations made against her via her attorney.” See Exhibit
8, Respondent’s Response to NOI During the investigation, Respondent provided copies of ten
bonds she executed between May 2, 2025, through June 1, 2025, after charging but not collecting
the 10% minimum fee required by the statute before posting the bond, including copies of the
associated payment agreements and receipts.® Respondent did not then, and does not now, deny
failing to collect the required minimum 10% fee. Respondent contends that she did not(violate S.C.
Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025) by accepting less than 10% when the bond was posted
because she believes the law permits bondsmen to create a payment plan to receive the full 10%
minimum bond premium.

Upon conclusion of its investigation into these allegations, the Department issued.a final
agency order against Respondent on August 18, 2025 (“August 18th Order”), finding that
Respondent violated S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-43-130(A)(C)(2) (2015); 38-53-150(A)(2), (7),(B)

(2015); and 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2025). See Exhibit 9, SCDOI’s August 18, 2025 Order. A

¢ Licensees are required to provide a business and home address to the South Carolina Department of Insurance, See
S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-43-107(A) (Supp. 2025), 38-53-95(A) (Supp. 2025).

7 Respondent was represented by Tracey R. Perlman, Esq. at the time.
# Since Respondent admitted to the violative conduct, the Department did not conduct further investigation to
determine the mumber of additional non-compliant bonds written between the effective date of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-

53-170(e}—June 20, 2023—and August 18, 2025, the date of the Department’s Order in Respondent’s disciplinary
case.
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regulatory penalty of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000) was imposed against her in
accordance with the requirements of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-2-10 (Supp. 2025).° Respondent filed a
Request for a Contested Case Hearing with this Court on September 2, 2025.

On September 10, 2025, the Honorable Judge Samuel Johnson was assigned to preside in
this matter. In Respondent’s Pre-Hearing Statement, she indicated that she appealed the regulatory
action imposed by the Department because she disagreed with the Department’s interpretation of
S. C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2025). See Exhibit 10, Respondent’s Pre-Hearing
Statement. Respondent admits engaging in the behavior that led to the Department’s issuance of
its August 18th Order. See Exhibits 8 and 10. As evidenced by the prehearing statements, there are
no material factual issues in dispute. The dispute between the parties pending before this court is
the interpretation of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025).

At the request of the parties, on December 19, 2025, the Court entered a scheduling Order
setting January 9, 2026, as the deadline to file cross motions for summary judgment for the Court’s
consideration. Accordingly, the Department asks this Court to make the following conclusions as
a matter of law: 1) a bondsman or runner must collect as the minimum fee the greater of $100 or
10% of the face amount of the bond prior to the execution of the bond; and 2) payment agreements
may only be used to cover amounts in excess of the minimum fee. The laws necessary to make
these determinations are set forth in Title 38, Chapter 53 of the South Carolina Code of Laws.
Application of the undisputed material facts and the statutory provisions leads to the conclusion
that the South Carolina Department of Insurance is entitled to summary judgment as a matter of

law.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

% Section 38-53-150(B) (2015) provides that penalties be imposed in accordance with the requirements of S.C. Code
Ann. § 38-2-10 (2015).
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The Rules of Procedure for the ALC provide that “[t]he South Carolina Rules of Civil
Procedure [(“SCRCP”)] . . . may, in the discretion of the presiding administrative law judge, be
applied to resolve questions not addressed by these rules.” SCALC Rule 68. Moreover, Rule 56 of
the SCRCP states that summary judgment is appropriate and should be granted when the
“pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the
affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving
party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.” Rule 56(c), SCRCP.

_“The purpose of summary judgment is to expedite disposition of cases which do not require
the services of a fact finder.” George v. Fabri, 345 S.C. 440, 452, 548 S.E.2d 868, 874 (2001).
Thus, “when plain, palpable, and indisputable facts exist on which reasonable minds cannot differ,
summary judgment should be granted.” Bayle v. S.C. Dep't of Transp., 344 S.C. 115, 120, 542
S:E.Zd 736, 738 (Ct. App. 2001). “Summary judgment is completely appropriate when a properly
supported motion sets forth facts that remain undisputed or are contested in a deficient manner.”
David v. McLeod Reg'l Med, Ctr., 367 S.C. 242, 250, 626 S.E.2d 1, 5 (2006). “In determining
whether summary judgment is proper, the court must construe all ambiguities, conclusions, and
inferences arising from the evidence against the moving party.” Byers v. Westinghouse Elec. Corp.,
310 8.C. 5, 7, 425 S.E.2d 23, 24 (1992). When the parties file cross motions for summary
judgment, the issue becomes a question of law for the court to decide de novo. See Wiegand v.
U.S. Auto. Ass’n, 391 S.C. 159, 163, 705 S.E.2d 432, 434 (2011). Additionally, the interpretation
. of a statute is a question of law for the court to review de novo. See DomainsNewMedia.com, LLC
v. Hilton Head Island-Bluffion Chamber of Commerce, 423 §.C. 295, 300, 814 S.E.2d 513, 516
(2018).

ARGUMENTS
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Respondent’s interpretation of S.C. Code § 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2025) fails as a matter of
law because it is contrary to the plain language of the statute and is inconsistent with the rules of
statutory construction and does not reflect the intent of the South Carolina General Assembly.

The General Assembly’s amendments to S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e): 1) increased the
minimum amount that must be charged and collected prior to execution of a bond; 2) provided a
payment plan option for amounts charged in excess of the statutory minimum (i.e., the greater of
$100 or 10% of the face amount of the bond) but less than the statutory maximum (15%); and 3)
expanded the procedures related to conversion of collateral when a bond is forfeited.

As amended, S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025) states that it is unlawful for a
bondsman or runner to:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not

exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of one

hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be
charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.
Conditions of the bond which expressly or implicitly require payment of monies in
excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the condition of the bond, shall not
be considered part of the bondsman’s premium, and are not affected by this code
provision. The bondsman may collect these fees from the defendant and is not
limited by any language requirements of this code provision.

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agréeement by
attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement
shall require the principal on the bail bond or ary indemnitor to make a minimum
down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered
and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was
executed. If the payment has not been made for two consecutive months, the
bondsman must send a certified notice to the last known address of the principal
and indemnitor demanding payment be made within ten days to bring the agreement
current. If no payment is received by the end of the notice period, the bondsman
must surrender the principal to the proper detention facility for holding and file a
motion to be relieved as provided in Section 38-53-50(A) or (B), at which time the
agreement must be accelerated, and the balance paid in full, before or at the motion
hearing for the principal to be rereleased on bond. The bondsman may accept
collateral security or other indemnity from the principal which must be retumed
within ten days after final termination of liability on the bond unless a bench
warrant has been issued. The bondsman shall identify who is paying the premium

7
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and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not been
obtained from any person who has a greater interest in the principal’s disappearance
than appearance for trial. The collateral security or other indemnity required by the
bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond. If the bond is
forfeited, a bondsman may not convert collateral described in the collateral receipt
to cash until he has provided a ten-day notice of this pending conversion to the
depositor. This notice must be sent by certified mail to the last known address of
the depositor, After the conversion, the bondsman must disclose the actual amount
received to the depositor and must return any amount received that exceeds the final
judgement or consent amount, less any reasonable expenses. These reasonable
expenses include apprehension and legal costs incurred as a result of the violation
of the bond. The bondsman must provide the depositor copies of all receipts and, if
applicable, the overage money within three days after settlement. (Emphasis
added).

Both 8.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-43-130 (2015)" and 38-53-150 (2015) authorize the Director to initiate
administrative disciplinary proceedings against licensees for violating the law or refusing to
comply with an order of the Director_. Specifically, 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-150(A)(2), (7), and
(B) (2015) provide, in relevant part:

(A) The director or his designee may deny, suspend, revoke, or refuse to renew any
license issued under this chapter for any of the following causes: (2) violation of
any laws of this State relating to bail in the course of dealings under the license
issued to a bondsman or runner by the director or his designee; (7) failure to comply
with or viclation of the provisions of this chapter or of any order of the director or
his designee or regulation of the department; (B) The director or his designee, in
lieu of revoking or suspending a license in accordance with the provisions of this
chapter, in any one proceeding, by order, may require the licensee to pay to the
director or his designee to be deposited in the general fund of the State a monetary
penalty as provided in Section 38-2-10(2) for each offense. (Emphasis added).

S.C. Code Ann. § 38-2-10(A)(1) (Supp. 2025) reads:.

If the violator is a person, other than an insurer, pharmacy benefits manager, or a
health maintenance organization, licensed by the director or his designee in this
State, the director or his designee shall fine the person in an amount not to exceed
two thousand five hundred dollars, suspend or revoke the license of the person, or
both. If the violation is wilful, the director or his designee shall fine the person in
an amount not to exceed five thousand dollars, suspend or revoke the license of the
person, or both.

1 Bail bondsmen are required to be licensed as producers in the State of South Carolina. See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-
80 (2015).
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For the period May 5, 2025, through June 1, 2025, it is undisputed that Respondent did not
charge and collect the minimum fee required by Section 38-53-170(¢) for ten bail bonds before
posting the bonds with the court. She committed these violations even after receiving the notice
from the Department in 2022 and copies of the Department’s Order 2024-07 on December 11,
2024, setting forth the requirements for compliance with the law. Her refusal to comply constitutes
a willful violation of the laws of this State, including S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-43-130(A)(C)(2)
(2015); 38-53-150(A)(2), (7), (B) (2015); and 38-53-170(€) (Supp. 2025). For the reasons stated
below, Petitioner’s Motion for Summary Judgment should be granted.

1.  PETITIONER IS ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT BECAUSE THE
PLAIN LANGUAGE OF S.C. CODE ANN. § 38-53-170(¢) PROHIBITS
BONDSMEN FROM CHARGING AND COLLECTING LESS THAN THE
GREATER OF §$100 OR 10°% OF A BOND PREMIUM BEFORE THE
EXECUTION OF THE BOND, AND RESPONDENT ADMITS EXECUTING AND

POSTING BONDS WITHOUT CHARGING AND COLLECTING THIS
STATUTORY MINIMUM FEE.

Section 38-53-170, Unlawful acts, lists seven general practices in which bondsmen and
runners must not engage.! Subsections (€) and (f), in addition to listing such unlawful acts, provide
additional restrictions, duties, and/or qualifications on the practices of bondsmen. The
interpretation of Subsection § 38-53-170(e) is the basis for this action. The plain language of
Subsection (&) places clear limitations on the ability of bondsmen to accept items of value from
principals. The fitst sentence of Subsection (€) contains three unambiguous requirements: 1) “[no
bondsman may] accept anything of value from a principal except the premium”; 2)-“[the premium
charged by the bondsman] must not exceed 15% of the face value of the !bond”; and 3) “prior to

execution of the bond” the bondsman “must charge and collect” a “minimum fee of $100 or 10%

1 In the interest of brevity and clarity, the remainder of this Memorandum, when referencing the statutory language
of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170 (2015 & Supp. 2025), refers to bondsmen and runners collectively as “bondsmen.”
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of the bond, whichever is greater.” The second and third sentences of this provision operate to
clarify that bondsmen are still permitted to collect monies to satisfy conditions of a bond (such as
electronic monitoring fees) as those monies are not considered part of the premium.

At issue in this case is the interpretation of the minimum fee requirement in § 38-53-170(e).
The primary goal of statutory construction is to ascertain legislative intent. See Hodges v. Rainey,
341 S.C.79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000) (“Where the statute’s language is plain and
unambiguous and conveys a clear and definite meaning, the rules of statutory interpretation are
not needed, and the court has no right to impose another meaning.”) South Carolina courts have
<;pined that what a legislature says in the text of a statute is considered the best evidence of the
legislative intent or will. Therefore, the courts are bound to give effect to the expréssed intent of
the legislature. See McClanahan v. Richland Cnty. Council, 350 S.C. 433, 438, 567 S.E.2d 240,
242 (2002); USAA Cas. Ins. Co. v. Rafferty, 439 S.C. 130, 132, 886 S.E.2d 222, 223 (2023).

Generally, courts begin by examining the language of the statute and considering the plain
and ordinary meaning of the language used in the statute. “All rules of statutory construction are
subservient to the one that the legislative intent must prevail if it can be reasonably discovered in
the language used, and that language must be construed in light of the intended purpose of the
statute.” State v. Sweat, 386 S.C. 339, 350, 688 S.E.2d 569, 575 (2010) (quoting Broadhurst v.
City of Myrtle Beach Election Comm'n, 342 S.C. 373, 380, 537 S.E.2d 543, 546 (2000)).

Ten percent fees for bail bonds are not unusual.!? The term “minimum fee” is not defined

in the statute, but Black’s Law Dictionary defines the term “fee” as the “charge for labor 6r

12 See, e.g., Platt v. Brown, 872 F.3d 848 (2017) (Prior to January 1, 2016, criminal defendants in Cook County could
secure their pretrial release in three ways: (1) personal recognizance, see 725 Ill. Comp. Stat.§ 5/110-2; {2) execution
of a full deposit bail bond, to be fully retumed to the defendant upon performance of the bond conditions, see id. §
5/110-8; or (3) execution of a 10% bail bond, 10% of which (i.e., 1% of the total bail amount) is retained by the state
upon performance of the bond conditions (the “Bail Bond Fee” or the “Fee”) . . . Under the 10% system, the State
bears 90% of the risk that a criminal defendant might jump bail. The government maintains a legitimate interest in
reducing its exposure to this liability. Imposing a | % surcharge on the 10% system makes the preferred full deposit

10

RoA_0075



services.” See Black’s Law Dictionary (12" ed. 2024). Similarly, the term “minimum?” is defined
as “of, relating to, or constituting the smallest acceptable or possible quantity in a given case.” See
Black’s Law Dictionary (12 ed. 2024). Accordingly, as used in this paragraph, the term
“minimum fee” means the lowest charge, amount, or premium for a bond that must be charged
and collected.

Paragraph 1 of subsection (€) addresses the maximum premium for a bond (i.e., 15% of
the face amount of the bond) and the minimum amount that must be charged and collected prior
to execution of the bond (the greater of $100 or 10% of the face amount of the bond). Parégraph 2
of subsection (e) addresses: 1) collecting a mandatory $100 fee for providing the convenience of
payment agreements to principals for any premium amounts remaining due after charging and
collecting the statutory mlmmum bond premium or 2) accepting collateral security or other
indemnity reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond.

Respondent contends that the use of the word “however” in Paragraph 2 creates an
exception to the requirements in Paragraph 1. See Exhibit 9. This argument is wholly without merit
and fails as a matter of law because it is inconsistent with the plain language of the statute and the
rules of statutory construction and would render the prior additional language meaningless.
Respondent does not get to pick and choose the words in a statute that should be given meaning
while ignoring others. A statute should be so construed thé.t no word, clause, sentence, provision

or part shall be rendered surplusage, or superfluos.” In re Decker, 322 S.C. 215, 219, 471 S.E.2d

system more enticing. This is particularly tmue for those with higher bail amounts, where the state not only carries
more risk, but the defendant also forfeits a greater Bail Bond Fee.); see also Claiborne v. Harris County Bail Bond
Board, 693 S.W.3d 699 (2024) (County bail bond board’s action, in adopting rule requiring paymént to a bail
bondsman of 10% premium as a prerequisite for issuance of a bail bond for 17 eiumerated crimes, was undertaken
pursuant to a clearly articulated and affirmatively expressed state policy to displace competition, as set forth in Bail
Bond Act. . .).
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462, 463 (1995) (citing 82 C.1.S. Statutes § 346) and State v. Sweat, 386 S.C. 339, 351, 688 S.E.2d
569, 575 (2010).

South Carolina law provides that when a word is not defined by statute, a court normally
construes it in accord with its ordinary or usual meaniﬁg. See Stroher v. Lexington Cnty. Recreation
Comm'n, 332 8.C. 54, 62, 504 S.E.2d 117, 122 (1998). The usual and ordinary meaning of the
term “however” does not mean “except.” “Except” means “with the exclusion or ex@ﬁon of.”
Miriam-Webster defines “however” to mean “in whatever manner or way, nevertheless or
not\\.rithstanding.”13 As evidenced by the statute’s plain language, and the General Assembly’s use
of the word “however,” the use of this term is not an exception or an alternative to the premium
requirements found in Paragraph 1. Paragraph 1 sets the premium amount. In fact, Paragraph 2’s
only reference to the bond premium is limited to the requirement that, prior to accepting any
collateral security or other indemnity, a bondsman must “identify who is paying the premium” on
the bond and must represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not been obtained
from any person who has a greater interest in the principal’s disappearance than appearance for

trial.

13 See Pilot Life Insurance Company v. Morgan, 94 Ga. App 394, 94 S.E.2d 765 (Ga. App. 1956). Synonyms for
“however” include though, nevertheless, nonetheless, still, yet notwithstanding, at the same time, all the same, just the
same, and even 50. See HOWEVER Synonyms: Similar Words, Merriam-Webster Thesaurus. The General Assembly
used the term “however™ in the following other provisions in Chapter 53: 8.C, Code Ann. § 38-53-70 (“The court, in
its discretion, may permit the surety to pay the estreatment in installments for a period of up to six months; however,
the surety shall pay a handling fee to the court in an amount equal to four percent of the vaiue of the bond.”); S.C.
Code Ann. § 38-53-100 (“The director or his designee shall forward four hundred dollars to the State Treasurer to be
placed in the general fund; however, of the four hundred dollars, two hundred dollars must be paid over to the director
or hig designee to offset the costs he incurs under the provisions of this chapter, and two hundred dollars must be paid
over to the State Law Enforcement Division to offset the costs it may incur under the provisions of this chapter.”) and
(“The director or his designee shall forward two hundred dollars to the State Treasurer to be placed in the general
fund; however, of the two hundred dollars, one hundred dollars must be paid over to the director or his designee to
offset the costs he incurs under the provisions of this chapter, and one hundred dollars must be paid over to the State
Law Enforcement Division to offset the costs it incurs under the provisions of this chapter.); 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-
102 (*However, nothing contained in this Section shall be construed to prehibit a bail bondsman, his associates,
affiliates, or runners from indicating to a defendant that he should contact an attorney for professional assistance, as
long as the bail bondsman, his associates, affiliates, or runners do not mention or in any other manner suggest or
indicate a particular attorney or law firn by name.”)
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Further, the use of the term “however” does not create an exception. When the South
Carolina General Assembly wants to create an exception, it generally uses that specific term as it
did in 5.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170 and other provisions of Chapter 53. The first exception in S.C.
Code Ann. § 38-53-170(b) (2015) states: “[No bondsman or runner may:] (b) pay a fee or rebate
or give anything of value to an attorney in bail bond matters, except in defense of any action on a
bond.” (Emphasis added). The second exception is in Paragraph 1 of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-
170(e} (Supp. 2025) “[No bondsman or runner may]: (€) accept anything of value from a principal
except the premium, which may not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a
minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be
charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.” (Empasis added.) If the
General Assembly intended to create an exception to the statutory requirement to collect a
minimum fee which is the greater of $100 or 10%, it would have stated such in Paragraph 1.

The plain language as written requires “a minimum fee of $100 or 10%, whichever is
greater, to be charged and collected prior to execution of the bond.” (Empasis added.) Enforcing
-this requirement does not negate the need for the payment agreement. Some who have advanced ‘
that argument base it on their business model which is to not charge more than 10% premium.
While that practice may be a business model, it is not South Carolina law. South Carolina law does
not cap bail bond premiums at 10%. Licensees may charge up to 15% for a premium for a bond
based on the plain language of this code provision. Given the minimum fee requirement, payment
agreements may be used for premium in excess of the minimum fee required to be collected by

the statute.

’I‘hcrefbre, the plain language of Subsection (€) indicates that no bond may be issued prior

to the charging and collection of the statutory minimum bond amount which is the greater of $100
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or 10% of the face amount of the bond. Bondsmen wishing to charge more than the statutory
minimum, up to 15% of the face value of the bond, may enter into a compliant payment agreement
for the amount over the statutory minimum and attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond
proceeding form. This is the only interpretation that gives meaning and harmonizes all the words
in the statute,

“Where the statute’s language is plain and unambiguous, and conveys a clear and definite
meaning, the rules of statutory interpretation are not needed, and the court has no right to impose
another meaning.” Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000); Grier v.
AMISUB of 8.C., Inc., 397 8.C. 532, 535, 725 S.E.2d 693, 695 (2012) (“What a legislature says in
the text of a statute is considered the best evidence of the legislative intent or will” and “courts are
bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature.”).

In the instant matter, the Department’s investigation of Respondent revealed that she failed
to charée and collect the statutory minimum bond amount 'in at least ten instances, and she admits
doing so in direct violation of the plain language of the statute. Therefore, the Department is
entitled to summary judgment as a matter of law based on the application of the law to these
undisputed facts.

II. EVEN ASSUMING ARGUENDO, THE LANGUAGE IN THE PROVISION IS

AMBIGUOUS, THE DEPARTMENT IS ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT

AS AMATTER OF LAW BECAUSE THE DEPARTMENT’S INTERPRETATION

OF S.C. CODE ANN. § 38-53-170(e) IS CONSISTENT WITH THE CANONS OF
STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.

'The Bail Bond Reform Act was enacted to protect the public by “closing the revolving

door” and preventing some criminal defendants from committing crimes while out on bond. After

4 For example, a $20,000 bond would require collection of $2,000 minimum premiuin prior to execution, however, a
bondsman could charge and collect premium up to $3,000. In that instance, he or she would have the option to collect
the $2,000 statutory minimum plus a $100 down payment and allow the principal to pay the remaining $900 premium
over the eighteen-month period following the date the bond was issued.
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the enactment of the Bail Bond Reform Act, the Department participated in numerous educational
and professional meetings designed to educate licensed bondsmen on the compliance requirements
of the law regarding premium, minimum fee requirements, and payment agreements. Despite this,
the Department continued to receive anecdotal reports and complaints alleging some members of
the commercial bail industry were relying on the Attorney General’s June 17, 2024 opinion as
justification to ignore the minimum fee requirement and charge amounts as low as 2% of the face
amount of the bond as a part of an installment agreement arrangement. See Exhibit 4. Like
Respondent, these individuals argued that the mjnimum down payment language of Paragraph 2
is an alternative to the requirement to collect the minimum fee of $100 or 10%, and to construe
the statute otherwise would render the payment agreement language meaningless in effect. They
further argued that under Paragraph 2, once the $100 downpayment is collected, the bondsman
may allow the criminal defendant to pay the remainder of the premium via a payment agreement.

When interpreting a statute, as we are asked to do here, the Department starts with the
cardinal nile of statutory construction, which is to “ascertain and effectuate the intent of the
legislature.” Hodges v. Rainey 341 8.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000). “What a legislature
says in the text of a statute is considered the best evidence of the legislative intent or will.
Therefore, the courts are bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature.” Id. at 85,
533 S.E.2d at 581 (quoting Norman J. Singer, Sutherland Statutory Construction § 46.03 at 94 (5th
ed. 1992)). Further, “statutes must be read as a whole and sections which are part of the same
general statutory scheme must be construed together and each given effect, if it can be done by
any reasonable construction.” Higgins v. State, 307 8.C. 446, 449, 415 S.E.2d 799, 801 (1992).
Therefore, courts “should not concentrate on isolated phrases Witt;in the statute” and “[i]nstead . .

. read the statute as a whole and in a manner consonant and in harmony with its purpose.” S.C.
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State Ports Auth. v. Jasper County, 368 S.C. 388, 398, 629 S.E.2d 624, 629 (2006); State v. Sweat,
379 8.C. 367, 376, 665 S.E.2d 645, 650 (Ct. App. 2008), aff’d, 386 S.C. 339, 688 S.E.2d 569
(2010).

Even if this Court determined there was a potential conflict or some ambiguity in the
language of Paragraphs 1 and 2, the Department’s interpretation is consistent with the rules of
statutory interpretation because it reads the statute as a whole and gives effect to the language in
each provision. By harmonizing the statutory terms and construing the language of the statute as a
whole, it is clear the language in Paragraph 2 is not an alternative or exception to Paragraph 1.
Instead it 1) allows the bondsman to enter into a payment agreement for amounts that exceed the
minimum fee that must be collected by attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding
form; 2) provides the agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to
make a minimum down payment of one hundred dollars to finance the amount in excess of the
minimum fee; and 3) provides the payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed
eighteen months after the date on which the bond was executed. In other words, Paragraph 2
provides a mechanism for collecting funds in excess of the minimum fee. The General Assembly
did not intend the payment agreement language to be used as a tool to circumvent the minimum
fee requirement in the first paragraph of this section.

Interpreting this statute to give effect to the payment agreement by negating or excluding
the language that requires a minimum fee of $100 or 10%, whichever is greater, to be charged and
collected prior to execution of the bond yields an absurd result. South Carolina courts have held
“a statute should be éo construed that no word, clause, sentence, provision or part shall be rendered
surplusage, or superfluous.” State v. Sweat, at 351, 688 S.E.2d at 575 (quoting In re Decker, 322

S.C. 215, 219, 471 S.E.2d 462, 463 (1995)). And, “[clourts will reject a statutory interpretation
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which would lead to a result so plainly absurd that it could not have been intended by the
Legislature or would defeat the plain legislative intention.” See Kiriakides v. United Artist
Commun., Inc., 312 S.C. 271, 275, 440 S.E.2d 364, 366 (1994) and New York Times Co. v.
Spartanburg Cnty. Sch. Dist. No. 7,374 S.C. 307, 312, 649 S.E.2d 28, 30 (2007).

Bail bond reform was initiated, in part, to close the revolving door by providing standards
fqr electronic monitoring of criminal defendants and to require more than a $25 fee as a condition
of pretrial release. If the General Assembly did not want to retain the minimum fee requirement,
it could have deleted it entirely. If the General Assembly’s intent was to increase the minimum fee
to a flat $100, all it had to do was strike “twenty-five dollars” and insert “one hundred dollars.”
This was not done. Instead, the General Assembly purposely added the language “minimum fee
of 8100 or 10%, whichever is greater, to be charged and collected prior to execution of the
bond.” (Emphasis addéd). This language was added to ensure bondsmen charged and collected as
a minimum fee 10% of any bond over $1,000 prior to the execution of the bond.

Moreover, if the General Assembly did not intend the increased minimum fee to be charged
and collected prior to the execution of the bond, it would have only used the word “charged” and -
not have included the words “and collected” or the phrase “prior to the execution of bond” in this

provision. Respondent’s interpretation would render the charged and collected prior to the

execution of the bond language in the statute meaningless or null and void. See State v. Sweat, 386

S.C. 339, 351, 688 S.E.2d 569, 575-76 (2010).

Respondent’s interpretation yields an absurd result and defeats the purpose behind bail
bond reform which was, in part, to increase the minimum fee that had to be collected as a condition
of pretrial release to deter offenders from committing additional crimes while out on bond.

Respondent’s interpretation distorts the statutory language and does not reasonably reflect the
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legislature’s purpose and intent. Solely increasing the fee from $25 to $100 would do nothing to
close the “revolving door” which was one of the intended purposes of bail bond reform.'s The
rules of statutory construction require that courts not construe a statute in a way that leads to an
absurd result or that renders the language meaningless. State v. Sweat, 386 S.C. 339, 351, 688
S.E.2d 569, 575-76 (2010). This distortion of the language and statutory purpose is not what the
General Assembly intended; consequently, the Department is entitled to summary judgment as a

matter of law.

IIl. BECAUSE THE DEPARTMENT’S INTERPRETATION IS CONSISTENT
WITH THE RULES OF STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION AND IS NEITHER
ARBITRARY, CAPRICIOUS, OR MANIFESTLY CONTRARY TO THE
STATUTE, THE DEPARTMENT IS ENTITLED TO DEFERENCE AND TO
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW.

South Carolina vests the authority to implement the insurance laws of the state in the South
Carolina Department of Insurance, not in its licensees. See S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-3-10, ez seq. The
Department’s interpretation and implementation of the amendments to Title 38 come after careful
consideration of the statutory language, case law, and views of stakeholders impacted by those
legislative changes. After fully considering these views, the Department published Order 2024-07
that set forth the only interpretation that gives effect to the statutory language and the intended
purpose of the statute.

South Carolina courts have held that “where an agency charged with administering a statute
or regulation has interpreted the statute or regulation, courts, including the ALC, will defer to the
agency’s interpretation absent compelling reasons.” Brown v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 354 S.C. 436, 440, 581

S.E.2d 836, 838 (2003); see also Dunton v. S.C. Bd. of Exam'rs in Optometry, 291 S.C. 221, 223,

15 See Molly Green, SC House passes bond-reform bill, vowing to close ‘revolving door’ of repeat violent offenders,
WIS 10 (March 1, 2023), https://www.wistv.com/2023/03/02/sc-house-passes-bond-reform-bill-vowing-close-
revolving-door-repeat-violent-offenders/.
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353 S.E.2d 132, 133 (1987) (“The construction of a statute by the agency charged with its
administration will be accorded the most respectful consideration and will not be overruled absent
compelling reasons.”); Monroe v. Livingston, 251 S.C. 214,217, 161 S.E.2d 243, 244 (1968) (Even
so, an administrative construction “affords no basis for the perpetuation of a patently erroneous
application of the statute.”); see generally State v. Sweat, 386 8.C. 339, 351, 688 S.E.2d 569, 575-
76 (2010).

[Courts] defer to an agency interpretation unless it is ‘arbitrary, capricious, or manifestly
contrary to the statute.” Kiawah Dev. Partners, Il v. S.C. Dep't of Health & Env't Control, 411
S.C. 16, 32-33, 766 S.E.2d 707, 718 (2014) (citing Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Res. Def.
Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843 (1984), overruled by Loper Bright Enters. v. Raimondo, 603 U.S.
369 (2024)) (“If the statute or regulation “is silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific issue,’
the court then must give deference to the agency’s interpretation of the statute or regulation,
assuming the interpretation is worthy of deference.”).

After more than 40 years of “automatic™ agency deference that required courts to defer to
an agency’s interpretation of ambiguous statutory language, in 2024, the United States Supreme
Court overruled Chevron U.S.4., Inc. v. Nat, Res. Def- Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837 (1984) in Loper
Bright Enters. v. Raimondo. In Loper, 603 U.S. 369 (2024), the Supreme Court noted that “judges
[must] independently identify ... delegati}ons of authority [to agencies], police the outer statutory
[and constitutional] boundaries of those delegations, and ensure that agencies exercise their-
discretion consistent with” the Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”), i.e., ensure that the
agency’s exercise of delegated discretion to make policy or find facts is not “arbitrary or
capricious” and (where applicable) is supported by “substantial evidence.” Loper Bright Enters, v.

Raimondo, 603 U.S. at 404 (2024). However, the Court clearly indicated that courts should still
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look to agency interpretations as one source of determining legislative intent, and quoting
Skidmore v. Swift & Co., 323 US. 134, 140 (1944), stated that courts “may ... seek aid from the
interpretations of [the agencies] responsible for implementing particular statutes,” reasoning that
interpretations “issued contemporaneously with the statute at issge, and which have remained
consistent over time, may be especially useful in determinirllg the statute’s meaning,” as will be
agency interpretations “to the extent [they] rest[] on factual premises within- the agency’s
expertise.” Loper, 603 at 394. The Loper court also did not deny that a reviewing court could
“exercise{] independent judgment” while not being bound to an agency interpretation, and
acknowledged the long-held practice of courts providing ““‘the most respectful consideration’ to
Executive Branch interpretations simply because ‘[t]he officers concerned [were] usually able
men, and masters of the subject,” who were ‘[n]ot unfrequently ... the draftsmen of the laws [courts]
.. . were afterwards called upon to interpret.”” Id. at 386.

The South Carolina Supreme Court has not yet applied Loper; however, on February 12,
2025, that court denied certiorari in Colonial Pipeline Company v. South Carolina Dept. of
Revenue, 443 5.C. 448, 905 S.E.2d 129 (Ct. App. 2024) reh’g (ﬁ:ﬂied (Aug. 19, 2024), cert. denied
(Feb. 12, 2025), which did mention Loper. On October 14, 2025, the Honorable S. Phillip Lenski .
of this Court summarized the extremely limited impact of Colonial Pipeline on South Carolina
jurisprudence in footnote 17 of Friends of Horse Creek Valley v. S.C. Dep’t of Environmental
Services and Rabbit Hill Class 2 Landfill, 2025 WL 3045193 (S.C. Admin Law Ct.) (October 14,
2025): “[While the Loper decision was cited and discussed generally by the South Carolina Court
of Appeals in Colonial Pipeline Co. v. 8.C. Dep 't of Revenue, the court did not formally adopt, nor

did it apply Loper style deference, as the issue of agency deference was not reached in that case.”
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Judge Lenski also acknowledged that Loper left Skidmore in place, and most importantly explained
why Kiawah II is the controlling case regarding agency deference in South Carolina, stating;

This court notes, however, that Loper dealt with the U.S. Supreme Court’s review

of a federal agency’s interpretation of a federal statute under the federal version of

the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). Conversely, the Kiawah case dealt with

the South Carolina Supreme Court’s review of a state agency’s interpretation of

state statutes and regulations under the state’s version of the APA. Additionally, in

clarifying our state deference doctrine in Kiawah, the South Carolina Supreme

Court cited to a long lineage of South Carolina cases that consistently applied those.

principles, including several cases that predate Chevron. Thus, in the absence of

~ any South Carolina appellate court decision overruling our state deference cases,

including Kiawah, and substituting our state deference doctrine with Loper

deference, it is unclear what impact, if any, the Loper decision has on our state

deference doctrine. '
Id

Applying the Kiawah II standard to the instant matter, there is no evidence in this case that
the Department acted outside its authority or contrary to the requirements of the statute. The
Department’s interpretation of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2025) is consistent with the
statute’s plain language and gives effect to the meaning of all statutory provisions. It is reasonable
and entitled to deference.

In construing a statute, “[t]he court’s job is not to interpret statutes based on its own views,
nor is the court bound by the interpretations that the parties advocate.” 82 C.J.S. Statutes § 352
(2024). Likewise, Respondent is not charged with interpretation of the law and does not get to
‘elect to choose her own interpretation. Respondent cannot simply ignore the directive of the agency
charged with carrying out the statute because she prefers her own interpretation or that of another.
While others may differ on how to read or interpret a statute, the opinion to which this Court owes
deference under Kiawah II, or at minimum consideration under Skidmore and its progeny, is that

of the regulatory agency charged with administering and enforcing it unless it is clearly

inconsistent with the statutory language. Thus, the Déepartment’s interpretation of S.C. Code Ann.
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§ 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025) controls over advisory opinions or that of an individual bondsman or

other licensee.

CONCLUSION

For these reasons, Petitioner is entitled to summary judgment as a matter of law and a

declaration or finding that the plain language of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025), and

the Department’s interpretation thereof, is reasonable and is consistent with the rules of statutory

construction.

January 9, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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- EXHIBIT 4



ArANWiLsON
ATTCRNEY GENERAL

June 17, 2024

The Honorable B. Lee Miller

Municipal Judge

City of Greenwood

Post Office Box 40

Greenwood, South Carolina 29648-0040

Dear Judge Miller:

- We received your request for an opinion from this Office conceming the recently adopted bond
reform legislation. You state the Greenwaod Clerk of Court sent out information to all the judges
conceming bonding procedures under this new legislation. Specifically, the Clerk of Court stated,
“the new bond law requires the defendant to post the entire ten percent (10%) with the bond
company and then may make a payment plan for anything over ten percent, up until the maximum
amount is reached which is fifteen (15%) percent.” You informed us that you were under the
impression that

‘ the defendant had to pay $100.00, then a payment plan could be implemented
for the remainder of the balance. The balance must be paid off within eighteen
months of the signing of the original bond contract. If the balance is not paid in
full then other measures would be triggered concerning the bond.

Thus, you ask us to resolve the conflict between these interpretations.

Law/Analysis

As you mentioned in your letter, in, 2023 the Legislature enacted bonid reform legislation that
included changes to section 38-53-170(e) pertaining to payments to bondsmen. 2023 S.C. Acts
83. Section 38-53-170(e) prohibits bondsmen from accepting anything of value except the
premium. Prior to the 2023 legislation, section 38-53-170(e) mandated that the premium “may
not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of twenty-five
dollars.” S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (2015). Thus, this provision gave bondsmen a lot of
flexibility as to the premium charged and how it was collected, only requiring a minimum fee of
twenty-five dollars and a maximum fee of fifteen percent of thé bond.,

Act 83 amended section 38-53-170(e), which now provides for “a minimum fee of one hundred
dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by the
bondsman before the execution of the bond.” S8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2023). But
the revisions to subsection 38-53-170(e) also include the following language:
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However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by
attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this
agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make
a minimum down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement
may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which
the bond was executed. If the payment has not been made for two consecutive
months, the bondsman must send a certified notice to the last known address of
the principal and indemnitor demarniding payment be made within ten days to
bring the agreement current. if no payment is réceived by the end of the notice
period, the bondsman must surrender the principal to the proper detention
facility for holding and file a motion to be relieved as provided in Section 38-
53-50(A) or (B), at which time the agreement must be accelerated, and ‘the
balance paid in full, before or at the motion hearing for the principal to be
rereleased on bond. The bondsman may accept collateral security or other
indemnity from the principal which must be returned within ten days after final
termination of liability on the bond unless a bench warrant has been issued. The
bondsman shall identify who is paying the premium and shall represent that the
collateral security or other indemnity has not been obtained from any person
who has a greater interest.in the principal's disappearance than appearance for
trial. The collateral security or other indemnity required by the bondsman must
be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond. If the bond is forfeited, a
bondsman may not convert collateral described in the collateral receipt to cash
until he has provided a ten-day notice of this pending conversion to the
depositor. This notice must be sent by certified mail to the last known address
of the depositor. After the conversion, the bondsman must disclose the actual
amount received to the depositor and must return any amount received that
exceeds the final judgement or consent amount, léss any reasonable expenses.

These reasonable expenses include apprehension and legal costs incurred as a
result of the violation of the bond. The bondsman must provide the depositor
copies of all receipts and, if applicable, the overage money within thrée days
after settlement . . ..

Id. (emphesis added).

When interpreting a statute, as we are asked to do here, we start with the cardinal rule of statutory
construction, which is to “to ascertain and effectuate the intent of the legislature.” Hodges v.
Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000).
statute is considered the best evidence of the legislative intent or will, Therefore, the courts are
bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature.” 1d. at 85, 533 S.E.2d at 581 (quoting
Norman J. Singer, Sutherland Statutory Construction § 46.03 at 94 (5th ed. 1992)). “Further,
statutes must be read as a whole and sections which are part of the same general statutory scheme
must be construed tagether and each given effect, if it can be done by any reasonable construction.”
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Hudson ex rel. Hudson v. Lancaster Convalescent Cir., 407 S.C. 112, 124-25, 754 S.E.2d 486,
492-93 (2014).

Initially, section 38-53-170(e) requires the charge and collection of ten percent of the bond orata
minimum one hundred dollars. Based on the plain language used in this portion of section 38-53-
170(e), we are led to believe the Legislature intended for ten percent of the bond, or at a minimum
one hundred dollars, to be collected prior to the execution of the bond. But, the Legislature appears
to have modified this requirement by also in¢luding the language allowing a bondsman to enter
into a payment agreement with the principal starting with the use of the term “However”- a term
of contradiction. Thus, while the Legislature clearly intends for bondsmen to charge premivms of
a minimum of ten percent of the bond, we are of the opinion that they also intended to give
bondsmen the option to accept a minimum payment of one hundred dollars and allow the principal
to make payments on the remaining minimum premium as long as the payment agreement is
attached to the bond proceeding form and the agreement meets the requirements set forth in section
38-53-170(e). '

We understand your clerk of court interprets the language allowing a bondsman to enter into a
payment agreement as applying only to the premium charge that exceeds the required ten percent
minimum, but reading that statute in this way could lead to an absurd result, In construing statutes
courts “will reject an interpretation when such an interpretation leads to an absurd result that could
not have been intended by the legislature.” Lancaster Cnty. Bar Ass’n v. $.C. Comm'n on Indigent
Def.,, 380 S.C. 219, 222, 670 S.E.2d 371, 373 (2008). First, we are at a loss as to why the
Legislature would find it necessary to give permission for a payment agreement for an amount that
the bondman is not required to charge in the first place. Second, this reading would require the
principal to pay not only the ten percent bond up front, but also an additional one hundred dollars
for the opportunity to finance the premium in excess of the ten percent. We do not believe such an
interpretation is in fine with the intent of the Legislature.

Moreover, the legislative history of the amendments to section 38-53-170(e) supports our
interpretation. As our court of appeals explained, “The construing court may additionally look to
the legislative history when determining the legislative intent.” Ex parte Cannon, 385 S.C. 643,
655,685 S.E.2d 814, 821 (Ct. App. 2009). In our review of the legislative history, the amendments
to section 38-53-170(e) were first proposed to the Senate’s version of the act. 2023 Senate Journal
April 11, 2023, p. 26. While this version also required the payment and collection of a minimum
fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, the language allowing
for a payment agreement required a down payment of one hundred dollars or five percent of the
bond. Id. If the ability to enter into a payment agreement only applies to the premium charged
above the ten percent minimum, by requiring an additional five percent of the bond as the
minimum down payment would leave nothing left to finance as the maximum premium is fifieen
percent. Thus, we believe the legislative history supports our conclusion that the Legislature
intended to allow bondmen to enter into payment agreements for the ten percent minimum
premium rather than for the excess premium they are allowed to charge.
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Lastly, we must keep in mind that the South Carolina Constitution affords defendants the right to
bail. S.C. Const. Art. I § 15 (2009). As our Supreme Court stated, ““all statutes are presumed
constitutional and, if possible, will be construed to render them valid.’” State v. Neuman, 384 S.C.
395,402, 683 S.E.2d 268, 271 (2009) (quoting Curtis v. State, 345 S.C. 557, 569, 549 S.E.2d 591,
597 (2001)). While the revisions to section 38-53-170(c) indicate the intent of the Legislature to
increase the premium charged and paid by defendants, we belicve by giving defendants the ability
to enter into a payment agrecment with the bondsman, the Legislature is balancing its desire to
increase and standardize premiums with defendants’ ability to pay those premiums and ensuring
compliance with defendants’ constitutional rights. Accordingly, we believe our interpretation of
section 38-53-170(¢) lends itself to a constitutional reading of the statute.

Conclusion

As you mentioned in your letter, in 2023 the Legislature enacted bond reform legislation including
amendments to section 38-53-170, which prohibits certain acts by bondsmen and runners.
Specifically, section 38-53-170(c) governs thc premiums bondsmen and runners charge. The
amendments to this provision now require all bondsmen and runners to charge and collect a
minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater. This change
indicates the Legislature’s intent to increase and standardize the premiums charged and collected
by bondsmen. Nonetheless, rcading section 38-53-170(e) as a whole, we agree with your
interpretation that it allows a bondsman to accept a minimum downpayment of one hundred dollars
along with a payment agreement for the remaining amount of the minimum premium as long as
the bondsman attaches the agreement to the bond processing form and complies with the other
requirements for the agreement contained in section 38-53-170(c). We believe this interpretation
comports not only with the intent of the Legislature based on the plain language of statute and its
legislative history, but also balances the desire of the Legislature to provide more oversight over
bond premiums with defendants’ constitutional rights to bail.

Sincerely,
Cydney Milling ~
Assistant Attorney General

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:

i
T

A
s :
Robert D. Cook
Solicitor General
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ALAN WILSON
ATTORNEY GEMERAL

July 31, 2025

Gwendolyn McGriff, Esquire

General Counsel -

South Carolina Department of Insurance
PO Box 100105

Columbia, SC 29202

Dear Ms, McGrff:

Attorney General Alan Wilson referred your letter to the Opinions section for a response.
In your letter, you ask that we withdraw or modify our June 17, 2024, opinion to the Honorable B.
Lee Miller regarding the 2023 bond reform legislation, specifically bond premiums. Op. S.C.
Att’y Gen., 2024 WL 3186557 (June 17, 2024). In your letter, you advised that the Department
of Insurance’s interpretation of South Carolina Code Section 38-53-170(e), differs from the one
expressed in our opinion to Judge Miller. You also provided our office with a copy of Order No.
2024-07 issued by Director Wise which provides guidance on the issue,

https:/doi.se.pov/DocumentCenter/View/14862/Order-2024-07-Requirements-for-Surety-

Bondsmen-Professional-Bondsmen-and-Runners, last visited July 29, 2025.

Law/Analvsis

The director of the Department of Insurance, clerks of court, and the South Carolina Law
Enforcement Division have the authority and power to administer the provisions of Title 38,
Chapter 53. S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-20 (Rev. 2015). 'Additionally, the director is charged with
promulgating regulations “to enforce the purposes and provisions” of the chapter. Id. Our
interpretation of the Scction 38-53-170(¢) remains unchanged, but we recognize the language of
the subsection can be interpreted differently. Therefore, we defer to the interpretation of the
Department of Insurance as the agency with regulatory authority. Op. S.C. Att’y Gen., 2022 WL
1286845 (April 20, 2022). Further, we advise any bail bondsmen and runners to follow the
department’s instructions and orders regarding the issue pending any judicial or legislative
clarification.
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Gwendolyn McGriff, Esquire

Page 2
July 31, 2025
Sincerely,
&JQ‘A'. e C/ . %‘JJ
Sabrina C. Todd
Assistant Attorney General
REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:
Robert D. Cook
Solicitor General
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BEFORE THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE

IN THE MATTER OF:

Requitcments for Surety Bondsmen, Order No. 2024-07

Professional Bondsmen, and Runters Promulgation of Guidance, Standards, and
Authorized to Transact Bail Bonding Business | Other Requirements for Compliance with the
in the State of South Carolina Premium, Minimum Fee, and Payment

Agreement Requirements of Act No. 83 of 2023

Act No. 83 of 2023 (R-98, H. 3532) (“Bond Reform Act” or “Act”) amends provisions of South
Carolina law pertaining to bail bonds, pretrial release, and electronic monitoring. Several sections
modified by the Act fall within Title 38, Chapter 53 of the South Carolina Insurance Law.! Under
South Carolina insurance laws, the director of the Department of Irsurance (*Department”) is
authorized to 1) supervise the service of every insurer and to fix just and reasonable standards,
practices, and measurements of service to be observed and followed by every insurer doing
business in this State; and 2) sce that all laws of the State goveming insurers or relating to the
business of insurance are faithfully executed.?

Since the enactment of the Bond Reform Act, the Department has participated in numerous
educational and professional meetings designed to educate licenseces on the compliance
requirements of the law regarding premivm, minimum fee requirements and payment agreements.
Despite the Department’s previous training and instructions on this issue, we continue to receive
anecdotal reports and complaints that allege some members of the commercial bail industry are
attempting to use a June 17, 2024 opinion issued by the Office of the South Carolina Attomey
General (AG Opinion)® as justification to ignore the minimum fee requirement and charge
amounts as low as 2% of the face amount of the bond as a part of an instaliment agreement
arrangement. South Carolina law requires $100 or 10%, whichever is greater, to be collected prior
to execution of the bond as the minimum fee. Accordingly, collecting $100 as the minimum fee
would only be appropriate for bail bonds with face amounts of $1,000 or less.

For the past several months, the Department has discussed the language in the statute and the AG
Opinion with various stakeholders. After fully considering the AG Opinion, and the opinions of
other interested parties, the Department is issuing this Order to 1) confimn its regulatory
instructions, 2) provide further guidance on payment agreements per the language of the statute,
3) eliminate any confusion which may exist among some members of the commercial bail industry
concemning the minimum fee that must be charged and collected prior to execution of a bail bond
in South Carolina and 4) provide formal notice that the Department intends to investigate and

18.C. Code Ann, § 38-1-10. “This title may be cited and is known as “The Insurance Law™".
28.C. Code Ann, § 38-3-110,
38tate v. Ramsey, 409 §.C. 206, 762 S.E.2d 15 (2014); Charleston County School District v. Harrell, 393 5.C.552,
560-61, 713 S.E.2d 604,609 (2011).
1
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cnforce the minimum fee requirements of § 38-53-170(¢). The compliance standards set forth in
this Order are consistent with the plain language of the statute and the purpose and intent of bail
bond reform. '

I TEN PERCENT (10%) MINIMUM FEE REQUIREMENT

When interpreting a statute, as we arc asked to do here, we start with the cardinal rule of statutory
construction, which is to "ascertain and cffectuate the intent of the legislature.” Hodges v. Rainey,
341 8.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000). ""What a legislature says in the text of a statute is
considered the best evidence of the legislative intent or will. Therefore, the courts are bound to
give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature.™ Id. at 85, 533 S.E.2d at 581 (quoting Norman
J. Singer, Sutherland Statutory Construction § 46.03 af 94 (5th ed. 1992)). "Further, statutes must
be read as a whole and .sections which are part of the same general statutory scheme must be
construed together and each given effect, if it can be done by any reasonable construction.” /d.

As the regulatory agency charged with implementing and enforcing the language of this statute,
we dre constrained by the plain language of the statute as it exists.* The rules of statutory
construction not only require that words be given their plain and ordinary meaning® but that
conflicting provisions, if any, be interpreted to give effect to both. See, e.g., Liberty Mut. Ins. Co.
v South Carolina Second Injury Fund, 363 S.C. 612, 611 S.E.2d 297 (Ct. App. 2005); Buchanan
v. The South Carolina Property and Casualty Association, 424 S.C. 542, 819 S.E.2d 124 (201 8).6

A. The first paragraph of Section 38-53-170(e) establishes the minimum payment for
the bail bond.

Section 38-53-170(¢) was modified by the Bond Reform Act to read as follows:
No bondsman or runner may:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not exceed
Sifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of one hundred dollars
or ten percent.of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by the
bondsman before the execution of the bond. Conditions of the bond which expressly or
implicitly require payment of monies in excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the
condition of the bond, shall not be considered part of the bondsman's premium, and are not
affected by this code provision. The bondsman may collect these fees from the defendant
and is not limited by any language requirements of this code provision,

The pertinent language of the second paragraph of this statutory provision reads as follows:

4 Georgia-Carolina Bail Bonds, Inc. v. County of Aiken, 354 S.C. 18, 579 S.E.2d 334 (Ct. App. 2003).
& The cardinal mle of statutory construction is to ascertain and effectuate the intent of the legislature.  See Hodges v.
Rainey, 342 S.C. 79,85,533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000). The words in the statute must be construed in context and the
meaning of particular terms in the statute may be ascertained by reference to the wonds associated with them.
* South Carolina Supreme Court affirmed and modified the Court of Appeals decisicn, 417 S.C. 562, 790 5.E.2d 783
(2016).

2
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However. the bondsman is permitied to enter into a payment agreement by attaching a
statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement shall require the
principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum down payment of one
hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen
months after the date on which the bond was exectited.

Some have argued that the language of the statute permits a bondsman to charge 10% of the face
amount of the bond: howevcr, there is no requirement to collect 10% minimum fee because the
sccond paragraph creates an exception to the first paragraph and negates the requirement that the
bondsman charge and collect the minimum fee. They contend that the minimum down payment
language of the second paragraph is an alternative to the requirement to collect the minimum fee
of $100 or 10%, and to construe the statute otherwise would render the payment agreement

- language meaningless in effect. They argue that under the second paragraph once the $100
downpayment is collected, the bondsman may allow the criminal defendant to pay the remainder
of the premium via a payment agreement. We disagree because this interpretation fails to give
effect to each of the terms of the statute.”

We believe the General Assembly was purposeful in making the changes to this provision of the
law. Prior to the amendment of this provision in June 2023, S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) read
as follows:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not exceed fificen
percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of twenty-five doflars. However, the
bondsman is permitted to accept collateral security or other indemnity from the principal which
must be retumed upon final termination of liability on the bond. The bondsman shall identify who
is paying the premium and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not
been obtained from any person who has a greater interest in the principal's disappearance than
appearance for trial. The collateral security or other indemnity required by the bondsman must be
reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond...

See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (1998).

Minimum fees for bail bonds are not-unusual.? The term minimum fee means the lowest amount or
fee that can be collected. Section 38-53-170(e) requires a minimum fee of $100 or 10%, which is

? One of the basic canons of statitory. construction is that a statute should be construed, if possible, in a2 manner that
allows all of its provisions to be given effect so that no part of the statute is rendered inoperative or superflucus. See
Clty of Rock Hill v. Harris, 391 S.C. 149, 705 S.E.2d 53 (2011).

! See, e.g. Platt v. Brown, 872 F.3d 848 (2017)( Prior to J’anua.ry 1, 2016, criminal defendants in Cook County could
secure their pretrial release in three ways: (1) personal recognizance, see 725 Il Comp, Stat. § 5/110-2; (2) execution
of a full deposit bail bond, to be fully returned to the defendant upon performance of the bord conditions, see id. §
5/110-8; or (3) execution of a 10% bail bond, 10% of which (i.e., 1% of the total bail amount) is retained by the state
.upon performance of the bond conditions (the “Bail Bond Fee” or the “Fee™) ... Under the 10% system, the State
bears 90% of the risk that a criminal defendant miglit jump bail. The government maintains a lepitimate interest in
reducing its exposure to this liability. Imposing a 1% surcharge on the 10% system makes the preferred full deposit
system more enticing. This is particularly true for those with higher bail amounts, whére the state not only camies
more risk, but the defendant also forfeits a greater Bail Bond Fee.) see also Claiborne v. Harris County Bail Bond
Board, 693 S.W.3d 699 (2024) (County bail bond board's action, in adopting rule requiring payment to a bail
bondsman of 10% prefmium as a prerequisite for issuance of a bail bond for 17 enumerated crimes, was undertaken

3
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greater be charged and collected by the bondsman. A minimum fee of $100 or 10% means the
greater of these two amounts {i.e., $100 or 10%) must be charged and collected by the bondsman
prior to exceution of the bond.

In amending this section, the General Assembly not only sct a minimum fee amount in the first
paragraph of ($100 or 10% of the bond, whichever is greater) it also included a requirement that
the minimum fee be charged and collected prior to execution of the bond. Specifically, the
language of the first paragraph of § 38-53-170(e) evidenccs the General Assembly’s intent to (1)
prohibit a bondsman or runner from accepting anything of value except premium; (2) limit the
bond premium to 15% of the face amount of the bond; and (3) require a ntinintum fee of 10% or
5100 whichever is greater be charged and collected prior to the execution of the bond. Other
payments which may be in excess of the premium required to satisfy bond conditions (such as
electronic monitoring fees) may be also collccted by the bondsman.?

B. Giving effect to the minimum fee language in the first paragraph language does
not negate the use of payment agreement language in the second paragraph.

We have fully considered the contention that the second paragraph of subsection 38-53-170(¢)
somchow negates the plain language of the first paragraph. There is no indication in the language
of either paragraph that the General Assembly intended the execution of 2 payment agreement to
be an altemnative or exception to the minimum fee requirement of $100 or 10%. Nothing in
statutory language indicates that it is an exception. South Carolina law provides that when a word
is not defined by statute, a. court normally construes it in accord with its ordinary or usual
meaning.'® The usual and ordinary meaning of the term “however” does not mean except.
“Except” means with the exclusion or exception of. Miriam Webster defines “however” to mean
“in whatever manner or way, nevertheless or notwithstanding.”!!

pursuant to a clearly articulated and affirmatively expressed state policy to displace competition, as set forth
in Bail Bond Act...); see, e.g., Platt v. Brown, 872 F.3d 848 (2017).
%o collect electronic monitoring fees, the bondsman must be certified by South Carolina Law Enforcement Division
(SLED) to provide ¢lectronic monitoring services. Seé South Carolina Law Enforcement Division (s¢.gov).
19 When interpreting an undefined statutory term, the Court must look to its usual and customary meaning. Strother
v, Lexingtor Cnty. Recreation Comm’n, 332 8.C. 54, 62, 504 S.E.2d 117, 122 (1998); Perry v. Bullock, 409 §.C.137,
761 S.E.2d 251 (2014).
N See Pilot Life Insurance Company v. Morgan, 94 Ga. App, 394, 94 S.E.2d 765 (Ga. App. 1956). Synonyms for
however include though, nevertheless, nonetheless, still, yet, notwithstanding, at the same time, all the same, just the
same, and cven so. See HOWEVER Synonyms: 17 Similar Words | Mermiam-Webster Thesaurus. The General
Assembly used the term “however” in the following other provisions in Chapter §3: §.C. Code Ann § 38-53-70 (The
coiut, in its discretion, may permit the surety to pay the estreatment in installments for a period of up to six months;
however, the surety shall pay a handling fee to the court in an amount equal to four percent of the value of the bond.)
S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-100 (The director or his designee shall forward four hundred dollars to the State Treasurer to
be placed in the general fund; however, of the four hundred dollars, two hundred dollars must be paid over to the
director or his designee 10 offset the costs be incurs under the provisions of this chapte, and two hundred dollars must
be paid over to the State Law Enforcement Division to offset the costs it may incur under the provisions of this chapter)
and (The director or his designee shall forward two hundred dollars to the State Treasurer to be placed in the general
fund; however, of the two hundred dollars, one hundred dollars must be paid over to the director or his designee to
offset the costs he incurs under the provisicns of this chapter, and one huadred dollars must be paid over to the State
Law Enforcement Division to offset the costs it incurs under the provisions of this chapter)
S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-102 (However, nothing contained in this section shall be construed to prohibit a bail
4
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More importantly. when the South Carolina General Assembly wants 1o create an exception, it
generally uses that specific term as it did in this and other provisions of Chapter 53,2 The
General Assembly created two exceptions in § 38-53-170. The first exception is ... No
bondsman or runner may: (b) pay a fee or rebate or give anything of value to an attorney in bail
bond matters, except in defense of any action on a bond. The second exception may be found in
subsection (€) No bondman or runner may: (¢) accept anything of value from a principal except
the premium, which may not excecd fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a
minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must
be charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond. If the General
Assembly intended to create an exceplion to the statutory requirement to collect a minimum fee
of 10%, it would have stated such in this paragraph.

The plain language as written requires a minimum fee of $/00 or 10% whichever is greater, to be
charged and collected prior to execution of the bond). Enforcing this requirement does not negate
the need for the payment agreement. Those who have advanced that argument base it on their
business model which is to not charge more than 10%. While that practice may be a business
model, it is not South Carolina law. South Carolina law does not cap bail bond premiums at 10%.
Licensees may charge up to 15% for a premium for a bond based on the plain language of this
code provision.”®  Given the minimum fee requirement, payment agreements may be used for
premium in excess of the minimum fee required to be collected by the statute.

Interpreting this statute to give efiect to the payment agreement by negating or excluding the
language that requires a minimum fee of $100 or 10%, whichever is greater, to be charged and
collected prior to execution of the bond yields an absurd result. Bail bond reform was initiated, in
part, to provide standards for electronic monitoring of criminal defendants and to require more

bondsman, his associates, affiliates, or renners from indicating to a defendant that he should contact an attomey for
professional assistance, as long as the bail bondsman, his associates, affiliates, or runners do not mention or in any
other manner suggest or indicate a particular attomey or law firm by name.)
2 See, e.g., S.C. Code § 38-53-80 (No person may act in the capacity of a professicnal bondsman, surety bondsman,
or runoer or perform any of the functions, duties, or powers prescribed for professional or surety bondsmen or runners
under the provisions of this chapter unless that person is qualified, except for an accommodation bondsman, licensed
in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. No license may be issued to a professional bondsman, surety
bondsman, or ninner except as provided in this chapter.); S.C. Code Ann. §38-53-160 (No license may be refused,
suspeaded, or revoked, or rencwal refused, except on reasonable notice and opportunity to be heard afforded the
person licensed or seeking renewal of the license. Any applicant for a license as a professional or surety bondsman or
runner whose application has been denied or whose license has been suspended or revoked, or renewal of the license
denied, has the right of appeal from the final order of the director or his designee to the Administrative Law Court as
provided by law); S.C. Code Ann. §38-53-170 (No bondsman or runner may (b} pay a fee or rebate or pive anything
of value to an attorney in bail bond matters, except in defense of any action on a bond) (¢) (accept anything of value
from a principal except the premium.,..); §.C. Code Ann § 38-53-190 (Certain persons not allowed to be sureties;
exceptions). S.C, Code Ann. § 38-53-160 (No license may be refused, suspended, or revoked, or renewal refused,
except on reasonable notice and opportunity to be heard afforded the person licensed or secking renewal of the license.
Any applicant for & license as a professional or surety bondsman or runner whose application has been denied or
whose license has beea suspended or revoked, or renewal of the license denied, has the right of appeal from the final
order of the director or his designee to the Administrative Law Court as provided by law.)
3 8.C. Code Ann. §38-53-170(c).

5
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than a minimum fec of $25 as a condition of pretrial relcase. If the General Assembly did not want
to retain the minimum fee requirement, it could have deleted it entirely. If the General Assembly's
intent was to increasc the minimum fee to $100, all it had to do was strike twenty-five dollars and
insert one hundred dollars. Morcover, if the General Assembly did not intend the minimum fee to
be charged and collected prior to the execution of the bond, it would have only used the word

“charged’ and not have included the words “and collected™ or the phrase “prior to the execution
of the bond™ in this provision.

Morcover., a cannon of statutory construction called noscitur a sociis’ means that 2 word is known
by the company it keeps. The terms minimum fee and niinimum downpayment are distinct and
separate terms uscd in separate and distinct provisions of the statute. Minimum fee is used in the
first paragraph that addresses the minimum fee that must be charged and collected by the
bondsman prior to execution of the bond. In the second paragraph, the General Assembly used the
term minimum down payment. The term down payment referenced in the first paragraph was not
intended to be synonymous with the minintum Jee referenced in the first. Under South Carolina
law, there is a minimum fee for all bai} bonds; however, not all bail bonds will require a payment
agreement. Under the Bond Reform Act, the first paragraph of § 38-53-170(¢) functions to set the
minimum premium amount that must be collected, and the second paragraph permits the bondsman
to establish a payment schedule for all outstanding balances.

By harmonizing the statutory terms and construing the language of the statute as a whole, it is clear
the Janguage in the second paragraph is not an alternative or exception to the first paragraph.'®
Instead it 1) allows the bondsman to enter into a payment agreement for amounts that exceed the
minimum fee that must be collected by attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding
form; 2) provides the agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to
make a minimum down payment of one hundred dollars to finance the amount in excess of the
minimum fee; and 3) provides the payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed
eighteen months after the date on which the bond was executed.

Bondsmen must collect a minimum fee of $100 or 10% of the bond, whichever is greater, prior to
the execution of the bond. For example, on a bond with a face amount of $10,000, the bondsman
must collect a minimum fee of $1,000 but may charge a premium of up to $1500'¢ for a bail bond.
For a bond of $1,000 or less, the bondsman must collect a minimum fee of $100. The minimum
fee must be collected before the bond is executed per the language of the statute. An instaliment
or payment agreement may be used for premiums in excess of the 10% statutory minimum fee.

14 “I'Wlords in a statute must be construed in context,” and “the meaning of particular terms in a statute may be
ascertained by reference to words associated with them in the statute.” S. Mut. Church Ins. Co. v. S.C. Windstorm &
Hait Underwriting Ass'n, 306 5.C. 339, 342, 412 §.E.2d 377, 379 (1991). “The language must also be read in & sense
which harmonize§ with its subject matter and accords with its general purpose.” Hitacki Data Sys. Corp. v
Leatherman, 309 S.C, 174, 178, 420 S.E.2d 843, 846 (1992).
18 Jones v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 364 8.C. 222, 232, 612 5.E.2d 719, 724 (Ct. App. 2005) citing Aunicipal
Assn of South Carofina v. AT & T Communications of S. States, Inc., 361 5.C. 576, 606 S.E.2d 468 (2004) (observing
that the lanpuage of a statute must be read in a sense which harmonizes with its subject matter and accords with its
general puspose).
%8 C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢c) allows the bondsman to charge a premlum of up to 15% of the face amount of the
bond.
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Other fees paid in excess of the premium as a cost of satisfying the condition of the bond (such as
clectronic monitoring fees) are not considercd a part of the premium'? and must be handled in
accordance with applicable law. The table below further illustrates this point.

Bond Face Amount | Minimum Fee (Premium) that Must | Maximum Permitted Premium
) be Collected Prior to Bond Execution
$250 $100 $100
$500 $100 $100
$1000 $100 - | $150
$10,000 . $1,000 $1,500
$50,000 $5,000 $7,500
$100,000 $10,000 $15,000
$250,000 $25,000 $37,500
$500,000 $50,000 - $75,000
$750,000 $75,000 $112,500

IL PAYMENT AGREEMENTS

A. Installment Payment Agreements must comply with the requirements of § 38-53-
170(e).

Payment agreements may be used for bond amounts in excess of the minimum fee. Bond premium
payments in excess of the minimum fee amount may be made in installments. Section 38-53-
170(¢) authorizes a bondsman to enter into payment agreements. Payment agreements must be
attached to the bond proceeding form.!® Once a payment agreement is made it cannot be altered.
Moreover, the terms of the payment agreement cannot exceed 18 months from the date the bond
was executed.

If the payment has not been made for 60 days, the bondsman must send a certified notice to the
last known address of the principal and indemnitor demanding payment be made within ten days
to bring the agreement current. If no payment is received by the end of the ten-day notice period,
the bondsman must surrender the principal to the proper detention facility for holding and file a
motion to be relieved as provided in 8.C. Code Ann.§ 38-53-50(A) or (B). When this occurs, the
installment payment agreement must be accelerated, and the balance paid in full, before or at the
motion hearing for the principal to be rereleased on bond.

Insurers may use their own payment agreements. Surety bondsmen must use the payment
agreements authorized by the insurer. Installment payment agreements must be: 1) in writing; 2)
signed by the bondsman; 3) signed by the defendant or indemnitor; 4) set forth the amount of bail
in the case and the premium charged; and 5) describe the amount and type of collateral held by the

¥ Effective January 1, 2024, only persons certified or grandfathered in by SLED may collect electronic monitoring
fecs.
185.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e).
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bondsman and the conditions under which the collateral may be returned or converted if collateral
is required,

Neither insurcrs nor bondsmen may charge interest on the remaining balance. For each payment
received, the bondsman must provide a prenumbered receipt to the person tendering the payment.
The signed receipt must contain the following information: the date, the defendant’s name, a
description of the payment type and the amount of money received, the purpose for which the
money was received, the sum of the bond, the name of the person tendering the payment and the
balance owed, if any.

1. Detailed receipts must be provided for collateral accepted.

The Bond Reform Act permits the acceptance of collateral as security for the payment of the bond
premium. 1t provides “the bondsman may accept collateral security or other indemnity from the
principal which must be returned within ten days after final termination of liability on the bond
unless a bench warrant has been issued.” See 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170{¢). If the bondsman
accepts collateral as additional security for the payment of the bond premium, a detailed receipt
‘must be provided to the depositor. S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-180. For purposes of this order, a
detailed receipt must be: 1) dated; 2) in writing; 3) signed by the bondsman; 4) signed by the
defendant or indemnitor; 5) be prenumbered; 6) contain a full description and photograph of the
collateral including the condition of the collateral at the time it was taken into custody; and 7) set
forth the amount of the bail in the case, the name of the defendant released on bond, the docket
number for the case, the court granting the bond, the premium charged, and the amount and type
of collateral held by the bondsman and the conditions under which the collateral is retuned or
converted.

On the collateral receipt, the bondsman shall identify who is paying the premium and shall warrant
that the collateral security or other indemnity has not been obtained from any person who has a
greater interest in the principal’s disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security
or other indemnity required by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the
bond. This means that the value of the collateral pledged must be close in value to the amount of
the bond. For example; it would be unreasonable for a bondsman to accept as collateral a person’s
home or other real property as security for a $5,000 or $10,000 bond unless the market value of
the property is equal or close to the amount of the bond.

2. Bondsmen must provide the following disclosure on all bonds secured by property.

Disclosure of Lien Against Property

Do not sign this document until you read and understand it. This bail bond
will be secured by real or personal property you own or in which you have
an interest. Failure to pay the bail bond premiums when due or the
defendant’s failure to comply with the conditions of bail could result in the

loss of your property.
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1f a bond is sccured by property, the bondsman shall provide the property owner with written notice
that conforms to the preceding cxample, printed in a 14-point bold faced font either: 1) on a
separate sheet of paper signed by the defendant or depositor of collatcral; or 2) in a clear
conspicuous statcment on the face of the application for the bond. The application must also be
signed by the defendant and the bondsman. The surety insurer or bondsman must provide a copy
of this disclosure to the depositor or indemnitor prior to pledging or accepting collateral.

4. Collateral cannot be converted unless the bond is forfeited.

Collateral cannot be conveérted unless the bond is forfeited. There must be an order from the court
indicating the defendant has forfeited the bond. Once that order is entered, the bondsman must
not convert property received as security to cash unless and until he has provided 10 days’ notice
of the conversion to the depositor at the depositor’s last known address. The notice must be sent
by certified mail.

After the conversion of property, the bondsman must disclose any reasonable expenses incurred.
Reasonable expenses may include certain apprehension costs'® and legal costs? incurred as a restilt
of the violation of the bond. Copies of the bill of sale, invoice, or other receipts must be attached
to the form, Any funds received in excess of the bond less reasonable expénses must be returned
to the depositor within three calendar days afier settlement.

5. Licensees must keep accurate records for a minimum of five years.

Surety insurers and bondsmen must keep an accurate record of the business transacted by them in
accordance with South Carolina law. See S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-13-120, 38-43-250, and 38-53-
310. Bondsmen must maintain copies of each receipt, application, indemnity agreement, bond,
disclosure statement, payment plan and agreement, affidavit suirendering the defendant, bond
revocation request, and any other document or information related to the bond transaction. As
required by South Carolina law, these documents must be made available for inspection by the
director or his designee upon request. Failure to do so constitutes a violation of South Carolina
law and shall constitute grounds for administrative disciplinary action against the bondsman and
the appointing insurer. The South Carolina insurance laws give the Department the authority to
inspect the records of its licensees upon demand to verify compliance with the requirements of the
law.

C. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH APPLICABLE LAW AND STANDARDS

S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-5-120 and 38-53-150 authorize the Director to initiate administrative
disciplinary proceedings against licensees for violating the law or refusing to comply with an order
of the Director. Please note that upon a determination by this Department that a licensee has
violated the provisions of this order or applicable South Carolina law, the licensee will be subject
to the penalties set forth in Title 38 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, including S.C. Code Ann.

1% Apprehension costs include reasonable costs incurred in the person’s apprehension, such as costs for food, lodging,
and traasportation (l.e., gas mileage) from the current location of the person to the detention facility which has
jurisdiction. 7

¥ Legal costs include legal filing fees and attorneys® fees incurred by the bondsman or insurer related to the criminal
defendant’s apprehension and surrender and motions to be relieved on bond.
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§§ 38-2-10, 38-5-120, 38-5-130, and 38-53450 such as administrative fines of up fo $5,000 for
individual licensees and up to $30,000 for insurers, as well as license suspension or revocation, or
a combination of the aforementioned penalties, for each violation.

ORDER |
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that surety‘insurcrs, bondsmen, and runners comply
with the minimum fee and installment payment requirements of the -Bond Reform Act, the
guidance and standards ‘set forth in this order, and applicable provisions of South Carolina law
regarding bail, including other applicable provisions of The Insurance Law, S.C. Code Ann. §§
38-1-10 et seg. .

This Order sets forth the requirements of emstmg South Carolina law and shall take effect
immediately.

Dated this_{{~ day of December 2024,

Michael Wise
Director

10
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South Carolina

Department of Insurance ke
mmm“&m MICHAEL WISE
Columbia, South Carolina 25201 Birester
Mailing Address:

P.0. Box 100105, Columbia, 5.C. 29202-3105
Telephone: (803) 737-6160

TRANSMITTED BY CERTIFIED MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL TO THE ADDRESS ON

= . RECORD FOR THE LICENSEE
JOYCE FREEMAN
1106 KITTY HAWK DR. MEMORANDUM
WEST COLUMBIA SC 29170
FROM: Michael Wise
Director
RE: Notice of SCDO1 Order No. 2024-97:
Regulatory Requirements for the Minimum Fee and Payment Agreement
Requirements for Surety Insurers, Professional Bondsmen and Runners and Other
Sureties Authorized to Transact Bonding Business in the State of South Carolina
DATE: December 11, 2024

Enclosed is Order No. 2024-07 which addresses reports that licensees are not complying with the
minimum fee requirements set forth in 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e). The attached order summarizes
South Carolina law and the requirements for compliance with the requirements of S.C. Code Ann. §38-
53-170(e). It was distributed to licensees of this Department via electronic and certified mail.
Licensees not in compliance with the requirements of the law as set forth in this order must come into
compliance immediately. Licensees who ignore or disregard the minimum fee requirements of the law
are subject to investigation and administrative disciplinary action if the allegations are substantiated.

Section 38-53-150 provides that the director or his designee may impose an administrative penalty,
suspend or revoke the license of any bondsman or runner who: 1) violates any laws of this state
relating to bail in the course of dealings under the license issued by this Department to a bondsman
or runner; 2) engages in fraudulent or dishonest practices while conducting business as a licensee;
3) fails to comply with or violates a provision of this chapter or of any order of the director or his
designee or regulation of the department; or 4) is no longer in good faith carrying on the bail bond
business. S.C. Code Ann.§ 38-53-150 (2015).

Please do not hesitate to contact this Department at (803) 737-6200 if you have any questions about
the content of this memorandum or the enclosed order.

TRANSMITTED BY ELECTRONIC MAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL TO THE ADDRESS ON RECORD FOR THE
LICENSEE AND POSTED TO THE SCDOI WEBSITE AT https://doi.sc.gov/105/Bulleting-Orders.
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a Outlook

SCDOI Order No. 2024-07

From Holly Smith <hsmith@doi.sc.gov>
Date Wed 12/11/2024 5:37 PM

Bce  cahondsman@gmail com <cabondsman@gmail com> ; adamshailbands@msn cam
<adamsbailbonds@msn.com>; marsellus11@gmail.com <marsellus11@gmail.com>;
adamsbailbonds@msn.com <adamsbailbonds@msn.com >; adamsenterprise1958@yahoo.com
<adamsenterprise 1958 @yahoo.com>; donnaaga@yahoo.com <donnaaga@yahoo.com>;
wainsworth87@gmail.com <wainsworth87@gmail.com>; andersonbailbonding@yahoo.com
<andersonbailbonding@yahoo.com>; icu@comporium.net <icu@comporium.net>;
ggbailbondinglic@gmail.com <ggbailbondinglic@gmail.com>; gmallen 1960.1@yahoo.com
<gmallen1960.1@yahoo.com>; Paristhebondsman@gmail.com <Paristhebondsman@gmail.com>;
homequickbail@hotmail.com <homequickbail@hotmail.com>; joe_alverson@yahoo.com
<joe_alverson@yahoo.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccoonrehabber@charter.net>;
Clarenteandersoni344@gmail.com <Clarenceanderson1344@gmat.com>; andersonbaifbonding@yahoo.com
<andersonbailbonding@yahoo.com>; paul.ramona68@gmail.com <paul.ramona68@gmail.com>;
andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com <andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com>; nettiearchie@yahoo.com
<nettiearchie@yahoo.com>; iarchield@ymail.com <iarchield@ymail.com>; ablebailbondsc@gmail.com
<ablebailbondsc@gmail.com>; atchiso1@bellsouth.net <atchiso1@bellsouth.net>;
georgebake843@gmail.com <georgebake843@gmail.com>; Giggiesbonding@gmail.com
<Giggiesbonding@gmail.com>; Priceypearil@gmail.com <Priceypeari@gmail.com>; Acquanda28@gmail.com
<Acquanda28@gmail.com>; powerhousemeetings@yahoo.com <powerhousemeetings@yahoo.com>;
ryans309bonding@gmail.com <ryans308bonding@gmail.com>; ericgbass@gmail.com
<ericgbass@gmail.com>; atchiso1@bellsouth.net <atchiso1@bellsouth.net>; beacher843@gmail.com
<beacher843@gmail.com>; allcountybail@gmail.com <alicountybail@gmail.com>;
cherokeebonding@yahoo.com <cherokeebonding@yahoo.com>; jessicab.badboyz@gmail.com
<jessicab.badboyz@gmail.com>; Bellamyg98@aol.com <Bellamyg98@aol.com>;
James.s.Bethea100@gmail.com <James.s.Bethea100@gmail.com>; shawnbth@yahoo.com
<shawnbth@yahoo.com>; tbishop@sinklerbonding.com <tbishop@sinklerbonding.com>;
blackmonbrace@yahoo.com <blackmonbrace@yahoo.com>; dannie.blair@gmail.com
<dannie.blair@gmail.com>; woodrow.blair@gmail.com <woodrow.blair@gmail.com>; ?

Michael @boatwrightsconstruction.com <?Michael@boatwrightsconstruction.com>; Larrybail1998 @yahoo.com
<Larrybail1998@yahoo.com>; evelynbouknight@gmail.com <evelynbouknight@gmail.com>;
adrian.bradley2570@gmail.com <adrian.bradley2570@gmail.com>; tbsbailbonding@gmail.com
<tbsbailbonding@gmail.com>; cynthia_bridger@aladdinbailsc.com <cynthia_bridger@aladdinbailsc.com>;
hbriggs29148@yahoo.com <hbriggs29148@yahoo.com>; novice.sampson@yahoo.com
<novice.sampson@yahoo.com>; lesaphipps803@gmail.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.com>;
AshleyBLeader@gmail.com <AshleyBLeader@gmail.com>; browderbailbonds@gmail.com
<browderbailbonds@gmail.com>; browderbailbonds@gmail.com <browderbailbonds@gmail.com>;
Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com <Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com
<Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; jbrown@atomssystems.org <jbrown@atomssystems.org>;
keisha06.brown@gmail.com <keisha06.brown@gmail.com>; jean@c22bonds.com <jean@c22bonds.com>;
VIOLAYBROWN@GMAIL.COM <VIOLAYBROWN@GMAIL.COM>; billbrucker70@gmail.com
<billbrucker70@gmail.com>; kirk52497 @aol.com <kirk52497@aol.com>; bradbryan16@gmail.com
<bradbryan16@gmail.com>; 123freebailbonds@gmail.com <123freebailbonds@gmail.com>;
nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com <nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com>; nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com
<nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com>; rekaburris@yahoo.com <rekaburris@yahoo.com>; presandbev@aol.com
<presandbev@aol.com>; BondWithMimi@gmail.com <BondWithMimi@gmail.com>;
CALDWELLINSURANCE162@GMAILCOM <CALDWELLINSURANCE162@GMAILCOM>;
baillicense@twaojinn.com <baillicense@twojinn.com>; alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com
<alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com>; downsouthqueendivas@gmail.com
<downsouthqueendivas@gmail.com>; adm.SalamanderWealthGroup@gmail.com

RoA 0109



<adm.SaIamanc!erWeaI‘thGroup@gmaif.com>; onecallbailbonds@yahoo.com <onecalibailbonds@yahoo.com>;
crystal.carter@siniderbonding.com <crystal.carter@sinkierbonding.com>; CatoBailBonds@gmail.com
<CatoBailBonds@gmail.com>; cavanaugh76239@gmail.com <cavanaugh76239@gmail.com>;
SHAWNCHAPMAN®ATT.NET <SHAWNCHAPMAN@ATT.NET>; rhondaannchestnut@yahoo.com
<rhondaannchestnut@yahoo.coms; clarkj23@gmail.com «<clarkjj23@gmail.com>; mfc9697@acl.com
<mtc9697@aol.com>; cdaxton@allsouthinsuranée.com <cclaxton@allsouthinsurance.com>;
Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com <Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com
<Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; CHRIS29715@GMAILCOM <CHRIS29715@GMAILCOM>;
Clendeninbailbonds@gmailcom <Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; Savannahraebonding24@gmailcom
<Savannahraebonding24@gmail.com>; cocheroftbailbonding@gmail.com
<cocheroftbailbonding@gmail.com>; Kelly.Cockre!l.26@gmail.com <Kelly.Cockrell 26@gmail.com>;
acohen@amaziyahbailbondslic.com <a.cohen®amaziyahbailbondsilc.com>; paschacokely@yahoo.com
<paschacokely@yahoo.com>; mjo8165@gmail.com <mj08165@gmail.com>; angdes2462@aol.com
<angdes2462@aol.com>; philly215843@yahoo.com <philly21 5843@yahoo.com>; trevisccoper@gmail.com
<treviscooper@gmail.com>; trey@cooperbands.com <trey@cooperbonds.com>; bennieclydebb4@gmail.com
<bonnieclydebbd@gmail.com>; thephoenix1967@yahoo.com <thephoenix1 967@yahoo.com>;
DIRAWFORD@AOLCOM <DJRAWFORD@AOLCOM>; Shelieycroft@kw.com <Shelleycroft@kw.com>;
gjcumbee@bellsouth.net <gjcumbee@bellsouth.net>; a_1bailbonding@attnet <a_1 bailbonding@att.net>;
alloutbailbondingmike@yatiod.com <alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com>; titusbadboyz@gmait.com
<titusbadboyz@gmail.com>; melaniedaniels062@gmail.com <melaniedaniels052@gmail.com>;
melaniedaniels062@gmail.com <melaniedaniels062@gmail.com>; pdanielsbadboyz@gmail.com
<pdanielsbadboyz@gmail.com>; donnadavisbail@outiook.com <donnadavisbail@outiook.com>;
dotdavis@freshstartbailbonding.com <dotdavis@freshstartbailbonding.com>; Mark jdavis@live.com

<Mark jdavis@live.com>; davisbailbonding@gmail.com <davisbailbonding@gmail.com>;
AnnieDawkinsB@gmail.com <AnnieDawkinsB@gmail.com>; tricedawkins@yahoo.com
<tricedawkins@yahoo.com>; bhunted@bellsouth.net <bhunted@belisouth.net>; T.R.Dawkins723@gmail.com
<T.R.Dawkins723@gmail.com>; debemybailbond@bellsouth.net <debenybailbond@bellsouth.net>;
desspl1@yahoo.com <desspll @yahoo.com>; carldinkinsjr@gmail.com <caridinkinsjr@gmail.com>;
atyourservicebonding@gmail.com <atyourservicebonding@gmail.com>; dixonbailbondman23@aol.com
<dixonbailbondman23@aol.com>; yvonne1059.ye@gmail.com <yvonne1059ye@gmail.com>;
vdreher60@gmail.com <vdreher60@gmail.com>; Joedroletbail@gmail.com <Joedroletbail@gmail.com>;
s.duke@sinklerbonding.com <s.duke@sinklerbonding.com>; knine1972@gmail.com <knine1972@gmail.com>;
dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com <dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com>; michaeiwdurling@gmail.com
<michaelwdurling@gmail.com>; alma_easterling@yahoo.com <alma_eastering@yahoo.com>;
avi2@belisouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; melissa@c22bonds.com <melissa@c22bonds.com>;
evansbonding843@gmail.com <evansbonding843@gmail.com>; adbonding15@gmail.com
<adbonding15@gmail.com>; ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOL.COM <ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOLCOM>;
ewingmichael@outlook.com <ewingmichael @outlook.com>; candijenkins109@gmail.com
<candijenkins109@gmail.com>; Ferrarat1@aol.com <Ferrarat1®@aol.com>; alanferraro20@yahoo.com
<alanferraro20@yahoo.com>; afcbailbondinglic®yahoo.com <afcbailbondingllic@yahoo.com>;
FlaglerBailBonding@gmail.com <FlaglerBailBonding@gmail.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net
<raccoonrehabber@charter.net>; elitebailbonding@gmail.com <elitebailbonding@gmail.com>;
avl2@bellsouth.net <avi2@belisouth.net>; Ebony.Foote@yahoo.com <Ebony Foote@yahoo.com>;
asecondchancebailsbond@gmail.com <asecondchancebailsbond@gmail.com>;
GRICEROMONA72@GMAILCOM <GRICEROMONA72@GMAILCOM>; Free.manbailbonds1@gmail.com
<Free.manbailbonds1@gmail.com>; mfullerbadboyz@gmail.com <mfullerbadboyz@gmail.com>;
shymonique@bennettbailbonds.com <shymonique@bennettbailbonds.com>; aaronlovéstofish@gmail.com
<aaronlovestofish@gmail.com>; gbailbonds@charter.net <gbailbonds@charter.net>;
innoutbonding@gmail.com <Innoutbonding@gmail.com>; innoutbonding@gmail.com
<innoutbonding@gmail.com>; vivian.galloway@yahoo.com <vivian.galloway@yahoo.com>;
aaamericanbonds@gmail.com <aaamericanbonds@gmail.com>; a.gasque@sinklerbonding.com
<a.gasque@sinklerbonding.com>; Bondwriter2003@aol.com <Bondwriter2003@aol.com>;
GilliamBailBonding@gmail.com <GilliamBailBonding@gmail.com>; palmergillis@gmail.com
«<palmergillis@gmail.com>; keithgloverbailbonding@yahoo.com <keithgloverbailbonding@yahco.com>;
nikkinoodle02@yahoo.com <nikkinoodled2@yahoo.com>; mrg@homesc.com <mrg@homesc.coms;
agbailbond@gmail.com <agbailbond@gmail.com>; Wshaif77@yahoo.com <Wshaif/7@yahoo.com>;
aireon25@gmail.com <aireon25@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com
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<gpremierbonding@gmail.com>; jamiedupregraham@gmail.com <jamiedupregraham@gmail.com>;
Akilah_b@yahoo.com <Akilah_b@yahoo.com>; angelsbailbonds803@gmail.com
<angeisbailbonds803@gmail.com>; BAILZOUT@YAHOO.COM <BAIL2ZOUT@YAHOO.COM>:
piedmontbailbonds@yahoo.com «<piedmontbailbonds@yahoo.com>; michellewilds@gmail.com
<michellewilds@gmail.com>; angelsbailbonds803@gmail.com <angelsbailbonds803@gmail.com>;
Shanequagreenbusiness@yahoo.com <Shanequagreenbusiness@yahoo.com>;
A2NDCHANCEBAIL@YAHOO.COM <A2NDCHANCEBAIL@YAHOO.COM>; ericaericalynn @gmail.com
<ericaericalynn1@gmail.com>; 1kingbailbonds21@gmail.com <1kingbailbonds21@gmail.com>;
tigenteiprises@outlook.com <tigenterprises@outlook.com>; Alphahall@gmail.com <Alphahall@gmail.com>;
Randrbonding10@gmail.com <Randrbonding10@gmail.com>; jessica@c22bonds.com
<jessica@c22bonds.com>; Allnbailbonds@gmail.com <Alinbailbonds@gmail.com>; Alinbailbonds@gmail.com
<Allnbailbonds@gmail.com>; CHARPER@ADBAILBONDS.NET «CHARPER@ADBAILBONDS.NET>;
ryanharper2021@icioud.com <ryanharper2021®icloud.com>; nharr80860@aol.com <nharr80860@aol.com>;
Rickibondman@gmail.com <Rickibondman@gmail.com>; Hariisbailbonding@gmail.com
<Harrisbailbonding@gmail.com>; Rickibondman@gmail.com <Rickibondman@gmail.com>;
lafamiliaapparel285@gmail.com <lafamiliaapparel285@gmail.com>; kpehawkins@yahoo.com
<kpehawkins@yahoo.com>; edwardh102@msin.com <edwardh102@msn.com>; whelms1290@gmail.com
<whelms1290@gmail.com>; atchiso1@bellsouth.net <atchiso1@bellsouth.net>; khristyc59@yahoo.com
<khristyc59@yahoo.com>; anghen316@yahoo.com <anghen316@yahoo.com>; geraldine_ehicks@yahoo.com
<geraldine_ehicks@yahoo.com>; JACQUETTAHICKS843@GMAILCOM <JACQUETTAHICKS843@GMAILCOM>;
ticky@afliancesurety.net <ricky@alilancesurety.net>; alysonhoicomb2010@gmail.com
<alysonholcomb2010@gmail.com>; Newlifebail23@gmail.com <Newlifebail23@gmail.com>;
nhollann1193@gmail.com <nhollann1193@gmail.com>; pholland8864@ gmail.com
<pholland8864@gmail.com>; thomasholliday23@gmail.com <thomasholliday23@gmail.com>;
warholid@gmail.com <warholid@gmail.com>; kibailbondsmen@gmail.com <kjbailbondsmen@gmail.com?>;
heritagefin@wctel.net <heritagefin@wctelnet>; 24hourinsurance@gmail.com <24hourinsurance@gmail.com>;
celdrick341@yahoo.com <celdrick341@yahoo.com>; mhudson2322@yahoo.com
<mhudson2322@yahoo.com>; jared.hughes@sinklerbonding.com <jared hughes@sinklerbonding.com>;
ehunt965@gmail.com <ehunt365@gmall.com>; Khunt?75@yahoo.com <K.hunt75@yahco.com>;
Michael.hunter83@icloud.com <Michael hunterB3@icloud.com>; quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com
<quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com>; Thutchison377@gmail.com <Thutchison377@gmail.com>;
brittanyhydrick22@gmail.com <brittanyhydrick22@gmail.com>; isaiahbailbondingservices1@gmail.com
<isaiahbailbondingservices1@gmail.com>; kenyatta_jackson@aladdinbailsc.com
<kenyatta_jackson@aladdinbailsc.com>; melissa@alliancesurety.net <melissa@alliancesurety.net>;
jamisonbailbonding@gmail.com <jamisonbailbonding@gmail.com>; Jamison.Wyntergrace@gmail.com
<Jamison Wyntergrace@gmail.com>; melissag415@gmail.com <melissagd 15@gmail.com>;
liohnson@johnsonsecurityagency.net <ljohnson®johnsonsecurityagency.net>; nljohnson83@yahoo.com
<nljehnson83@yahoo.com>; inssaversofsc@hotmail.com <inssaversofsc@hotmail.com>;
shatyra_johnson@tritonmsllc.com <shatyra_jochnson@tritonmsliccom>; 7871968 @gmail.com
<s7871968@gmail.com>; kokosbailbondsgps@outlook.com <kokosbailbondsgps@outtook.com>;
davidfjones01@gmail.com <davidfjones01@gmail.com>; 008bailbonds@gmail.com
<008bailbonds@gmail.com>; 1stbailoutlic@gmail.com <1stbailoutlic@gmail.com>; urielbadbeyz@gmail.com
<urielbadboyz@gmail.com>; avi2@bellsouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; bondsman777@gmail.com
<bondsman777@gmaif.com>; chancebb@dslextreme.com <chancebb@dslextreme.com>;
Aowensbailbonding@yahoo.com <Aowensbailbonding®@yahoo.com>; lecnardkingsr@outlook.com
<leonardkingsr@outlook.com>; aklinsuranceagency@outlook.com <aklinsuranceagency@outlook.com>;
rkpool?1@yahoo.com <rkpool71@yahoc.com>; paprinvestigations@gmail.com
<paprinvestigations@gmail.com>; Dknox9337@gmail.com <Dknox9337@gmail.com>;
michelleknox1669@gmail.com <michelleknox1669@gmail.com>; myronknox@gmail, com
<myronknox@gmail.com>; mactam@comporium.net <mactam@comporium.net>;
getuoutbailbonds@gmail.com <getuoutbailbonds@gmail.com>; deangela@bosssolutlonsllc com
<deangela@bosssolutionslic.com>; pledbetter@palmettosurety.net <pledbetter@palimettosurety.net>;
baillicense@twojinn.com <baillicense@twofinn.com>; soldbysharese@gmail.com
<soldbysharese@gmail.com>; lewis6534@bellsouth.net <lewis6534@bellsouth.net>; Kittle@aladdinbailsc.com
<Klittle@aladdinbailsc.com; mlittle@aladdinbaiisc.com <mlittle@aladdinbailsc.com>; wshariff77@yahoo.com
<wshariff77@yahoo.com>; BONDSBYLLOYD@GMAIL.COM <BONDSBYLLOYD@GMAILCOM>;
aroundtheclockcti@gmail.com <aroundtheclockcti@gmail.com>; catha.durant@yahoo.com
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<cam.a.durant@yahoo.conj|>; avi2@bellsouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; services@bondmoneebbi.com
<.semces@bondmuneebb:.com>; greatfallsbailbonding@gmail.com <greatfalisbailbonding@gmailcoms:
rucholasbo_ndsmanﬂOS@yahoo.com <nicholasbondsmanB03@yahoo.com>; abcbonding reva@gmail.com
<abcbonding.reva@gmail.com>; trinawalker@live.com <trinawalker@live.com >
royaltybailbondsZZ@gpail.com <royaltybailbonds22@gmail.com>; ethelmatthews@gmail.com
<fet-helmatthews@gmali.com>; cherokeebonding@yahoo.cam <cherokeebonding@yahoo.com>;
williemeccoppin@gmail.com <williemccoppin@gmail.com>; Jjoeymccrary69@yahoo.com
<joeymccrary69@yahoo.com>; adamsbailbonds@msn.com <adamsbailbonds@msn.com>;
ashley@mcelveenbailbonding.com <ashley@mcelveenbailbonding.com>; ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOLCOM
<ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOL.COM>; nichalas_mcglocklin@aladdinbailsc.com
<nicholas_mcglocklin@aladdinbailsc.com>; merrilmcknight@yahoo.com <merrilmcknight@yahoo.com>;
brandi.mcmanus25@gmail.com <brandi.mcmanus25@gmail.coms; robin@lanairgrp.com
<robin@Ilanairgrp.com>; presandbev@aol.com <presandbev@aol.com>; aowensbailbonding@aol.com
<aowensbailbonding@acl.com>; mesciaentga@hotmail.com <mesciaentga@hotmail.com>;
mesciaentga@hotmail.com <mesciaentga@hotmailcom>; dmbail@outlook com <dmbail@outlock.com>;
mfc3697@aol.com <mfc3697@aol.coms; lesaphippsBO3@gmail.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.coms>;
tracey.miles321@gmail.com <tracey.miles321@gmail.com>; ryan@c22bonds.com <ryan@c22bonds.com>:
donnadavisbail@outiook.com <donnadavisbail@outiook.com>; agoldenchance@bellsouth.net
<agoldenchance@bellsouth.net>; ovemnoutbailsbondmen@gmail.com <ovemoutbailsbondmen@gmail.com>;
raccoanrebabber@charter net <raccasnrehabhec@charter nets; atyaurservicebonding@gmail com
<atyourservicebonding@gmail.com>; LEEMOSS8@GMAIL COM <LEEMOSSB@GMAILCOM>;
Noelbadboyz@gmail.com <Noelbadboyz@gmail.com>; shannon@mcelveenbailbonding.com
<shannon@mcelveenbailbonding.com>; wasingtonfaith77@gmail.com <wasingtonfaith77@gmail.coms;
polite-myers@outlook.com <polite-myers@outlock.com>; LiquormanBailBonding@gmail.com
<LiquormanBailBonding@gmail.com>; lataji.neely@yahoo.com <lataji.neely@yahoa.com>;
nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com <nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com>; RRCORTLAND@GMAIL.COM
<RRCORTLAND@GMAIL.COM>; antonious@nesmithbailbonds.org <antonicus@nesmithbailbonds.org>;
sc.bail.bonds.fast@gmail.com <sc.bail bonds.fast@gmail.com>; bnichofson@adbailbonds.net
<bnicholson@adbailbonds.net>; jnivens42@hotmailcom <jnivensd2@hotmail.com>;
marianofiega1@gmail.com <marianoriegal1@gmail.com>; Jason_Norman@aladdinbailsc.com
<Jason_Norman@aladdinbailsc.com>; charlesouvry84@gmail.com <charlesouvry84@gmail.com>;
CindyBadBoyz@gmail.com <CindyBadBoyz@gmail.com>; parkerins08@gmail.com <parkerins08@gmail.com>;
dariaparks9@gmail.com. <dariaparks9@gmail.com>; dariaparks9@gmail.com <dariaparksS@gmail.com>;
bpate08@aol.com <bpatel8@aol.com>; Giggiesbonding@gmail.com <Giggiesbanding@gmail.com>;
Giggiesbonding@gmail.com <Giggiesbonding@gmail.com>; joseph.paynei212@gmail.com
<joseph.payne1212@gmail.com>; myrapayne0@gmail.com <myrapayneQ@gmail.com>;
terrance.pearson1976@gmail.com <terrance.pearson1976@gmail.com>; baillicense@twajinn.com
<haillicense@twojinn.com>; divaperrin@gmail.com <divaperrin@gmail.com>; quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com
<quickbailbands.sc@gmail.com>; martinawpeterson@yahoo.com <martinawpeterson@yahoo.com>;
hairdr@hotmail.com <hairdr@hotmaif.com>; cherokeebonding@yahoo.com
<cherokeehonding@yahoo.com>; lesaphipps803@gmail.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.com>;
teresa@c22bonds.com <teresa@c22bonds.com>; mpinckney2004@gmail.com <mpinckney2004@gmail. com>;
ycbail@comporium.net <ychail@comporium.net>; nipolk@ COMPORIUM.net <nlpolk@COMPORIUM.net>;
marnissia_postell@aladdinbailsc.com <mamnissia_postell@aladdinbailsc.coms; inssaversofsc@hotmail.com
<inssaversofsc@hotmail.com>; heritagefin@wctelnet <heritagefin@wectel.net>; jodisgilz@gmail.com
<jodisgirlz@gmail.com>; jsh_prather@yahoo.com <jsh_prather@yahoo.com»; kpratt@sinklerbonding.com
<k pratt@sinklerbonding.com>; dwbailbonds@yahoo.com <dwbailbonds@yahoo.com>;
bailwithprice@gmail.com <bailwithprice@gmail.com>; Princecorporation@yahoco.com
<Princecorporation@yahoo.com>; machelipugh@yahco.com <machellpugh@yahco.com>;
kathy37@rocketmall.com <kathy37@rocketmail.com>; COACHPCQ@ICLOUD.COM
<COACHPCQ@ICLOUD.COM>; marcoquezada@msn.com <marcoquezada@msn.com>;
quickbailbends.sc@gmail.com <quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com>; Rufino,Razo@protonmail.com
<Rufino.Razo@pratonmail.coms; kckng8I@gmail.com <kckngB89@gmail.coms;

SHALAUNDA REESE@YAHOO.COM <SHALAUNDA.REESE@YAHOO.COM>; bailgin@yahoo.com
<bailgil@yahoo.com>; allouthailbondingmike@yahoo.com <alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com>;
bailgi@yahoo.com <bailgi@yahao.com>; bailgin@yahoo.com <bailgirl@yahoo.com>;
wesrhodes66@yahoo.com <wesrhodes66@yahoo.com>; DaphneRiceBonds@gmail.com
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<Daph?eRlceBpndi@g.mail.c?m:»; ricejamal58@gmail.com <ricejamal58@gmail.com>; Rubyrice92@gmail.com
<Rubyrice92@gmail.com>; pinckney22@gmail.com <pinckney22@gmail.com>;
angelar_enea_young@yahoo.com <angelarenea_young@yahoo.com>; richardsondevante12345@gmail.com
<tichardsondevante12345@gmall.com>; Livvydevere01@gmail.com <Liwydewére01@§mail.oom>:
baﬂpond?&@ya’hoo.cbm <bailbond76@yahoo.com>; brandibusbee@gmail.com <brandibusbee@gmail.com>;
gdupontrivers@gmail.com <gdupontrivers@gmail.com>; checkoutbail@gmail.com '
<checkoutball@gmail.com>; bestbailbonds123@gmail.com <bestbailbonds123@gmail.com>;
annwalker8374@gmail.com <annwalker8374@gmail.com>; gregrob1212@gmail.com
<gregrob1212@gmail.com>; robinsonbonding12@gmail.com <robinsonbonding12@gmail.coms;
violetflamehealer@gmail.com <violetflamehealer@gmail.com>; cheriejrogers@gmail.com
<cherigjrogers@gmail.com>; algreenwood@yahoo.com <algreenwood@yahoo.com>;
CHRIS29715@GMAILCOM <CHRIS2971 S@GMAIL.COM>; daffney.rucker@gmail.com
<daffney.rucker@gmail.com>; Benjisbailbonding@yahoo.com <Benjisbailbonding@yahoo.com>;
Denesha.rumph@yahoo.com <Denesha.rumph@yahoo.com>; indysr2009@hotmail.com
<indysr2009@hotmail.com>; ejsanchez76@hotmail.com <ejsanchez76@hotmail.com>;
VeschneiderB6@gmail.com <VeschneiderB6@gmail.com>; Iscottbonds1@yahoo.com
<Iscottbonds1@yahoo.com>; southernbail247@gmailcom <southembail247@gmail.com>;
wsharif77@yahoo.com <wsharif77@yahoo.com>; mbsharpe25@gmail.com <mbsharpe2S@gmail.com>;
rshaver702@gmail com <rshaver702@gmail.com>; Justin_Sherman@tritonmslic.com
<Justin_Sherman@tritonmsliccomy; Shiversleroy@grail com < Shiverslerasy@grailcoms
hbsimmons1969@yahoo.com <hbsimmons1969@yahoo.com>; ericasimpson@ericahomes.com
<ericasimpson@ericahomes.com>; blackstenebonding@gmail.com <blackstonebonding@gmail.com>;
SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com <SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com>; integrityfisllc@gmail.com
<integrityfisllc@gmail.com>; daffney.rucker@gmail.com <daffney.rucker@gmail.com>;
SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com <SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com>; amanda20032002@hotmail.com
<amanda20032002@hotmail.com>; lillie@easybailbonding.com <lillie@easybailbonding.com>;
trevin.singleton@gmail.com <trevin.singleton@gmail.com>; charlestonbb843@gmail.com
<charlestonbb843@gmail.com>; lowndes.sinkler@sinklerbonding.com

<lgwndes sinkler@sinklerbonding.com>; bashansmalls40@gmail.com <bashansmalls40@gmailcom>;
smaliseva88@yahoo.com <smaliseva8B@yahoo.com>; chon.smith@icloud.com <chon.smith@ictoud.com>;
Rhondasmithbailbonds1@gmail.com <Rhondasmithbailbonds1@gmail.com>; emie3479@bellsouth.net
<ernle3479@bellsouth.net>; jarod_smith@aladdinbailsc.com <jarod_smith@aladdinbailsc.com>;
allcountybail@gmail.com <allcountybail@gmail.com>; Bonnieclydebonding@gmail.com
<Bonnieclydebonding@gmail.com>; justicesmith1577@yahoo.com <justicesmith1577@yahoo.com>;

" dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com <duniapbailbonding@gmail.com>; TSBROWN37@YAHOO.COM
<TSBROWN37@YAHOO.COM>; Lashundasmoot@yahoo.com <Lashundasmoot@yahco.coms;
TSNIPES@Comporium.net <TSNIPES@Comporium.net>; abcbonding solisf@gmail.com
<abcbondingsolisf@gmail.com>; BondsbyArnold@gmail.com <BondsbyAmold@gmail.com>;
Lpspain@sccoast.net <Lpspain@sccoastnet>; charlestonbb843@gmail.com <charlestonbb843@gmailcom>;
baillicense@twojinn.com <baillicense@twojinn.com>; jean@c22bonds.com <jean@c¢22bonds.com>;
info@shacklebail.com <info@shacklebail.com>; stanleybailbondslic@gmail.com
<stanleybailbondslic@gmail. com>; andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com <andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com>;
Bouncemeoutbailbonds@gmail.com <Bouncemeoutbailbonds@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com
<gpremierbonding@gmail. com>; wstreetybadboyz@Gmail.com <wstreetybadboyz@Gmail.com>;
LSULTONBADBOYZ @GMAILCOM <LSULTONBADBOYZ@GMAILCOM>; thelisa1974@gmail.com
<thelisa1974@gmail.com>; temoneybailbonds@yahoo.com <temoneybailbonds@yahoo.com>;
bailmeoutiic@gmail.com <bailfmeoutllc@gmail.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net
<raccoonrehabber@charter.net>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccoconrehabber@charter:net>;
crownbonding@gmail.com <crownbonding@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com
<gpremierbonding@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com <gpremierbonding@gmail.com>;
gpremieibonding@gmail.com <gpremierbonding@gmail.com>; CHRIS297 15@GMAIL.COM
<CHRIS29715@GMAILCOM; reggiebcbb@yahoo.com <reggiebcbb@yahoo.coms; ttindalf@outiook.com
<ttindalf@outlook.com>; tindalinsurancegroup@yahoo.com <tindalinsurancegroup@yahoo.com>;
steven.tindalB43@gmail.com <steven.tindal843@gmail.com>; nctorain@gmail.com <nctorain@gmail.com>;
blackboxxbail@gmail.com <blackboxxbail@gmiail.com>; Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>;
Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>; Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>;
gennifer01@live.com <gennifer01@live.com>; bondsrusbailbonding@gmail.com
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<bondstusbailbonding@gmail.com>; rodtui@yahoo.com <rodtul@yahoo.coms; admin@caappro.com
. <admin@caappro.com>; twitty_douglas@yahoo.com <twitty_douglas@yatioo.coms;
yvonnetyson33@gmail.com <yvonnetysond3@gmail.coms; iwstevens6S@gmail.com
:mﬁs@@gm§ll-COM>: virantmike@gmail.com <virantmike@gmall.com; Ross Virant@gmail.com
gmall.com>:' twaldrop75@gmail.com <twaldrop75@gmail.com>; cwalker0323@aol.com
<cwalker0323@aol.com>; Joycewalker@sinklerbonding.com <joycewalker@sinklerbonding.com>;
amy@amistadbailbonds.com <amy@amistadbailbonds.com>: Chelita.sc.notary@gmail.com '
<Che!ita.scnotary@gmail.com>; damionwalton2@gmail.com <damionwalton2@gmail.com>;
rodenc!:.walt_on@st'nlderbonding.com <roderickwalton@sinklerbonding.com>; bondjemiainﬂSG@gmail.com
<bondjermain056@gmail.com>; nanas_room@yahoo.com <nanas_room@yahoo.com>;
a_lbailbonding@attnet <a_1bailbonding@att.net>; wamren2912@hotmail.com <warren2912@hotmail.com>;
Jadewashington@primerica.com <Jadewashington@primerica.com>; exquisitebailbonds@yahoo.com
<exquisitebailbonds@yahoo.com>; anna@abcbondingco.com <anna@abcbondingco.com>;
ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOLCOM <ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOLCOM>; Bail.boss12@icloud.com
<Bail.boss12@icloud.com>; tawannamwhite@gmail.com <tawannamwhite@gmail.com>;
praying4all@gmail.com <prayingdall@gmail.com>; Genesisinsuranceservices@yahoo.com
<Genesisinsuranceservices@yahgo.com>; biw@sinklerbonding.com <biw@sinklerbonding.com>;
Helpyourselfbailbond@gmail.com <Helpyourselfbailbond@gmail.com>; allcitybailsc@aol.com
<alicitybailse@aol.com>; avi2@belisouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; freewayi2077@gmail.com
<freewayi2077@gmail.com>; dwilllife2014@yahoo.com <dwilllife2014@yahoo.com>; genniferd 1@live.com
<gennifer01@live.com>; brockwilliams77.mbw@gmail.com <brockwilliams77.mbw@gmail.cam>;
services@bmbtruckingilc.com <services@bmbtruckinglic.com>; 13d_2000@yahoo.com
<i3d_2000@yzhoo.com>; brockwiltiams77.mbw@gmaii.com <brockwilliams??.mbw@gmail.com>;
axebailbonds843@gmail.com <axebailbonds843@gmail.com>; willcarpservices@yahoo.com
<willcorpservices@yahoo.com>; jumpoutboybailbonding@gmail.com <jumpoutboybailbonding@gmail.com>;
benji@scbailpro.com <benji@scbailpro.com>; proudmommy803@gmail.com
<proudmommy803@gmail.com>; chinkyyB43@outlook.com <chinkyyB43@outlook com>;
bailenforcer@bellsouth.net <bailenforcer@bellsouth.net>; abchonding. fw@grail.com
<abcbonding fw@gmail.com>; bhunted@belisouth.net <bhunted@belisouth.net>; Bigred55@comporium.net
«<Bigred55@comporium.net>; cherokeebonding@yahoo.com <cherokeebonding@yahoo.com>;
msrapidrelease@gmail.com <msrapidrelease@gmail.com>; amack511@gmail.com <amack511@gmail.com>;
woodsbailbonds1@att.net <woodsbailbonds1@att.net>; woodsjessical96@gmail.com
<woodsjessical36@gmail.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccéonrehabber@charter.net>;
wolfbonding@post.com <wolfhonding@post.com>; bailmezellars@gmail.com <bailmezeliars@gmail.com>;
eunetra_zimmerman@yahoo.com <eunetra_zimmerman@yahoo.com>; cabondsman@gmail.com
<cabondsman@gmail.com>; adamsbailbonds@msn.com <adamsbailbonds@msn.com>;
marselfus11@gmail.com <marsellus11@gmail.com>; neilyadams321@gmail.com
<neilyadams321@gmail.com>; adamsenterprise1958@yahoo.com <adamsenterprise1958@yahoo.com>;
donnaaga@yahoo.com <donnaaga@yahoo.com>; wainsworth87@gmail.com <wainsworth87@gmailcom>;
sherylaldridge@gmail.com <sherylaldridge@gmail.com>; farmer08@gmail.com <farmer08@gmail.com>;
gabrielleallen2007 @yahoo.com <gabriellealien2007@yahco.com>; gmallen1960.1@yahoo.com
<gmallen1960.1@yahoo.com>; HOWARD.ALLISON.D@GMAILCOM <HOWARD.ALLISON.D@GMAILCOM>;
homequickbail@hotmail.com <homequickbail@hotmait.com>; joe_alverson@yahoo.com
<joe_alverson@yahoo.com>; STEVESTIRE@AQL.COM <STEVESTIRE@AOLCOM>; .
Clarenceanderson1944@gmail.com <Clarenceanderson1944@gmail.com>; clarénce.andersoniii@yahco.com
<clarence.andersoniii@yahoo.com>; paul.ramona68@gmail.com <paulramonac8@gmail.com>;
bethandrews5121@gmail.com <bethandrews5121@gmail.com>; nettiearchie@yahoo.com
<nettiearchie@yahoo.com>; iarchield@ymail.com <iarchield@ymail.com>; toneloc645@gmail.com
<toneloc645@gmail.com>; atchiso1@bellsouth.net <atchiso1@bellsouth.net>; blunt2fakieB4@gmail.com
<blunt2fakieB4@gmail.com>; kqb85@outiook.com <kqb85@outlook.com>; Priceypeari@gmail.com
<Priceypeari@gmail.com>; Acquanda28@gmail.com <Acquanda28@gmail.com>; eenabc@gmail.com
<eenabc@gmail.com>; jbarr329@gmail.com <jbam329@gmail.com>; ericgbass@gmail.com
<ericgbass@gmail.com>; laurairbybates1@gmail.com <laurairbybates1@gmail.com>; beacher803@gmall.com
<beacher803@gmail.com>; robinlbb66@gmail.com <robinlbb66@gmail.com>; cherokeébonding@yahoco.com
<cherckeebonding@yaheo.com>; navamrojessicabell9@gmail.com <navamrojessicabellB9@gmail.com>;
Bellamyq98®@aol.com <Bellimyg98@aol.com>; James.s.Betheal00@gmail.com
<James.s.Bethea100@gwmail.com>; shawnbth@yahoo.com <shawnbth@yahoo.com>;
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tiffany1981@belisouth.net <tiffany1981@bellsouth.net>; blackmonbrace@yahoo.com
<blackmonbface@ya.hoo.com>; dannie.blair@gmail.com <dannie.blair@gmail.com>;
vmdrqn.b&mt@ﬁ“aﬂ.tom <woodrow.biair@gmail.com>; Chriscam®1D@aol.com <Chriscam%10@acl.com>;
Lamrybailt 998@yahoo.cop1 <Lanybail1998@yahoo.com>; evelynbouknight@gmail.com
e e e e R
hbri99529148(gé))’aghoo éom <hbs' alszg;;éng@gma".mm?: tr.?ﬂsmom@gmaul.com Stracismom@gmail.coms;
<novicosam nao. f.'99 ‘ @ya 00.com>; nowce.san::pson@yahoo.com

: pson@yahoo.com::, lesaphippsB03@gmait.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.com>;
A!:uultboss@GMAlLCOM-<Abmlthoss@GMAlLCOM>; browder055@gmail.com <browder055@gmail.com>:
bl'gdaddy.bro:.vder@g.mall.com <bigdaddy.browder@gmail.com>;jtbrown803.jb@gmail.com
_<;tbrown803.;b@gma|!.com>;jtbrown803.jb@gmail.com <jtbrown803,jb@gmail.cams;
Jjoebrownbb@gmail.com <joebrownbb@gmail.com>; keisha06.brown@gmail.com
<keisha06.brown@gmail.com>; teamtntgo@gmail.com <teamtntgo@gmail.com>;
VIOLAYBROWN@GMAILCOM <VIOLAYBROWN@GMAILCOM>; billbrucker70@gmail.com
<bilibrucker70@gmail.com>; kirk52497@aol.com <kirk52497@acl.com>; bradbryan16@gmail.com
<bradbryan16@gmail.com>; Takeisharbryant@icloud.com <Takeisharbryant@icloud.com>;
alphonzaburris54@gmail.com <alphonzoburris54@gmail.com>; nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com
<nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com>; rekaburris@yahoo.com <rekaburris@yahco.com>; presandbev@aolcom
<presandbev@aol.com>; Jaylynmylissa@gmail.com <Jaylynmylissa@gmail.com>;
CALDWELLINSURANCE162@GMAILCOM <CALDWELLINSURANCE162@GMAILCOM>;
felix_camacho@tritonmsilc.com <felix_camacho@tritonmslic.com>; canadaapril@gmail.com
<canadaapril@gmail.com>; downsouthqueendivas@gmail.com <downsouthqueendivas@gmail.com>;
adm.DrSusanRCam@gmait.com <adm.DrSusanRCam@grail.com>; camkimmothy@yahoo.com
<camkimmothy@yahoo.com>; crystalccarter.cc@gmail.com <erystalecarter.cc@gmail.com>;
Tyrellcato@yahoo.com <Tyrellcato@yahoo.com>; cavanaugh76239@gmail.com
<cavanaugh7623%@gmail.com>; SHAWNCHAPMAN@ATT.NET <SHAWNCHAPMAN@ATT.NET>;
rhondaannchestnut@yahoo.com <rhondaannchestnut@yahoo.com>; clarkjj23@gmail.com
<clarkjjl23@gmail.com>; mfc9697 @acl.com <mfc9697@aol.com>; cclaxton@allsouthinsurance.com
<cclaxtan@allsouthinsurance.com>; clendeninempire@gmail.com <clendeninempire@gmail.com>;
Clendeninbailbonds@gmailcom <Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; southeasterntree.dakota@gmail.com
<southeasterntree.dakota@gmail.com>; Clendeninbailbands@gmail.com <Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>;
Ashtondrake2016@icloud.com <Ashtondrake2016@icloud.com>; bjcochcroft@gmail.com
<bjcochcroft@gmail.com>; Kelly.Cockrell.26@gmail.com <Kelly.Cockrell.26@gmail.com>;
amaziyahcohen@gmail.com <amaziyahcohen@gmail.com>; paschacakely@yahoo.com
<paschacokely@yahoo.com>; mj08165@gmaif.com <mj08165@gmail.com>; Angdes2462@icloud.com
<Angdes2462@icloud.com>; philly215843@yahoo.com <philly215843@yahoo.com>; treviscooper@gmail.com”
<treviscooper@gmail.com>; treyzz@yahoo.com <treyzz@yahoo.com>; cooperyoulanda@yahoo.com
<cooperyoulanda@yahoo.com>; thephoenix1967@yahoo.com <thephoenix1967@yalico.com>;
DIRAWFORD@AOL.COM <DJRAWFORD@AOL.COM>; Shelleycroft@kw.com <Shelleycroft@kw.com>;
gicumbee@belisouth.net <gjcumbee@bellsouth.net>; a_1bailbonding@att.net <a_1bailbonding@att.net>;
alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com <alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com>; tituscurry13@yahoco.com
<tituscurry13@yahoo.com>»; melaniedaniels062@gmail.com <melaniedaniels062@gmail.com>;
melaniedaniels062@gmail.com <melaniedanielsQ62@gmail.com>; PATRICKJM.DANIELS.0588 @GMAILCOM
<PATRICKJM.DANIELS.0588@GMAIL.COM>; donnadavisbail@outlook.com <donnhadavisbail@outlook.com>;
ddavis2131.dd@gmail.com <ddavis2131.dd@gmail.com>; Mark jdavis@live.com <Mark jdavis@live.com>;
davisbailbonding@mail.com <davisbailbonding@mail.com>; AnnieDawkins8@gmail.com
<AnnieDawkins8@gmail.com>; tricedawkins@yahoo.com <tricedawkins@yahoo.com>;
m.summers0709@gmail.com <m.summers0709@gmail.com>; T.R.Dawkins723@gmail.com
<T.R.Dawkins723@gmail. com>; deberrybailbond@bellsouth.net <deberrybailbond@bellsouth.net>;
desspl1@yahoo.com <desspl1@yahoo.com>; carldinkinsjr@gmail.com <caldinkinsjr@gmail.com>;
dinotosandra@gmail.com <dinotosandra@gmail.com>; stephendixonfog@yahoo.com
<stephendixonfog@yahoo.com>; yvonne1059.ye@gmail.com <yvonne1059.ye@gmail.com>;
vdreher60@gmail.com <vdreher60@gmail.com>; Joedroletbail@gmail.com <Joedroletbail@gmail.com>;
duke4201.sd@gmail.com <duke4201.sd@gmail.com>; knine1972@gmail.com <knine1972@gmail.com>;
dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com <dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com>; michaelwdurling@gmail.com
<michaelwdurling@gmail.com>; alma_easterling@yahoo.com <alma_easterling@yahco.com>;
jeasterling6530@gmail.com <jeasterling6530@gmail.com>; meliellis721@gmail.com
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<meliellis721@gmail.com>; evansbondin @aol.com <ev, i . i . .
<V|!ilsonkari2@gm‘ail.qom>; AB_CBONDCO?APANY@AO:anh:bgzgg'gg;;:g;‘;m;:;f?fdzmLcom
evmg,i:ﬁchae’@ouﬂook.tm <ewingmichael@outiook.com>; candijenkins‘\iB@gma'ﬂ com '
<candijenkins109@gmall.com>; Ferrarat1@aol.com <Ferrarati @aolcoms; alanferran:.-zu@yahoo co
<alanferram20@yah?o.com>: afcbailbondingllc@yahoo.com <afcbaiibondingllc@yahoo.com'>' wom
Zlffame.ﬂag!er@gmasl:ccm <T|ﬂanie.F!agle;@gq1ail.com>; jasonkfietcher@gmal.com _ :
jasonkfletcher@gmail.com>; ashleyflott@gmail.com <ashleyflott@gmail.coms; ethan_foard@yahoo.com
<ethan_foard@yahoo.com>; Ebony.Foote®yzhoo.com <Ebony.Foote@yahoo.com>; fordkarima@gmail.com
<fordkarima@gmail.com>; GRICEROMONA72@GMAILCOM <GRICEROMONA72@GMAILCOM>: .
Free.manbailbonds1@gmail.com <Free.manbailbonds1 @gmail.com>; mfuller89@comcast.net '
<mfuller83@comcast net>; shyelafuller@outicok.com <shyelafuller@autiock.com>:
aaronlovestofish@gmail.com <aaronlovestofish@gmail.com>; gbailbonds@charter.net
<ghailbonds@charter.net>; innoutbonding@gmail.com <innoutbonding@gmail.com>;
stephsfotos1@gmail.com <stephsfotos1@gmail.coms; vivian.galloway@yahoo.com
<vivian.galloway@yahoo.com>; garris007@gmail.com <garris007@gmail.com>; aliie.gasque7@gmail.com
<allie.gasque7@gmall.com>; Bondwriter2003@aol.com <Bondwriter2003@aolcom>;
GilliamBailBonding@gmail.com <GilliamBallBonding@gmail.com>; palmergillis@gmail.com
<palmergillis@gmail.com>; keithglover48@yahoo.com <keithgloverd8@yahoo.com>;
nikkinoodle02@yahoo.com <nikkinocdle02@yahoo.com>; mrg@homesc.com <mrg@homesc.coms;
good.ashanti@yahoo.com <good.ashanti@yahoo.com>; Nisaagore@yahoo.com <Nisaagore@yahoo.com>;
aireon25@gmail.com <aireon25@gmail.com>; terry.ebony@yahoo.com <temry.ebony@yahoo.coms;
jamiedupregraham@gmail.com <jamiedupregraham@gmail.com>; Akilah_b@yahoo.com
«;A\thah_b@yahoo.gom':; JAQUETTAGREENSS@GMAILCOM <AQUETTAGREENSS@GMANCOM>;
BAILZOUT@YAHOO.COM <BAILZOUT@YAHOO.COM>; macegreenjr@yahoo.com <macegreenjr@yahoo.com>;
michellewilds@gmail.com <micheliewilds@gmail.com>; monicalsgreen@yahoo.com -
<monicalsgreen@yahoo.com>; Shanequagreen1@yahoo.com <Shanequagreen01@yahoo.com>;
BRAILSFORDVERONICA@YAHOO.COM <BRAILSFORDVERONICA@YAHOO.COM>; ericaericalynn1@gmail.com .
. <éricaericalynn1@gmail.com>; 1kingbdilbonds21@gmail.com <1kingbailbonds21@gmail.com>; :
tigenterprises@outiook.com <tigenterprises@outlook.com>; Alphahall@gmail.com <Alphahall@gmail.com>;
randrautoofsc@gmail.com <randrautoofsc@gmail.com>; jessicahamby78@yahoo.com
<jessicahamby78@yahoo.com>; Coloradocosmo@gmail.com <Coloradocosmo@gmail.com>;
nunuharden@msn.com <nunuharden@msn.com>; HARPERCHANDA1@ GMAILCOM
<HARPERCHANDA1@GMAILCOM>; aplushonds520@gmail.com <aplusbonds520@gmail.com>;
nharr80860@aol.com <nharr8(860@aocl.com>; Rickibondman@gmaitcom <Rickibondman@gmail.com>;
Hamisbailbonding@gmail.com <Harrisbailbonding@gmail.com>; Rickibondman@gmail.com
<Rickibondman@gmail.cém>; hawkinsdevin_24@yahoo.com <hawkinsdevin_24@yahoo.com>;
kpehawkins@yahoo.com <kpehawkins@yahoo.com>; edwardh102@msn.com <edwardh102@msn.com>;
whelms1290@gmail.com <whelms1290@gmail.com>; hpdlic2019@gmail.com <hpdlic2019@gmail.com>;
khristyc59@yahoo.com <khristyc59@yahoo.com>; Ahensley316@yahoo.com <Ahensley316@yahoo.com>;
geraldine_ehicks@yahoo.com <geraldine_ehicks@yahoo.com>; JACQUETTAHICKS843@GMAILCOM
<JACQUETTAHICKS843@GMAILCOM>; ricky@alliancesurety.net <ricky@alliancesurety.net>;
alysonholcomb2010@gmail.com <alysonholcomb2010@gmail.com>; Antronslegacy@gmail.com
' <Antronslegacy@gmail.com>; nhollann1193@gmail.com <nhollann1193@gmail.com>;
pholland3864@gmail.com <pholland8864@gmail.com>; thomasholiiday23@gmail.com
<thomasholliday23@grnail.com>; warholid@gmailcom <warholid@gmail.com>; kitamu.holman@gmailcom
<kitamu.holman@gmail.com>; heritagefin@wctelnet <heritagefin@wctel.net>; 24hourinsurance@gmaii.com
<24hourinsurance@gmail.com>; celdrick341@yahoo.com <celdrick341@yahoco.com>;
mhudson2322@yahoo.com <mhudson2322@yahoo.com>; jaredhughes48@gmail.com
<jaredhughes48@gmail.com>; ehunt365@gmail.com <ehuntd65@gmail.com>; Khunt75@yahoo.com
<i humt75@yahoo.com>; Michaelhunter2306@grmail.com <Michaelhunter2306@gmail.com>;
marcushutch@outiook com <marcushutch@outlook.com>; Thutchison377@gmail.com
<Thutchison377@gmail.com>; brittanyhydrick22@gmail.com <brittanyhydrick22 @gmail.com>;
chaunisaiah1@gmail.com. <chaunisaiah1@gmail.com>; kenyatta_jackson91@yahoo.com
<kenyatta_jackson91@yahoo.com>; jackson_melissa@hotmail.com <jackson melissa@hotmail.com>;
jamisanbailbonding@gmail.com <jamisonbailbonding@gmail.com>; Jamison.Wyntergrace@amail.com
<JamisonWyntergrace@gmail.com>; melissag415@gmail.com <melissag415@gmail.com>;
ljiohnson@johnsonsecurityagency.net <ljohnson@johnsonsecurityagency.net>; rifjohnson83@yahoo.com
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f"h°h"3"33@YﬂhW-F9m>: rayjohnsonbonding@yahoo.com <rayjchnsanbonding@yahoo.com>:;
jshatyrad@gmail.com <jshatyra4@gmail.coms; sdjohnson96@yahoo.com <sdjchnson9@va .
||If.‘rys@gmaif.com <illerys@gmail.com>; davidfjones01 @gmail.com «;davidfjoiesoi g m?rahoo.n.:om:-;
wjonesQ08@bellsouth.net <wjones008@bellsouth.net>; tiskanacole1 @gmail.com <tieaanal 'ch>' . .
urielbadboyz_@gmail.com <urielbadboyz@gmail.com>; avi2@bellsouth.net ‘:'a\dZ@bellsou;c.’neet?gmalkom)'
bondsman777@gmail.com <bondsman777@gmail.com>; beverlykilgoreB6@gmail.com ;
l‘be"e;'{ikilgogaﬁ@;'gmail.comx Warekimmell@gmail.com <Warekimmell@gmail.coms;
conardkingsr@windstream.net <leonardkingsr@windstreaim.net>; 3in1.ak@gmail.com <3in1.ak ilcom>;
rkpool71@yahoo.com <rkpool71@yahoo.com>; paprinvestigations@gmaili:gm @gmailcom>;
<papnnvestigations@gmail.com>; Dknox9337@gmail.com <Dknox9337@gmail.com>;
michelleknox1669@gmail.com <michelleknox1663@gmail.com>; myronknox@gmail.com
<myronknox@gmail.com>; mactam@comporium.net <mactam@comporium.net>;
lambertbenefits@belisouth.net <lambertbenefits@bellsouth.net>; deangelasmth@yahoo.com
::ieangelasmth@yahgn.comx pledbetB@gmail.com <pledbett3@gmaiLcom>: taylorlegette2@gmail.com
ayl-orlegetteZ@gmall.comw sleggette@icloud.com <sleggette@icloud.com>; lewis6534@bellsouth.net
<lewis6534@bellsouth.net>; kiittle@aladdinbailsc.com <Kittle@aladdinbailsc.com>; mdlittle@gmail.com
<mdlittle@gmail.com>; Ihm@sccoast.net <lhm@sceoast.net>; Wiloyd75@yahoo.com
<Wiloyd75@yahoo.com>; lordcti@gmail.com <lordcti@gmail.com>; catha.durant@yahoo.com
<catha.durant@yahoo.com>; avi2@belisouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; nmwilliams1 20t@gmail.com
<nmwilliams1201@gmail.com>; wwkm@truvista.net <wwkm@truvista.net>; tsmbabygin@yahoo.com
<tsmbabygir@yahoo.com>; tarevammartin87@gmail.com <tarevammartin87@gmail.com>;
trinawalker@live.com <trinawalker@live.com>; derekmatthewscod9884@gmail.com
<derek.matthewsco49884@gmail.com>; ethelmatthews@gmail.com <ethelmatthews@gmail.cams;
cherokeebonding@yahoo.com <cherokeebonding@yahoo.com>; williemccoppin@gmail.com
<williemccoppin@gmail.com>; joeymccrary69@yahoo.com <joeymccrary69@yahoo.com>;
teamjase2016@gmail.com <teamjase2016@gmail.com>; Abmcelveen@gmail.com <Abmcelveen@gmail.com>;
acetre1914@gmail.com <acetre1914@gmail.com>; nmcglock@gmail.com <nmcglock@gmail.com>;
merrilmcknight@yahoo.com <merrilmcknight@yahoo.com>; brandi.memanus25@gmail.com
<brandi.memanus25@gmail com>; darin.robin@gmail com <darin.robin@gmail. com>; renee1073@gmail.com
<renee1073@gmail.com>; aowensbailbonding@aol.com <aowensbailbonding@aol.com>;
daltonmescia@yahoo.com <daltonmescia@yahoo.com>; mesciaentga@hotmail.com
<mesciaentga@hotmail com>; dmbail @outlook com <dmbail@outicok.com>; dim5310@gmail.com
<dim5310@gmail.com>; homerjminster9@gmail.com <homerjminster9@gmail.com>;
tracey.miles321@gmail.com <tracey.miles321@gmail.com>; ryan@c22bonds.com <ryan@c22bonds.com>;
mminich66@hotmail.com <mminich66@hotmail.com>; agoldenchance@bellsouth.net
<agoldenchance @bellsouth.net>; mobley.antonio@yahoa.com <mobley.antonio@yahoo.com>;
raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccoonrehabber@charter.net>; atyourservicebonding@gmail.com
<atyaurservicebonding@gmail.com>; LEEMOSS8@GMAILCOM <LEEMOSSB@GMAILCOM>;
nmjr88@yahoo.com <nmjr88@yahoo.com>; loulout005@hotmail.com <loulou6005@hotmail.com>;
wasingtonfaith77@gmail.com <wasingtonfaith77@gmail.com>; politemyers@gmail.com
<politemyers@gmail.com>; sonnynarang@gmail.com <sonnynarang@gmail.com>; latajineely@yahoo.com
<lataji.neely@yahoo.com>; godschild2k11@yahoo.com <godschild2k11@yahoo.com>;
MRNESBITT91@GMAIL.COM <MRNESBITT91@GMAILCOM>; admin@goodhandssc.org
<admin@goodhandssc.org>; sc.bail.bands.fast@gmail.com <scbail.bonds fast@gmail.com>;
bobnich77@adbailbonds.net <bobnich77@adbailbonds.net>; jnivensd2 @hotmail.com
<jnivens42@hotmail.com>; marianoriegat1@gmail.com <marianoriegal 1@gmail.com>;
RowanHalt@gmail.com <RowanHalt@gmail.com>; charlesouvry84@gmail.com <charlesouvry84@gmail.com>;
cindy.palenkas@gmail.com <cindy.palenkas@gmail.com>; parkerins@aol.com <parkerins@acl.com>;
dariaparks9@gmail.com <dariaparks9@gmail.com:; parksdip@yahoo.com <parksdlp@yahoo.com>;
bpate08@ao).com <bpate08@ao!l.com>; devnahemelka05@gmail.com <devnahemelkals@gmail.com>;
devnahemelkaD5@gmail.com <devnahemelkaDS@gmail.com>; joseph.payne1212@gmail.com
<joseph.payne1212@gmail.com>; myrapayneD@gmail.com <myrapayne0@gmail.com>;
terrance.pearson 1976 @gmaii.com <terrance.pearson1976@gmail.com>; mitchyl_perisich@aladdinbailsc.com
<mitchyl_perisich@aladdinbailsc.com>; divaperin@gmail.com <divaperrin@gmail.com>;
decpeters2@gmail.com <decpeters2@gmail.com>; martinawpetersan@yahoo.com
<martinawpeterson@yahoo.com>; hairdr@hotmail.com <hairdr@hotmail.com>; chelsey590@yahco.com
<chelsey590@yahoo.com>; lesaphipps803@gmail.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.com>; teepilgrim@aol.com
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<teepilgrim@aol.com>; mpinckney2004@gmail.com <mpinckney2004@gmail.com>;
?ﬂgﬁ;ﬁgg&:ﬂgﬁgg <s;NDM.§:ma @COMPORIUM.NET>; nlpolk@COMPORIUM.net
<inssaversofsc@hotmai-l com'>° heri.tzB ?gmm el <mssxa.x.p02 e ofsc@hotmail.com

inssave - il.com>; gefin@wctelnet <heritagefin@wctel.net>; jodisgirlz@gmail.com
<jodisgirlz@gmail.com>; jsh_prather@yahao.com <jsh_prather@yahoo.com>; mshailed7@yahoo.com
<mshaile07@yahoo.com>; brown dennise@yahco.com <brown.denni c : ey i

i ; denn ' . se@yahoo.com>; Trellp843@gmail.com

<Trellp843@gmail.com>; Truckwashj.prince@yahoo.com <Truckwashj.prince@yahoo.com>;
machellpugh@yahoo.com <machellpugh@yahoo.com>; kathy37@rocketmail com
<kathy37@rocketmail.com>; COACHPCQ@ICLOUD.COM <COACHPCQ@ICLOUD.COM>;
marcoguezada@msn.com <marcoquezada@msn.com>; Jshquick@gmail.com <Jshquick@gmail.com>;
Rufino.Razo@protonmail.com <Rufino.Razo@protonmail.com>; kckng89@gmail.com <kckng89@gmail.com>;
SHALAUNDA.REESE@YAHOO.COM <SHALAUNDA REESE@YAHOO.COM>; bailgirl@yahoo.com
<bailgii@yahoo.com>; efirgid@ymaif.com <elireid@ymail.com>; bailgil@yahoo.com <bailgii@yahoo.com>;
bailgii@yahoo.com <bailgiri@yahoo.com>; wesrhodes66@yahoo.com <wesrhodes66@yahoo.com>;

' Daphne.Rice1981@gmail.com <Daphne.Rice1981@gmail.com>; ricejamal58@gmail.com
<ricejamal58@gmail.com>; Rubyrice32@gmail.com <RubyriceS2@gmail.com>; pinckney22@gmail.com
<pinckney22@gmail.com>; angelarenea_young@yahoo.com <angelarenea _young@yahoo.com>;
fichardsondevante12345@gmail.com <richardsondevante12345@gmail.com>; Livwydevere01@gmal.com
<Livvydevered1@gmail.com>; NKKRICHARDSON@YAHOO.COM <NKKRICHARDSON@YAHOO.COM>;
brandibusbee@gmail.com <brandibusbee@gmail.com>; gdupontrivers@gmail.com
<gdupontrivers@gmail.com>; nasheller@hotmail.com <nasheller@hotmail.com>;
robinsonashley1@gmail.com <robinsonashley1@gmail.com>; annwalker8374@gmail.com
<anmwalkerd374 @gmail.com>; gregrob1212@gmaitcom <gregrobi212@gmaiicoms;
robinsonbonding12@gmail.com <robinsonbonding12@gmail.com>; violetflamehealer@gmail.com
<violetflamehealer@gmail.com>; cheriejrogers@gmail.com <cheriejrogers@gmail.coms;
deray222003@yahoo.com <deray222003@yahoo.com>; JEREMYROWEGQ@YAHOO.COM
<JEREMYROWEGI@YAHOO.COM>; daffney.rucker@gmail.com <daffney.rucker@gmail.com>;
Benjisbailbonding@yahoo.com <Benjisbailbonding@yahoo.com>; Denesha.umph@yahoo.com
<Denesha..umph@yahoo.com>; indysr2009@hotmail.com <indysr2009@hotmail.com>;
ejsanchez76@hotmail.com <ejsanchez76@hotmail.com>; Veschneider86@gmail.com
<VeschneiderB6@gmail.com>; Iscottbonds1@yahoo.com <lscottbonds1@yahoo.com>;
ieishascruggs@gmail.com <ieishascruggs@gmail.com>; wsharif77@yahoo.com <wshanf77@yahoo.com>;
Helpyourselfbailbond @gmail.com <Helpyourselfbailbond @gmail.com>; rshaver702@gmail.com
<rshaver702@gmail.com>; justin.a.sherman88@gmail.com <justin.a.shermanB8@gmail.com>;
Shiversleroy@gmail.com <Shiversleroy@gmail.com>; hbsimmons1969@yahco.com
<hbsimmons1969@yahoo.com>; eficasimpson@ericahomes.com <ericasimpsen@ericahomes.com>,;
esimp64@gmail.com <esimp64@gmail.com>; SimpsanBailBondingCo@gMail.com
«<SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail. com>; taelorsimpson@gmail.com <taelorsimpson@gmail.com>;
tamikasimpson36@gmail.com <tamikasimpson36@gmail.com>; SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com
<SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com>; amanda20032002@hotmail.com <amanda20032002@hotmail.com>;
Lilliesingh@Yahoo.com <lillie.singh@Yahoo.com>; trevin.singleton@gmail.com
<trevinsingleton@gmail.com>; charlestonbb842@gmail.com <charlestonbb843@gmail.com>;
lowndessinkler1 @gmail.com <lowndessinklerl @gmail.com>; bashansmalls40@gmail.com
<bashansmalls40@gmail.com>; smallseva88@yahoo.com <smallseva88@yahoo.com>;
chonceysmith@gmail.com <chonceysmith@gmailcom>; Rhondasmithbailbondst@gmail.com
<Rhondasmithbailbonds1@gmail.com>; ermnie3479@bellsouth.net <emie2479@bellsouth.net>;
Jjarodsmith0@icloud.com <jarodsmith0@icloud.com>; southemman41@yahoo.com
<southernman41@yahoo.com>; Jessicasmith29440@gmail.com <Jessicasmith29440@gmail.com>;
justicesmith1577@yahoo.com <justicesmith1577@yahoo.com>; dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com
<duntapbailbonding@gmail.com>; TSBROWN37@YAHOO.COM <TSBROWN37@YAHOO.COM>;
lashundasmoat@yahoo.com <Lashundasmoot@yahoo.com>; TarmmySnipes2014@gmail.com
<TammySnipes2014@gmail.com>; solisfelix123@gmail.com <solisfelix123@gmail.com>;
arnoldspain4825@gmail.com <amoldspaind825@gmail.com>; Ipspain@sccoatstnet <ipspain@sccoatst.net>;
liononthebeach1991@gmail.com <licnonthebeach1991@gmail.cam>; Matt_sparrow@tritonmsllc.com
<Matt_sparrow@tritonmslic.com>; jeanspillers@yahoo.com <jeanspillers@yahoo.com>;
markastaats@yahoo.com <markastaats@yahoo.comi>; Imstanley5182002@yahoo.com
<Imstanley5182002@yahoo.com>; andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com <andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com>;
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jsds_22@yahoo.com <jsds_22@yahoo.coms>; stowers0459@gmail.com <stowersod i :
WARREN STREETY @YAHCO.COM <WARREN.ST REETY@YAHgO.COM >; SULTONL@Z?\*l@Agllr_nggfdom%
<SULTONL@GMAIL COM>; thelisal974@gmail com <thelisa1974@gmail.com>; drexemoney@yahoo.com
fdre.temoney@yahoo.comx bevthigpen@yahoo.com <bevthigpen@yahoo.coms;
joshuadthomas1776@gmail.com <joshuadthomas1776@gmailcom>; raccoonrehabber@charternet
<raccognrehabber@charter.net>; lamal.thompson@gmail.com <lamal.thampson@gmail.com>;
th_omasoathompson@hotmail.com <thomasoathompsen@hotmail.com>; ttangela@hotmail.com
<ttongela@hotmail.com>; sandrastowers.hi@gmail.com <sandrastowers.hl@gmail.com>;
CHRIS29715@GMAIL.COM <CHRIS297 15@GMAIL COM>; reggiebcbb@yahoo.com
<reggiebcbb@yahoo.com>; ttindalf@outlook.com <ttindalf@outlook.com>; ttindaf@gutlook.com
<ttindalf@outlook.com>; ttindalf@outlock.com <ttindalf@outiook.coms>; services@bondmoneebbi.com
<services@bondmaneebbi.com>; blackboxxbail@gmail.com <blackboxxbail@gmail coms;
Trottersureties@acl.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>; Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>;
Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>; charitytruesdale@yahoo.com
<charitytruesdale@yahoo.com>; Jasmontucker@gmiail.com <Jasmontucker@gmail.com>; rodtul@yahoo.com
<rodtul@yahoo.com>; protectedwop@gmail.com <protectedwop@gmail.com>; twitty_douglas@yahoo.com
<twitty_douglas@yahoo.com>; yvonnetyson33@gmail.com <yvonnetyson33@gmail.com>;
lwstevens65@gmail.com <lwstevens65@gmail.com>; virantmike@gmail.com <virantmike@gmail.com>;
Ross.Virant@gmail.com <Ross.Virant@gmail.com>; twaldrop75@gmail.com <twaldrop75@gmail.com>;
cwalker0323@aol.com <cwalker0323@aol.com>; joycemwalkerd713@amail.com
<joycemwalker9713@gmail.com>; waller.1480@gmail.com <waller.1490@gmait.com>;
Clpinkney80@gmail.com <ClpinkneyB0@gmail.com>; damionwalton2@gmail.com
<damiotwiziton2@gmail com>; roderick waton@yahoo.com <roderickwalton@yahoocoms;
maintain0205@gmail.com <maintain0205@gmail.com>; nanas_room@yahoo.com
<nanas_room@yahoo.com>; lucyware@bellsouth.net <lucyware@bellsouth.net>; warren2912@hotmail.com
<warren2912@hotmail.com>; jadewashington2000@gmail.com <jadewashington2000@gmail.com>;
crystalgreen0406@yahoo.com <crystalgreen0406@yahoo.com>; edithannawhite@yahoo.com
<edithannawhite@yahoo.com>; ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOL.COM <ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOLCOMS;
Jjoshuadw.mar@icloud.com <joshuadw.mar@icloud.com>; tawannamwhite@gmail.com
<tawannamwhite@gmail.com>; praying4ali@gmail.com <praying4all@gmail.com>;
Genesisinsuranceservices@yahoo.com <Genesisinsuranceservices@yahoo.com>; bwiggins682@gmail.com
<bwiggins682@gmail.com>; porchiawilbourn@gmail.com <porchiawilbourn@gmail.com>;
bige1977@gmail.com <bige1977@gmail.com>; avi2@bellsouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>;
freewayi2077@gmail.com <freewayi2077@gmail.com>; littlejohndebbie@ymail.com
<littlejohndebbie@ymail.com>; gennifer01@live.com <gennifer01@live.com>; gdavind4@gmail.com
<gdavind4@gmail.com>; shinahtgx@gmail.com <shinahtgx@gmail.com>; 13d_2000@yahoo.com
<13d_2000@yahoo.com>; brockwilliams77.mbw@gmail.com <brockwilliams?7.mbw@gmail.com>;
onealjwilliams@gmail.com <onealjwilliams@gmail.com>»; willcorpservices@yahoo.com
<willcorpservices@yahoo.com>; Jumpoutboyagentaw@gmail.com <Jumpoutboyagent.aw@gmail.com>;
bkwilso22@gmail.com <bkwilso22@gmail.com>; proudmommy803@gmail.com
<proudmommy803@gmail.com>; chinkyy843@outlook.com <chinkyy843@outlook.com>;
bhunted@bellsouth.net <bhunted@bellsouth.net>; WADFORDF@GMAILCOM <WADFORDF@GMAILCOM>;
bhunted@beilsouth.net <bhunted@bellsouth.net>; Bigred55@comporium.net <Bigred55@comporium.net>;
zebwood@yahoo.com <zebwoad@yahoo.com>; msrapidrelease@gmail.com <msrapidrelease@gmail.com>;
amack511@gmail.com <amack511@gmail.com>; woodsbailbonds1@att.net <woodsbailbonds1@attnets;
woodsjessical96@gmail.com <woodsjessical96@gmail.com>; woody.woods76@live.com .
<woody.woods76@live.com>; us.fis@live.com <u.sfis@live.com>; yuzellars@gmail.com
<yuzellars@gmail.com>; eunetra_zimmerman@yahoo.com <eunetra_zimmerman@yahoo.com>

§ 2 attachments {6 MB)

Order No. 2024-07 Promulgation of Guidance, Standards, and Other Requirements for compliance with the Premium, Minimum
Fee, and Payment Agrrement Requirements of Act No. 83 of 2023.pdf; Memorandum for SCDOI Order No, 2024-07,pdf;

Dear Licensee,
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Enclosed is Order No. 2024-07 which addresses reports that licensees are not complying with the
minimum fee requirements set forth in S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e). The attachied order summarizes
South Carolina law and the requirements for compliance with the requirements of 5.C. Code Ann. §38-
5§3-170(e). it was distributed to licensees of this Department via electronic and certified mail. Licensees
not in caompliance with the requirements of the law as set forth in this order must come into
compliance immediately. Licensees who ignore or disregard the minimum fee requirements of the law
are subject to investigation and administrative disciplinary action if the allegations are substantiated.

Sincerely,
Holly Smith
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& Outiook

SCDO Order No. 2024-07

From Holly Smith <hsmith@doi.sc.gov>
Date Wed 12/11/2024 5:39 PM

Bcc  cabondsman@gmail.com <cabondsman@gmail.com>; adamsbailbonds@msn.com
<adamsbailbonds@msn.com>; marsellus11@gmail.com <marsellus1 1@gmail.com>;
adamsbailbonds@msn.com <adamsbailbonds@msn.com>; adamsenterprise1958@yahoo.com
<adamsenterprise1958@yanoo.com>; donnaaga@yahoo.com <donmaaga@yahoo.coms>;
wainsworth87@gmail.com <wainsworth87@gmail.com>; andersonbailbonding@yahoo.com
<andersonbailbonding@yahoo.com>; icu@comporium.net <icu@comporium.net>;
ggbailbondinglic@gmail.com <ggbailbondinglic@gmail.com>; gmallen1960.1@yahoo.com
<gmallen1960.1@yahoo.com>; Paristhebondsman@gmail.com <Paristhebondsman@gmail.com>;
homequickbail@hotmail.com <homequickbail@hotmail.com>; joe_alverson@yahoo.com
<joe_alverson@yahoo.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccoonrehabber@charter.net>;
Clarenceanderson1944@gmail.com <Clarenceanderson1944@gmail.com>; andersonbailbonding@yahoo.com
<andersonbailbonding @yahoo com>; paulremonab@@gmat.com <paut.ramonab8@gmait.com>;
andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com <andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com>; nettiearchie@yahoo.com
<nettiearchie@yahoo.com>; iarchield@ymail.com <iarchield@ymail.com>; ablebailbondsc@gmail.com
<ablebailbondsc@gmail.com>; atchiso1@bellsouth.net <atchiso1@bellsouth.net>;
georgebake843@gmail.com <georgebake843@gmail.com>; Giggiesbonding@gmail.com
<Giggiesbonding@gmail.com>; Priceypearl@gmail.com <Priceypearl@gmail.com>; Acquanda28@gmail.com
<Acquanda28@gmail.com>; powerhousemeetings@yahoo.com <powerhousemeetings@yahoo.com>;
ryans309bonding@gmail.com <ryans309bonding@gmail.com>; ericgbass@gmail.com
<ericgbass@gmail.com>; atchiso1@bellsouth.net <atchiso1@bellsouth.net>; beacherB43@gmail.com
<beacherB43@gmail.com>; allcountybail@gmail.com <alicountybail@gmail.com>;
cherokeebonding@yahoo.com <cherokeebonding @yahoo.com>; jessicab.badboyz@gmail.com
<jessicab.badboyz@gmail.com>; Bellamyg98@aol.com <Bellamyg98@aol.com>;
James.s.Bethea100@gmail.com <James.s.Bethea100@gmail.com>; shawnbth@yahoo.com
<shawnbth@yahoo.com>; thishop@sinklerbonding.com <tbishop@sinklerbonding.com>;
blackmonbrace@yahoo.com <blackmonbrace@yahoo.com>; dannie.blair@gmail.com
<dannie blair@gmail.com>; woodrow.blair@gmail.com <woodrow.blair@gmail.com>; ?
Michael@boatwrightsconstruction.com <?Michael@boatwrightsconstruction.com>; Larrybail1998@yahoo.com
<Larrybail1998@yahoo.com>; evelynbouknight@gmail.com <evelynbouknight@gmail.com>;
adrian.bradley2570@gmail.com <adrian.bradley2570@gmail.com>; tbsbailbonding@gmail.com
<tbsbailbonding@gmail.com>; cynthia_bridger@aladdinbailsc.com <cynthia_bridger@aladdinbailsc.com>;
hbriggs29148@yahoo.com <hbriggs29148@yahoo.com>; novice.sampson@yahoo.com
<novice.sampson@yahoo.com>; lesaphipps803@gmail.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.com>;
AshleyBLeader@gmail.com <AshleyBLeader@gmail.com>; browderbailbonds@gmail.com
<browderbailbonds@gmail.com>; browderbailbonds@gmail.com <browderbailbonds@gmail.com>;
Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com <Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com
<Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; jbrown@atomssystems.org <jbrown@atomssystems.org>;
keisha06.brown@gmail.com <keisha06.brown@gmail.com>; jean@c22bonds.com <jean@c22bonds.com>;
VIOLAYBROWN@GMAIL.COM <VIOLAYBROWN@GMAIL.COM>; billbrucker70@gmail.com
<billbrucker70@gmail.com>; kirk52497 @aol.com <kirk52497@aol.com>; bradbryan16@gmail.com
<bradbryan16@gmail.com>; 123freebailbonds@gmail.com <123freebailbonds@gmail.com>;
nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com <nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com>; nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com
<nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com>; rekaburris@yahoo.com <rekaburris@yahoo.com>; presandbev@aol.com
<presandbev@aol.com>; BondWithMimi@gmail.com <BondWithMimi@gmail.com>;
CALDWELLINSURANCE162@GMAIL.COM <CALDWELLINSURANCE162@GMAILCOM>;
baillicense@twojinn.com <baillicense@twojinn.com>; alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com
<alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com>; downsouthqueendivas@gmail.com
<downsouthqueendivas@gmail.com>; adm.SalamanderWealthGroup@gmail.com
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:;:t':[zggg;:a::::g;oug@gmarl.com>; onecallbailbonds@yahoo.com <onecallbailbonds@yahao.coms;
<Catoéailaonds@ 5 9-. om <crystal.carter@smlflerbondmg.com>; CatoBailBonds@gmail.com

gmail.com>; cavanaugh76239@gmal.com <cavanaugh76239@gmail.coms>:
SHAWNCHAPMAN@ATT.NET <SHAWNCHAPMAN@ATT.NET>; rhondaannchestnut@yahoo.com
<rhondaannchestnut@yahoo.com>; clarkjj23@gmail.com <clarijj23@gmail.com>; mfcésg'}@aol com
<mfcd687 @ackeom>; cdaion@alisoutimsurance.com <cdiaxt insurar .

1@ : on@alisouthinsurance.coms;
Clendenln_ba|ll?onds@gma:I.com <Ciendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; Clendeninbailbonds@gmail.com
<C!ende_nmb.allbonds@gmail.com>; CHRIS29715@GMAILCOM <CHRIS29715@GMAILCOM>;
Clendemnballbonds'@gmail.com <Ciendeninbailbonds@gmail.com>; Savannahraebonding24@gmail.com
<$Savannahraebonding24@gmail.com>; cochcroftbailbonding@gmail.com
<cochcroftbailbonding@gmail.com>; Kelly.Cackrell. 26@gmail.com <Kelly.Cockrell 26@gmail.coms;
a.cohen@amaziyahbailbondsfic.com <a.cohen@amaziyahbailbondsllc.com>; paschacokely@yahoo.com
<paschacokely@yahoo.com>; mj08165@gmail.com <mj08165@gmail.com>; angdes2462@aol.com
<angdes2462@ack.com>; phitiy215843@yahov.com <philly215843@yahoo.com>; wreviscooper@gmail.com
<treviscooper@gmail.com>; trey@cooperbonds.com <trey@cooperbonds.com>; bonnieclydebb4@gmail.com
<bonnieclydebb4@gmail.com>; thephoenix1967@yahoo.com <thephoenix1967@yahoo.com>;
DJRAWFORD@AOL.COM <DJRAWFORD@AOL COM>; Shelleycroft@kw.com <Shelleycroft@kw.com>;
gicumbee@bellsouth.net <gjcumbee@bellsouth.net>; a_1bailbonding@attnet <a_ibailbonding@att.net>;
alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com <alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com>; titusbadboyz@gmail.com
<titusbadboyz@gmail.com>; melaniedaniels062@gmail.com <melaniedaniels062@gmail.com>;
melaniedaniels062@gmail.com <melaniedaniels062@gmail.com>; pdanielsbadbayz@gmail.com
<pdanieisbadboyr@gmeil.com>; donnadavishaii@outicocom <domadavishbal@outivok.coms;
dotdavis@freshstartbailbonding.com <dotdavis@freshstartbailbonding.com>; Mark jdavis@live.com
<Mark jdavis@Ilive.com>; davisbailbonding@gmail.com <davisbailbonding@gmail.com>;
AnnieDawkinsB@gmail.com <AnnieDawkins8@gmail.com>; tricedawkins@yahoo.com
<tricedawkins@yahoo.com>; bhunted@belisouth.net <bhunted @bellsouth.net>; T.R.Dawkins723@gmail.com
<T.R Dawkins723@gmail. com>; debenybailbond@bellsouth.net <deberrybailbond@belisouth.net>;
desspl1@yahco.com <desspl1@yahoo.com>; carldinkinsjr@gmail.com <carldinkinsjr@gmail.com>;
atyoursetvicebonding@gmail.com <atyourservicebonding@gmail.com>; dixanbailbondman23@aol.com
<dixonbailbondman23@aol.com>; yvonne1059.ye@gmail.com <yvonnel059.ye@gmail.com>;
vdreher60@gmail.com <vdreher60@gmail.com>; Joedroletbail@gmatl.com <Joedroletbail@gmail.com:;
s.duke@sinklerbanding.com <s.duke@sinklerbonding.com>; knine1972@gmail.com <knine1972@gmail.com>;
dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com <duniapbailbonding@gmail.com>; michaelwdurling@gmail.com
<michaelwdurling@gmail.com>; alma_easterling@yahoo.com <alma_easterling@yahoo.com>;
avi2Z@bellsouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; melissa@c22bonds.com <melissa@c22bonds.com>;
evansbonding843@gmail.com <evansbonding843@gmail.com>; adbonding15@gmail.com
<adbonding15@gmail.com>; ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOLCOM <ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOL.COM>;
ewingmichael@outlook.com <ewingmichael @outlook.com>; candijenkins109@gmail.com
<candijenkins109@gmail.com>; Ferrarat1@aol.com <Ferrarat1 @aol.com>; alanferraro20@yahoo.com
<alanferraro20@yahoo.com>; afcbailbondingllc@yahoo.com <afcbailbondingllc@yahoo.com>;
FlaglerBailBonding@gmail.com <FlaglerBailBonding@gmail.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net
<raccoonrehabber@charter.net>; elitebailbonding@gmail.com <elitebailbonding@gmail.com>;
avi2@bellsouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; Ebony.Foote@yahoo.com <Ebony.Foote@yahoo.com>;
asecondchancebailsbond@gmail.com <asecondchancebailsbond@gmail.com>;
GRICEROMONA72@GMAILCOM <GRICEROMONA72@GMAILCOM>; Free.manbailbonds1@gmait.com
<Free.manbailbonds1@gmail.com>; mfullerbadboyz@gmail.com <mfullerbadboyz@gmail.com>;
shymonique@bennettbailbonds.com <shymonique@bennettbailbonds.com>; aaronlovestofish@gmail.com
<aaronlovestofish@gmail.com>; gbailbonds@charter.net <gbailbonds@charter.net>;
innoutbonding@gmail.com <innoutbonding@gmail.com>; innoutbonding@gmail.com
<innoutbonding@gmail.com>; vivian.galloway@yahoo.com <vivian.galloway@yahoo.com>;
aaamericanbonds@gmailcom <aaamericanbonds@gmail.com>; a.gasque@sinklerbonding.com
<a.gasque@sinklerbonding.com>; Bondwriter2003@aol.com <Bondwriter2003@aol.com>;
GilliamBailBonding@gmail.com <GilliamBailBonding@gmail.com>; palmergillis@gmail.com
<palmergillis@gmail.com>; keithgloverbailbonding@yahoo.com <keithgloverbailbonding@yahoo.com>;
nikkinoodie02@yahoo.com <nikkinoodieD2@yahoo.com>; mrg@homesc.com <mrg@homesc.com>;
agbailbond@gmail.com <agbailbond@gmail.com>; Wshaif77@yahoo.com <Wshaif77@yahoo.com>;
aireon25@gmail.com <aireon25@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com

RoA 0122



<qpremiemonding@gmaif_wm>; Jamiedupregraham@gmail.com <jamieduor, raham . )
Akllah_b@.yahoo.com <Akila!h_b@yahoo.com>; angelsbailbondssoaj@gmail,goen? ' @gmail.com>;
<angrisbailbondsB03@gmeail com>; BAL2OUTRYAHOO.COM <BAIOUTEYAHOD ;
piedmontbailbonds@yahoo.com <piedmontbailbo; d . , .'COM >i
<michellewilds@gmai! com>; a r o @yahoo.com>; michellewilds@gmail.com
, nail. ; ange sbaiIbonds&DB@gmail.corp <angelshailbonds803@gmail.com>;
Shanequagreenbusiness@yahoo.com <Shanequagreenbusiness@yahoo.com>; '
AzrtlDCP'IANCEBAIL@YAHOO.COM <A2NDCHANCEBAIL@YAHOO.COM> ; eﬁca:ericalynm@gmail.com
;;;::ffi:gl%gmail.c&nz 1kingbail'bondsz1'@gmail.com <1kingbailbonds2 1@gmail.coms;
Randrbr:ndin o ook.com < genterpnse_s@outlook.som:s; Alphahall@gmail.com <Alphahali@gmail.com>;
andr g10@gmail.com <Randrbonding10@gmail.com>; jessica@c22bonds.com
<Jess|ca_@c22bonds.com>: Allnbailbonds@gmail.com <Alinbailbonds@gmail.com>; Alinbailbonds@gmail.com
<Allnbailbonds@gmail.com>; CHARPER@ADBAILBONDS.NET <CHARPER@ADBAILBEONDS.NET>;
ryanharper2021@icloud.com <ryanharper2021@icloud.com>; nhan80860@ao!.com <nharr80860@aol.com>;
Rickibondman@gmail.com <Rickibondman@gmail.coms; Hamisbailbonding@gmail.com
<Harmisbailbonding@gmail.com>; Rickibondman@gmail.com <Rickibondman@gmail.com>;
lafamiliaapparel285@gmail.com <lafamilizapparel285@gmail.com>; kpehawkins@yahoo.com
<kpehawkins@yahoo.com>; edwardh102@msn.com <edwardh102@msn.com>; whelms1290@gmail.com
<whelms1290@gmail.com>; atchiso1@bellsouth.net <atchiso1@bellsouth.net>; khristyc59@yahoo.com
<khristyc59@yahoo.com>; anghen316@yahoo.com <anghen316@yahoo.com>; geraldine_ehicks@yahoo.com
<geraldine_ehicks@yahgo.com>; JACQUETTAHICKSB43@GMAILCOM <JACQUETTAHICKSB43@GMAILCOM>;
ricky@alliancesurety.net <ricky@alliancesurety.net>; alysoriholcomb2010@gmail.com
<alysonholcomb2010@gmail.com>; Newlifebail23@gmail.com <Newlifebail23@gmail.com>;
nhoflarm1 193@gmail.com <nhofenni193@gmail.com>; photlenddl64® grmeit.com
<pholland8864@gmail.com>; thomasholliday23@gmail.com <thomasholiiday23@gmail.com>;
warholid@gmail.com <warholid@gmail.com>; kjbailbondsmen@gmail.com <kjbailbondsmen@gmail.com>;
heritagefin@wctel.net <heritagefin@wctel.net>; 24hourinsurance@gmail.com <24hourinsurance@gmail.com>;
celdrick341@yahoo.com <celdrick341@yahao.com>; mhudson2322@yahao.com
<mhudson2322@yahoo.com>; jared.hughes@sinklerbonding.com <jared.hughes@sinklerbonding.com>;
ehunt965@gmail.com <ehunt65@gmail.com>; Khunt75@yahoo.com <Khunt75@yahoo.com>;
Michael.hunter83@icloud.com <Michael.hunter83@icloud.com>; quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com
«<quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com>; Thutchison377@gmail.com <Thutchison377@gmail.com>,;
brittanyhydrick22@gmail.com <brittanyhydrick22@gmail.com>; isatahbailbondingservices1@gmail.com
<isalahbailbondingservices1@gmail.com>; kenyatta_iackson@aladdinbailsc.com
<kenyatta_jackson@aladdinbailsc.com>; melissa@alliancesurety.net <melissa@alliancesurety.net>;
jamisonbailbonding@gmail.com’ <jamisonbailbonding@gmail.com>; Jamison.Wyntergrace@gmail.com
<JamisonWyntergrace@gmail.com>; melissag415@gmail.com <melissag415@gmail.com>;
liohnson@johnsonsecurityagency.net <[johnson@johnsonsecurityagency.net>; nljohnson83@yahoo.com
<nljohnson83@yahoo.com>; inssaversofsc@hotmail.com <inssaversofsc@hotmailcoms;
shatyra_johnson@tritonmslic com <shatyra_johnson@tritonmsllc.coms; s7871968@gmail.com
<s7871968@gmail.com>; kokosbailbondsgps@outlook.com <kokosbailbondsgps@outiook.com>;
davidfjones01@gmail.com <davidfjones01@gmail.com>; 008bailbonds@gmail.com
<008bailbonds@gmail.com>; Istbailoutilc@gmail.com <1stbailoutilc@gmail.com>; urielbadboyz@gmail.com
<urielbadboyz@gmail.com>; avi2@belisouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; bondsman777@gmail.com
. <bondsman777@gmail.com>; chancebb@dslextreme.com <chancebb@dslextreme.com>;
Aowensbailbonding@yahoo.comi <Aowensbailbonding@yahcocom>; leonardkingsr@outiook.com
<leonardkingsr@outlook.com>; aklinsuranceagency@outlook.com <aktinsuranceagency@outlook.com>;
rkpool71@yadhoo.com <rkpoal? 1@yahoo.com>; paprinvestigations@gmail.com
<paprinvestigations@gmail.com>; Dknox3337@gmail.com <Dknox9337@gmail.com>;
michelleknox1669@gmail.com <michelleknox1669@gmail.com>; myronknox@gmail.com
<myronknox@gmail.com>; mactam@comporium.net <mactam@comporium.net>;
getuoutbailbonds@gmail.com <getuoutbailbonds@gmail.com>; deangela@bosssolutionslic.com
<deangela@bosssolutionslic.com>; pledbetter@palmettosurety.net <pledbetter@palmettosurety.net>;
baillicense@twojinn.com <baillicense@twajinn.com>; soldbysharese@gmail.com
<soldbysharese@gmail.com>; lewis6534@bellsouth.net <lewis6534@bellsouth.net>; klittle@aladdinbailsccom
<Kitle@aladdinbailsc.com>; miittle@aladdinbailsc.com <mlittle@aladdiribailsc.com>; wshariff77@yahoo.com
<wshariff77@yahoo.com>; BONDSBYLLOYD@GMAIL.COM <BONDSBYLLOYD@GMAILCOM>;
aroundtheclockcti@gmail.com <aroundtheclocketl@gmail.com>; catha.durant@yahoo.com
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<cath'a.durant@yahoo,con:.>; avi2@bellsouth.net <avi2@belisouth.net>; services@bondmoneebbi.com
<semces@bondmoneebbr.com>:-greatfallsbailbonding@gmail.com <greatfallsbailbonding@gmail .
nicholasbondsman803@yahoo.com <nicholasbondsman803@yahoo.com>; abcbonding ,-.:,a@%l :,;}7::1“:'
<abcbonding.reva@gmail com>; trinawalker@live.comi <trinawalker@live.com>; ' smat
royaltybailbonds22@gmail.com <royaltybailbonds22@gmail.com>; ethel tthe'ws il
<ethelmarthews@gmail.com>; cherokeebondi ' o e gmal.com
willemccoppin@gmail.com <willemecoppin ng@yahoo.com <cherokeebanding@yahoo.com>;

i ) . mccoppin@gmail.com>; Joeymccrary69@yahoo.com
<jJoeymccraryb9@yahoo.com>; adamsbailbonds@msn.com <adamsbailbonds@msn.com>;
ashley@mecelveenbailbonding.com <ashley@mcelveenbailbonding.com>; ABCBONDCbMPANY@AOLCOM
<ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOL.COM>; nicho las_mcglacklin@aladdinbailsc.com
<nkh?las_ntcglocidin@aladdinbailsc.com >; merrilmcknight@yahoo.com <merrilmcknight®@yahoo.coms;
brant-ir.mcmanuszs@gmail.com <brandi.mcmanus25@gmail.com>; robin@lanairgrp.com
<robm@lar!airgrp.com>; presandbev@aol.com <presandbev@aol.com>; aowensbailbonding@aol.com
<aowensbailbonding@aol.com>; mesciaentga@hotmail.com <mesciaentga@hotmail.com>;
mesciaentga@hotmail.com <mesciaentga@hotmail.com>; dmbail@outlookcom <dmbail@outiook.com>;
mfc9697@aol.com <mfc3697@aol.com>; lesaphippsB03@gmail.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.com>;
tracey.miles321@gmail.com <tracey.miles321@gmail.com>; ryan@c22bonds.com <fyan@c22bonds.com>;
donnadavisbail@outlook.com <donnadavisbail@outiook.com>; agoldenchance@bellsouth net
<agoldenchance@bellsouth.net>; overnoutbailsbondmen@gmail.com <overnoutbailsbondmen@gmail.com>;
raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccoonrehabber@charter.net>; atyourservicebonding@gmail.com
<atyourservicebonding@gmail.com>; LEEMOSS8@ GMAILCOM <LEEMOSS8@GMAILCOM>;
Noetbadboyz@gmail.com <Noelbadboyz@gmail.com>; shanncn@mcélveenbailbonding.com
<shannon@mcelveenbailbonding.com>; wasingtonfaith77@gmail.com <wasingtonfaith77@gmail.com>;
polite-myers@outiook.com <polite-myers@outlook.com>; LiquormanBailBonding@gmail.com
<LiquormanBailBonding@gmail.com>; lataji.neely@yahoo.com <latajineely@yahoo.com>;
nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com <nevergiveupfam@yahoo.com>; RRCORTLAND@GMAILCOM'
<RRCORTLAND@GMAILCOM>; antonious@nesmithbailbonds.org <antonious@nesmithbailbonds.org>;
sc.bail.bonds fast@gmail.com <sc.bail.bonds.fast@gmail.com>; bnicholson@adbailbonds.net
<bnicholson@adbailbonds.net>; jnivens42@hotmail.com <jnivensd2@hotmail.com>;
marianoriegal1@gmail.com <marianoriega 11@gmail.com>; Jason_Norman@aladdinbailsc.com
<Jason_Norman@afaddinbailsc.com>; charlesouvry84@gmail.com <charlesouvry84@gmail.coms;
CindyBadBoyz@gmail.com <CindyBadBoyz@gmail.com>; parkerins08@gmail.com <parkerins08@gmail.com>;
dariaparks9@gmadil.com <dariaparks9@gmail.com>; dariaparksd@gmail.com <dariaparks9@gmail.com>;
bpate08@aol.com <bpate08@aol.com>; Giggiesbonding@gmail.com <Giggiesbonding@gmail.coms;
Giggiesbonding@gmail.com <Giggiesbonding@gmail.com>; joseph.payne1212@gmail.com
<joseph.paynel212@gmail.com>; myrapaynel@gmail.com <myrapayne0@gmail.com>;
terrance.pearson1976@gmail.com <terrance.pearson1976@gmail.com>; baillicense @twojinn.cam
<baillicense@twaojinn.com>; divaperrin@gmail. com <divaperrin@gmail.com>; quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com
<quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com>; martinawpeterson@yahoo.com <martinawpeterson@yahoo.com>;
hairdr@hotmail.com <hairdr@®hotmail.com>; cherokeebonding@yahoo.com
<cherokeebonding@yahoo.com>; lesaphipps803@gmail.com <lesaphipps803@gmail.com>;
teresa@c22bonds.com <teresa@c22bonds.com>; mpinckney2004@gmail.com <mpinckney2004@gmail.com>;
ycbail@comporium.net <ycbail@comporium.net>; nipolk@COMPORIUM.net <nlpolk@COMPORIUM.net>;
marnissia_postell@aladdinbailsc.com <mamissia_postell@aladdinbailsc.com>; inssaversofsc@hotmail.com
<inssaversofsc@hotmail.com>; heritagefin@wctel.net <heritagefin@wctel.net>; jodisgislz@gmail.com
<jodisgirlz@gmail.com>; jsh_prather@yahoo.com <jsh_prather@yahco.com>; k.pratt@sinklerbonding.com
<k pratt@sinklerbonding.com>; dwbailbends@yahoo.com <dwbailbonds@yahco.com>;
bailwithprice@gmail.com <bailwithprice@gmail.com>; Princecorporation@yahoo.com
<Princecorporation@yahoo.com>; machellpugh@yahoo.com <machelipugh@yahoo.com>;
kathy37@rocketmail.com <kathy37@rocketmail.com>; COACHPCQ®@ICLOUD.COM
<COACHPCQ@ICLOUD.COM>; marcoquezada@msn.com <marcoquezada@msn.com>;
quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com <quickbailbonds.sc@gmail.com>; Rufino.Razo@protonmail.com
<Rufino.Razo@protonmail.com>; kckng89@gmail.com <kckngB9@gmail.com>;
SHALAUNDA.REESE@YAHOO.COM <SHALAUNDA REESE@YAHOO.COM>; bailgil@yahoo.com

<bailgil@yahoo.com>; alioutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com <alloutbailbondingmike@yahoo.com>;
bailgin@yahoo.com <bailgirl@yahoo.com>; bailgil@yahoo.com <bailgirl@yahoo.com>;
" wesrthodes66@yahoo.com <wesrhodes66@yahoo.com>; DaphneRiceBonds@gmail.com
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<Daphr3eMceBond§@gmafl.c?m >; ricejamal58@gmail.com <ricejamalS8@gmail.com>; Rubyrice92@gmail.com
<Rubyrice82@gmail.com>; pinckney22@gmail.com <pinckney22@gmail.com>;
angelarenea_young@yahoo.com <angelarenea_young@yahoo.com>; richardsondevante12345@gmail.com
<richardsondevante 12345@gmail.com>; Livwydevere01@gmailcom <Liveydevere1@gmailcorm>,
bailbond'{s@yahoo.com <bailbond76@yahoo.com>; brandibusbee@gmail.com <brandibusbee@gmail.com>;
gdupontrivers@gmail.com <gdupontrivers@gmail.com>; checkoutbail@gmail.com
<checkoutbail@gmail.com>; bestbailbonds123@gmail.com <bestbailbonds123@gmaitcoms;
annwalker8374@gmail.com <annwalker8374@gmail.com>; gregrob1212@gmail.com
<gregrob1212@gmail. com>; robinsonbonding12@gmail.com <robinsonbonding12@gmail.com>;
violetflamehealer@gmail.com <violetlamehealer@gmail.com>; cherigjrogers@gmail.com
<cheriejrogers@gmail.com>: algreenwood@yahoo.com <algreenwood@yahoo.com>;
CHRIS2971S@GMAILCOM <CHRIS29715@GMAILCOM>; daffney.rucker@gmail.com
<daffney.rucker@gmail.com>; Benjisbailbonding@yahoo.com <Benjisbailbonding@yahoo.com>;
Denesha.rumph@yahoo.com <Denesha.rumph@yahoo.com>; indysr2008@hotmail.com
<indysr2009@hotmail.com>; ejsanchez?6@hotmail.com <ejsanchez76@hotmail.com>;
Veschneider86@gmail.com <Veschneider86@gmail.com>; Iscottbands1@yahoo.com
<lscatthands1@yahao.cams>; southernbail24? @gmail.com <seuthernbailz47@ graail com>
wsharif77@yahoo.com <wsharif77@yahoo.com>; mbsharpe25@gmail.com <mbsharpe25@gmail.com>;
rshaver702@gmait.com <rshaver702@gmail.com>; justin_Sherman@tritonmsilc.com
<Justin_Sherman@tritonmslic.com>; Shiversieroy@gmail.com <Shiversleroy@gmail.coms;
hbsimmons1969@yahoo.com <hbsimmons1969@yahoo.com>; ericasimpson@ericahomes.com
<ericasimpson@ericahomes.com>; blackstonebonding@gmail.com <blackstonebonding@gmail.com>;
SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com <SimpsonBailBondingCo@gMail.com>; integrityfislic@gmail.com
<integrityfisllc@gmail.com>; daffney.rucker@gmail.com <daffney.rucker@gmail.com>;
SimpscnBailBondingCo@gMail.com <SimpsonBailBandingCo@gMail com>; amanda20032002@hotmail.com
<amanda20032002@hotmail.com>; liliie@easybailbonding.com <lillie@easybailbonding.com>;
trevin.singleton@gmail.com <trevin.singleton@gmail.com>; chariestonbb843@gmail.com
<charlestonbb843@gmail.com>; lowndes sinkler@sinklerbonding.com

<lowndes sinkler@sinklerbonding.com>; bashansmalls4d@gmail.com <bashansmalls40@gmail.coms;
smalisevaB8@yahoo.com <smallseva88@yzhoo.com>; chon.smith@icloud.com <chonsmith@icloud.com>;
Rhondasmithbailbonds1@gmail.com <Rhondasmithbailbonds1@gmail.com>; emie3479@bellsouth.net
<ernie3479@bellsouth.net>; jarod_smith@aladdinbailsc.com <jarod_smith@aladdinbailsc.com>;
allcountybail@gmail.com <allcountybail@gmail.com>; Bonnieclydebonding@gmail.com
<Bonnieclydebonding@gmail.com>; justicesmith1577@yahoo.com <justicesmith1577 @yahoo.com>;
dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com <dunlapbailbonding@gmail.com>; TSBROWN37@YAHOO.COM
<TSBROWN37@YAHOOQ.COM>; Lashundasmoot@yahoo.com <Lashundasmoot@yahoo.com>;
TSNIPES@Comporium.net <TSNIPES@Comporium.net>; abcbonding.solisf@gmail.com

<abchonding solisf@gmail.com>; BondsbyArnold@gmail.com <BondsbyAmold@gmail.com>;
Lpspain@sccoast.net <Lpspain@sccoast.net>; charlestonbbB43@gmail.com <charlestonbbB43@gmail.coms;
baillicense@twojinn.com <baillicense@twojinn.com>; jean@¢22bonds.com <jean@c22bonds.com>;
info@shacklebail.com <info@shacklebail.com>; stanleybailbondsilc@gmail.com
<stanleybailbondslic@gmail.com>; andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com <andrewsbailbonds@yahoo.com>;
Bouncemeoutbailbonds@grmnail.com <Bouncemeoutbailbonds@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com
<gpremierbonding@gmail.com>; wstreetybadboyz@Gmail.com <wstreetybadboyz@Gmail.com>;
LSULTONBADBOYZ@GMAILCOM <LSULTONBADBOYZ@GMAILCOM>; thelisa1974@gmail.com
<thelisa1974@gmail.com>; temoneybailbonds@yahco.com <temoneybailbonds@yahoo.com>;
bailmeoutlic@gmail.com <bailmeoutilc@gmall.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net
<raccoonrehabber@charter.net>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccoonrehabber@charter.nets;
crownbonding@gmail.com <crownbonding@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com
<gpremierbonding@gmail.com>; gpremierbonding@gmail.com <gpremierbonding@gmailcom>;
gpremierbonding@gmail.com <gpremierbonding@gmail.com>; CHRISZ29715@GMAILCOM
<CHRI$29715@GMAILCOM>; reggiebcbb@yahoo.com <reggiebcbb@yahoo.com>; ttindalf@outlook com
<ttindalf@outlook.com>; tindalinsurancegroup@yahoo.com <tindalinsurancegroup@yahodo.com>;
steventindalB43@gmail.com <steven.tindal843@gmail.com>; ncterain@gmail.com <nctorain@gmail.com>;
blackboxxbail@gmail.com <blackboxxbail@gmail.c6m>; Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>;
Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>; Trottersureties@aol.com <Trottersureties@aol.com>;
gennifer01@live.com <gennifer01@live.com>; bondsrusbailbonding@gmail.com
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<bonc.lsrusballbonding@gm.ml.com>; rodtul@yahao.com <rodtul@yahoo.com>; admin@caappro.com
<admin@caappro.com>; twitty_douglas@yahoo.com <twitty_douglas@yahoo.com>;
yvonnetyson33@gmail.com <yvonnetyson33@gmail.com>: Iwstevens65@gmail.com
<lwstevens65@gmail.com>; virantmike@gmail.com <virantmike@gmail.com>; Ross.Virant@gmail.com
<Ross.Virant@gmail.com>; twaldrop75@gmail.com <twaldrop75@gmail.com>; ewalker0323@aol.com
. <cwalker0323@aol.com>; joyce.walker@sinkierbonding.com <joyce.walker@sinklerbonding.com>;
amy@amistadbaitbonds.com <amy@amistadbailbonds.coms; Chelita.sc.notary@gmail.com
<Chelita.sc.notary@gmail.com>; damionwalton2@gmail.com <damionwalton2@gmail.com>;
roderick walton@sinklerbonding.com <roderick walton@sinklerbonding.com>; bondjemain056@gmail.com
<bondiprmaindSe@gmedl com>; nanas_soom@yahoo.com <manas_TOUM@yahoo.Lom:;
a_lbailbonding@attnet <a_1bailbonding@att.net>; warren2912@hotmail.com <warren2912@hotmail.coms;
Jadewashington@primerica.com <Jadewashington@primerica.com>; exquisitebailbonds@yahoo.com
<exquisitebailbonds@yahoo.com>; anna@abcbondingco.com <anna@abcbondingco.com>;
ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOL.COM <ABCBONDCOMPANY@AOLCOM>; Bail.boss12@icloud.com
<Bail boss12@icloud.com>; tawannamwhite@gmail.com <tawannamwhite@gmail.com>;
praying4all@gmail.com <prayingdall@gmail.com>; Genesisinsuranceservices@yahoo.com
<Genesisinsuranceservices@yzhoo.com>; biw@sinklerbonding.com <blw@sinkierbonding.com>;
Helpyourselfbailbond@gmail.com <Helpyourselfbailbond@gmail.com>; allcitybailsc@aol.com
<allcitybailsc@aol.com>; avi2@bellsouth.net <avi2@bellsouth.net>; freewayi207 7@gmail.com
<freewayi2077@gmail.com>; dwilllife2014@yahoo.com <dwilllife2014@yahoo.com>; gennifer01@live.com
<genniferd1 @live.com>; brackwilliams77.mbw@gmail.com <brockwilliams77.mbw@gmail.com>;
services@bmbtruckinglic.com <services@bmbtruckingilc.com>; 13d_2000@yahoo.com
<13d_2000@yahoo.com>; brockwilliams77.mbw@gmail.com <brockwilliams77.mbw@gmail.com>;
axebailbonds843@gmail.com <axebailbonds843@gmail.com>; willcorpservices@yahoo.com
<willcorpservices@yahoo.com>; jumpoutboybailbonding@gmailcom <jumpoutboybailbonding@gmail.com>;
benji@scbailpro.com <benji@scbailpro.com>; proudmommy803@gmail.com
<proudmommy803@gmail.com>; chinkyy843@outiook.com <chinkyy843@outiook.com>;
bailenforcer@bellsouth.net <bailenforcer@belisouth.net>; abcbonding.fw@gmail.com
<abcbonding fw@gmail.com>; bhunted@belisouth.net <bhunted@belisouthnet>; Bigred55@comporium.net
<Bigred55@comporium.net>; cherokeebonding@yahoo.com <cherokeebonding@yahoo.com>;
msrapidrelease@gmail.com <msrapidrelease@gmail.com>; amack511@gmail.com <amack511@gmail.com>;
wocdsbailbonds1@att.net <woodsbailbonds1@att.net>; woodsjessical96@gmail.com
<woodsjessical96@gmail.com>; raccoonrehabber@charter.net <raccoonrehabber@charter.net>;
wolfbonding@post.com <wolfbonding@post.com>; bailmezellars@gmail.com <bailmezellars@gmail.com>;
eunetra_zimmerman@yahoo.com <eunetra_zimmerman@yahoo.com>

@ 2 attachments (6 MB)
Order No. 2024-07 Promulgation of Guidance, Standards, and Other Requirements for compliance with the Premium, Minimum
Fee, and Payment Agrrement Requirements of Act No, 83 of 2023.pdf; Memorandum for SC0O1 Order No. 2024-07 pdf;

Dear Licensee,

Enclosed is Order No. 2024-07 which addresses raports that licensees are not complying with the
minimum fee requirements set forth in S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e). The attached order summarizes
South Carolina law and the requirements for compliance with the requirements of S.C. Code Ann. §38-
53-170(e). It was distributed to licenseés of this Department via electronic and certified mail. Licensees
not in compliance with the requirements of the law as set forth in this order must come into
compliance immediately. Licensées who ignore or disregard the minimum fee requirements of the law
ara subject to investigation and administrative disciplinary action if the allegations are substantiated.

Sincerely,
Holly Smith
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Holly Smith, MPA

Paralegal, Enforcement & investigations
Legal Division

South Carolina Department of insurance
1201 Main Street, Suite 1000

Columbia, SC 29201

o: (803) 737-6200

f in X

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may contain
information which is legally privileged or otherwise exempt from disclosure. They are intended solely for
the use of the individual or entity to whom this e-mail is addressed. If you are not one of the named
recipients or otherwise have reason to believe that you have received this message in error, please
immediately notify the sender and delete this message immediately from your computer. Any other use,
retention, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.
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South Carolina

HENRY MCMASTER
Department of Insurance (overmer
SoP Clndsr MICHAEL WISE
Columila, Sevth Carotins 1920 Acting Director
Mailing Address:

P.0. Box 100105, Columbis, 5.C. 29202-3105
TRANSMITTED BY CERTIFIED MAIL AND ELECTRONIC MAIL TO THE ADDRESS ON

RECORD FOR THE LICENSEE
MEMORANDUM
JOYCE FREEMAN
0. 1106 KITTY HAWK DR.
WEST COLUMBIA, South Carolina
29170

FROM: Michael Wise /}Z ﬁ ﬂ w
Al

Acting Director

RE: Notice of SCDOI Order No. 2022-04: Regulatory Requirements for Surety Insurers,
Professional Bondsmen and Runners and Other Sureties Authorized to Transact Bonding
Business in the State of South Carolina

DATE: October 20, 2022

Attached is Order No. 2022-04 which addresses reports from solicitors that surety and professional
bondsmen are ignoring reports of defendants’ failure to comply with the conditions of the bail bond or pre-
trial release without taking the action required by law. Specifically, it has been alleged that criminal
defendants are not fully complying with house arrest or electronic monitoring terms and conditions of the
pre-trial release orders or bonds, and bondsmen are ignoring reports from solicitors and noncompliance
reports from electronic monitoring companies and other persons that a criminal defendant is not complying
with terms and conditions of the bail order, Failing to take the action necessary to surrender a defendant
who is in violation of the terms and conditions of the bail order and bond violates South Carolina law.

The attached order summarizes South Carolina law on the options bondsmen have when they are notified
that a criminal defendant is violating the terms and conditions of the bond or pretrial release order.
Bondsmen are expected to act accordingly. Bondsmen who ignore or disregard reports that criminal
defendants are violating the terms and conditions of the bail bond and who fail to act as outlined in S.C.
Code Ann. § 38-53-50 and in accordance with the release order not only risk having their bonds estreated
by the court, but they also risk the imposition of administrative disciplinary action by this Department.

Section 38-53-150 provides that the director or his designee may impose an administrative penalty, suspend
or revoke the license of any bondsman or runner who: 1) violates any laws of this state relating to bail in
the course of dealings under the license issued by this Department to a bondsman or runner; 2) engages in
fraudulent or dishonest practices while conducting business as a licensee; 3) fails to comply with or violates
a provision of this chapter or of any order of the director or his designee or regulation of the department; or
4) is no longer in good faith carrying on the bail bond business. S.C. Code Ann.§ 38-53-150 (2015).
Questions about the order should be emailed to the Office of Specialty Licensing,

bondsmanlicensing@doi.sc.gov, at the South Carolina Department of Insurance.
7022 2410 0001 2970 6096
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HOl!Z Smith _
A —————

To: free.manbailbonds1@gmail.com
Subject: SCDOI Order No. 2022-04

From: Holly Smith <hsmith@dol.sc.gov>
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2022 2;23 PM
To: free.manballbonds1@GMAIL.COM
Subject: SCDO] Order No. 2022-04

To JOYCE.FREEMAN:

Embedded in this emaJl are Imks to SCDOI Order No. 2022-04 Order—Number 2022-04-Handling-Reports-of-
- M .

Today's order addresses reports from solicitors that surety and professional bondsmen are ignoring reposts of defendants’
failure to comply with. the conditions of the bail bond or pre-trial release without taking the action required by
law, Specifically, it has been alleged that criminal defendants are not fully complying with house arrest or electronic
monitoring terms and conditions of the pre-trial release orders or bonds, and bondsmen are ignoring reports from solicitors
and noncompliance reports from electronic monitoting companies and. other persons that a criminal defendant is not
complymg with terms and conditions of the bail order. Failing to take the action necessary to surrender a defendant who is
in violation of the terms and conditions of the bail order and bond violates South Carolina law.

Order 2022-04 summarizes South Carolina law oz the options bondsmen have when they are notified that a criminal
defendant is violating the terms and conditions of the bond or pretrial release order. 'Bondsmen are expected to act
accordingly, Bondsmen who ignore or disregard reports that criminal defendants are violating the terms and conditions of
the bail bord and who fail to act as outlined in S.C. Code Ans. § 38-53-50 and in accordance with the release order not
only risk having their bonds estreated by the court, but they also risk the imposition of administrative disciplinary action
by this Department.

Section 38-53-150 provides that the director or his designee may impose an administrative penalty, suspend or revoke the
license of any bondsman or runner who: I) violates any laws of this state relating to bail in the course of dealings under
the license issued by this Depaftment to a bondsman or runner; 2) engages in fraudulent or dishonest practices while
conducting business ds a licensee; 3) fails to comply with or violates a provision of this chapter or of any order of the
director or his designee or regulation of the department; or 4) is no longer in good faith carrying on the bail bond business.
8.C. Code Ana.§ 38-53-150 (2015). Questions about the order should be emailed to the Office of Spectalty Licensing,

bondsmanlicensing@doi.sc.gov, at the South Carolma Department of Insurance.
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8/8/25, 1:42 PM USPS.com® - USPS Tracking® Results

USPS Tracking® FAGs >

Tracking Number: Remove X

9589071052700068613829

Copy Add to Informed Delivery (hitps://informeddelivery.usps.com/)

Latest Update

Your item has been delivered and is available at a PO Box at 9:18 am an December 19, 2024 in WEST
COLUMBIA, SC 29169, ;

yoeqpasd
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The Law Office of Tracey R. Petlman
P.O. Box 25292
Columbia, SC 29223

tracey@;gerhnanlaw.com

(803) 622-1800

June 6, 2025
SENT VIA EMAIL AND CERTIFIED MAIL
Mr. Michael Beauford
TemporaryInvestigator
South Carolina Department of Insurance
1201 Main Street

Suite 1000
Columbia, SC 29201

Re: Joyce Freeman/Freeman Bail Bonding
DOI File No. 2025-7722
Dear Mr. Beauford,

[ am writing in response to your letter of June 5, 2025, which was sent to Joyce Freeman
of Freeman Bail Bonding alleging that the acceptance of payment less than 10% of a posted bond
was improper and in violation of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170 (e). That allegation is false, and
neither Ms. Freeman nor Freeman Bail Bonding has acted improperly or violated any statute.

Your letter states that pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170 (e) that a bail bondsman
must charge a minimum of 10% of the bond amount at the time the bond is written. Please find
the Attorney General’s Opinion dated June 17, 2024, attached hereto as Exhibit One. This
opinion contradicts your interpretation of the statute. The interpretation set forth in your
correspondence completely ignores a part of the statutory language of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-

170 (E). While part of the statute does set forth that a bail bondsman obtain a fee of one
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' hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond that is only a partial reading of the statute. The
second paragraph of the statute allows bondsman to accept a minimum payment of one hundred
dollars, as long as the bondsman attaches a payment agreement, not to exceed 18 months, to the
bond proceeding form. The language of the statute I am referring to is highlighted below:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which
may not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a
minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond,
whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by the bondsman
before the execution of the bond. Conditions of the bond which expressly
or implicitly require payment of monies in excess of the premium, as a
cost of satisfying the condition of the bond, shall not be considered part of
the bondsman's premium, and are not affected by this code provision. The
bondsman may collect these fees from the defendant and is not limited by
any language requirements of this code provision.

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment

agreement by attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding

form and this agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any

indemnitor to make a minimum down_payment of one hundred dollars.

This payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen
months after the date on which the bond was executed. If the payment has
not been made for two consecutive months, the bondsman must send a
certified notice to the last known address of the principal and indemnitor
demanding payment be made within ten days to bring the agreement

current. If no payment is received by the end of the notice period, the
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bondsman must surrender the principal to the proper detention facility for
holding and file a motion to be relieved as provided in Section 38 53
50(A) or (B), at which time the agreement must be accelerated, and the
balance paid in full, before or at the motion hearing for the principal to be
réreleased on bond. The bondsman may aécept collateral security or other
indemnity from the principal which must be returned within ten days after
final termination of liability on the bond unless a bench warrant has been
issucI:d. The bondsman shall identify who is paying the premium and shall
represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not been
obtained from any person who has a greater interest in the principal's
disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security or other
indemnity required by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the
amount of the bond. If the bond is forfeited, a bondsman may not convert
collateral described in the collateral receipt to cash until he has provided a
ten day notice of this pending conversion to the depositor. This notice
must be sent by certified mail to the last known address of the depositor.
After the conversion, the bondsman must disclose the actual amount
received to the depositor and must retum any amount received that
exceeds the final judgement or consent amount, less any reasonable
expenses. These reasonable expenses include apprehension and legal costs
incurred as a result of the violation of the bond. The bondsman must
provide the depositor cones of all receipts and, if applicable, the overage
money within three days after settlement;

S. C. Code Ann 53-38-170 (e) (as amended by 2023 Act. No 16) (emphasis added).
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While your letter cites the correct code section, it ignores the language emphasized
above. In ascertaining the_ meaning of a statute an individual must look at the statute in total, and
not merely as a part of the statute. The cardinal rule of statutory interpretation is to ascertain and
effectuate the intention of the legislature. Sloan v. Hardee, 371 S.C. 495, 640 S.E.2d 457, 459
(2007) reh’g denied, February 7, 2007, Where the statute's language is plain and unambiguous,
and conveys a clear and definite meaning, the rules of statutory interpretation are not nceded and

the court has no right to impose another meaning. Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d

578, 581 (2000). When a statute's terms are clear and unambiguous on their face, there is no
room for statutory .construction and a court must apply the statute according to its literal

meaning. Carolina Power & Light Co. v. City of Bennettsville, 314 S.C. 137, 139, 442 S.E.2d

177, 179 (1994). Words must be given their plain and ordinary meaning without resort to subtle

or forced construction to limit or expand the statute's operation. Bryant v. City of Charleston, 295

5.C. 408, 368 S.E.2d 899 (1988); State v. Blackmon, 304 S.C. 270, 273, 403 S.E.2d 660, 662

(1991).

The language of 8. C. Code Ann 53-38-170 (e) clearly provides a bondsman the ability to
collect less than ten percent of the bond as long as the payment arrangement is memorialized and
attached to the bond proceeding form. The South Carolina Department of Insurance does not
have authority to change the statute and therefore, the statute must be given its plain and ordinary
meaning. Not only does S.C. Code Ann. § 53-38-170 (e) provide clear guidance on this issue, but
the societal impact of increasing bond fees is well documented. See, Nicole Zaya Manzano, The

High Price of Cash Bail, American Bar Association, April 12, 2023. An across the board bond fee

increase to 10% is not the desired outcome based on the statutory language. It is also highly

- unlikely that the legislature would intentionall¥ limit the ability of citizens to obtain a bond, thus

limiting their due process under the law, by enacting a law that forces an across the board 10%
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fee on all bonds.

For the reasons set forth above, I respectfully request that this matter be closed without

any further action.

Respectfully submitted,

The Law Office of Tracey R. Perlman
Tracey R. Perlman, Esquire

(S.C. Bar 79717)

1940 Cheltenham Lane

Columbia, SC 29223

P.O. Box 25292

Columbia, SC 29224

(803) 622-1800
www.tperimanlaw.com

Enc.

cc: Joyce Freeman (via email only)
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ALAN WILSON
ATIORIVEY GENERAL
June 17, 2024
The Honorable B. Lee Miller
Municipal Judge
City of Greenwood
Post Office Box 40

Greenwood, South Carolina 29648-0040
Dear Judge Miller:

We received your request for an opinion from this Office concemmg the recently adopted bond
reform legislation. You state the Greenwood Clerk of Court sétit out information to all the judges
concerning bonding procedures under this new legislation. Specifically, the Clerk of Court stated,
"the new bond law requires the defendant to post the entire ten percent (I 0%) with the bond
company and then may make a payment plan for anything over ten percent, up until the maximum
amount is reached which is fifteen (15%) percent." You informed us that you were under the
impression that

the defendant had to pay $100.00, then a payment plan could be implemented
for the remainder of the balance. The balance must be paid off within eighteen
months of the signing of the original bond contract, If the balance is not paid in
full then other measures would be triggered concerning the bond.

Thus, you ask us to resolve the conflict between these interpretations.
Law/Analysis

As you mentioned in your letter, in 2023 the Legislature enacted bond reform legislation that
included changes to section 38-53-170(e) pertaining to payments to bondsmen. 2023 8.C. Acts

83. Section 38-53-1 70{e) prohibits bondsmen from accepting anything of value except the
premium. Prior to the 2023 legislation, section 38-53-170(e) mandated that the premivm "may
not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of twenty-five
dollars.” S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (2015). Thus, this provision gave bondsmen a lot of
flexibility as to the premium charged and how it was collected, only requiring a minimum fee of
twenty-five dollars and a maximum fee of fifteen percent of the bond.

Act 83 amended section 38-53-1 70(e), which now provides for "a minimum fee of one hundred
dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by the
bondsman before the execution of the bond.” S.C. Code Ann.§ 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2023). But
the revisions to subsection 38-53-170(e) also include the following language:

HaninER C OENMNIS BIMLDING  « POSTOIFICEBON i 1549 o COLUMBLA SCI9201-1549 « TRLEHIGNE FRILE R R Ly ) R .\L‘Sl.\—‘-lh'-.é(ﬂ-lﬂ-ﬁifd
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The Honorable B, Lee Miller
Page 2
June 17,2024

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by
attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this
agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make
2 minimum down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement
may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which
the bond was executed. If the payment has not been made for two consecutive
months, the bondsman must send a certified notice to the last known address of
the principal and indemnitor demanding payment be made within ten days to
bring the agreement current. If no payment is received by the end of the notice
period, the bondsman must surrender the principal to the proper detention
facility for holding and file a motion to be relieved as provided in Section 38-
53-50(A) or (B), at which time the agréement must be accelerated, and the
balance paid in full, before or at the motion hearing for the principal to be
rereleased on bond. The bondsman may accept collateral security or other
indemnity from the principal which must be returned within ten days after final
termination of liability on the bond unless a bench warrant has been issued. The
bondsman shall identify who is paying the premium and shall represent that the
collateral security or other indemnity has not been obtained from any person
who has a greater interest in the principal's disappearance than appearance for
trial. The collateral security or other indemnity required by the bondsman must
be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond. If the bond is forfeited, a
bondsman may not convert collateral described in the collateral receipt to cash
until he has provided a ten-day notice of this pending conversion to the
depositor. This notice must be sent by certified mail to the last known address
of the depositor. After the conversion, the bondsman must disclose the actual
amount received to the depositor and must return any amount received that
exceeds the final judgement or consent amount, less any reasonable expenses.
These reasonable expenses include apprehension and legal costs incurred as a
result of the violation of the bond. The bondsman must provide the depositor
copies of all receipts and, if applicable, the overage money within three days
after settlement .. ..

Id, (emphasis added).

When interpreting a statute, as we are asked to do here, we start with the cardinal rule of statutory
construction, which is to "to ascertain and effectuate the intent of the legislature.” Hodges v,
Rajney. 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 §.E.2d 578, 581 (2000). ."What a legislature says in the text of a
statute is considered the best evidence of the legislative intent or will. Therefore, the courts are
bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature." Id, at 85, 533 S.E.2d at 581 (quoting
Norman J. Singer, Sutherland Statutory Copstruction § 46.03 at 94 (5th ed. 1992)). "Further,
statutes must be read as a whole and sections which are part of the same general statutory scheme
must be construed together and each given effect, if it can be done by any reasonable construction.”
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The Honorable B. Lee Miller
Page 3
June 17, 2024

son_ex rel. Hud v, Lancaste valese tr.. 407 8.C. 112, 124-25, 754 S.E.2d 486,
492-93 (2014).

Initially, section 38-53-170(e) requires the charge and coliection often percent of the bond orata
minimum one hundred dollars. Based on the plain language used in this portion of section 38-53-
170(e), we are led to believe the Legislature intended for ten percent of the bond, or at a minimum
one hundred dollars, to be collected prior to the execution of the bond. But, the Legislature appears
to have modified this requirement by also including the language allowing a bondsman to enter
into a payment agreement with the principal starting with the use of the term "However"- a term
of contradiction. Thus, while the Legislature clearly intends for bondsmen to charge premiums of
a minimum of ten percent of the bond, we are of the opinion that they also intended to give
bondsmen the option to accept 2 minimum payment of one hundred dollars and allow the principal
to make payments on the remaining minimum premium as long as the payment agreement is
attached to the bond proceeding form and the agreement meets the requirements set forth in section
38-53-170(e). .

We understand your clerk of court interprets the language allowing a bondsman to enter into a
payment agreement as applying only to the premium charge that exceeds the required ten percent
minimum, but reading that statute in this way could lead to an absurd result. In construing statutes
courts "will reject an interpretation when such an interpretation leads to an absurd result that could
not have been intended by the legislature.” Lancaster Cnty, Bar Ass'n v. §,C. Comm'n on Indigent
Def, 380 S.C. 219, 222, 670 S.E.2d 371, 373 (2008). First, we are at a loss as to why the
Legislature would find it necessary to give permission for a payment agreement for an amount that
the bondman is not required to charge in the first place. Second, this reading would require the
principal to pay not only the ten percent bond up front, but also an additional one hundred dollars
for the opportunity to finance the premium in excess of the ten percent. We do not believe such an
interpretation is in line with the intent of the Legislature.

Moreover, the legislative history of the amendments to section 38-53-1 70(e) supports our
interpretation. As our court of appeals explained, "The construing court may additionally look to
the legislative history when determining the legislative intent.” Ex parte Cannon, 385 S.C. 643,
655,685 5.E.2d 814, 821 (Ct. App. 2009). In our review of the legislative history, the amendments
to section 38-53-1 70(e) were first proposed to the Senate's version of the act. 2023 Senate Journal
April 11,2023, p. 26. While this version also required the payment and collection of a minimuin
fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, the language allowing
for a payment agreement required a down payment of one hundred dollars or five percent of the
bond: Jd, If the ability to enter into a payment agreement only applies to the premium charged
above the ten percent minimum, by requiring an additional five percent of the bond as the
minimum down payment would leave nothing left to finance as the maximum premium is fifteen
percent. Thus, we believe the legislative history supports our conclusion that the Legislature
intended to allow bondmen to enter into payment agreements for the ten percent minimum
premium rather than for the excess premium they are allowed to charge.
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The Honorable B. Lee Miller
Page 4
June 17, 2024

Lastly, we must keep in mind that the South Carolina Constitution affords defendants the right to
bail. 5.C. Const. Art. | § 15 (2009). As our Supreme Court stated, "all statutes are presumed
constitutional and, if possible, will be construed to render them valid." State v. Neuman, 384 S.C.
395, 402, 683 S.E.2d 268, 271 (2009) (quoting Curtis v, State, 345 S.C. 557, 569, 549 S.E.2d 591,
597 (2001)). While the revisions to section 38-53-170(e) indicate the intent of the Legislature to
increase the premium charged and paid by defendants, we believe by giving defendants the ability
to enter into a payment agreement with the bondsman, the Legislature is balancing its desire to
increase and standardize premiums with defendants' ability to pay those premiums and ensuring
compliance with defendants’ constitutional rights. Accordingly, we believe our interpretation of
section 38-53-170(e) lends itself to a constitutional reading of the statute.

Conclusion

As you mentioned in your letter, in 2023 the Legislature enacted bond reform legislation including
amendments to section 38-53-170, which prohibits certain acts by bondsmen and runners.
Specifically, section 38-53-1 70(e) governs the premiums bondsmen and runners charge. The
amendments to this provision now require all bondsmen and runners to charge and collect a
minimum fee ofone hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater. This change
indicates the Legislature's intent to increase and standardize the premiurns charged and collected

by bondsmen. Nonetheless, reading section 38-53-170(e) as a whole, we agree with your

interpretation that it allows a bondsman to accept a minimum downpayment ofone hundred dollars

along with a payment agreement for the remaining amount ofthe minimum premium as long as

the bondsman attaches the agreement to the bond processing form and complies with the other
requirements for the agreement contained in section 38-53-170(e). We believe this interpretation
comports not only with the intent of the Legislature based on the plain language of statute and its

legislative history, but also balances the desire of the Legislature to provide more oversight over

bond premiums with defendants’ constitutional rights to bail.

Sincerely,
Cydney Milling -
Assistant Attorney General

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:

2 L2 W=z2

Robert D. Cook
Solicitor General
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South Carolina

HENRY McMASTER
Department of Insurance o
1201 uf?."ﬁ.f.."s'&'.. 1000 MICIII“AEL WISE
Columbia, South Csrolina 29201 recior

Mailing Address:
P.0. Box 100105, Columbia, S.C. 29202-3105

August 18, 2025

By Certified Mail /Email tracey@tperimanlaw.com
Tracey R. Perlman, Esq

P.O. Box 25292
Columbia, SC 29224

Re: Joyce Freeman
Administrative Order
SCDOI File Number 2025-7722

Dear Ms. Periman:

Please find enclosed an administrative order assessing Producer/Surety Bondsman Joyce Freeman a
fine of $25,000 for violations of the South Carolina Insurance laws, Your attention is invited to the
enclosed administrative order.

Respondent may forward a check or money order in the amount of $25,000 payable to the South
Carolina Department of Insurance; P.O. Box 100105, Columbia SC 29202, no later than thirty (30)
days from the date the order was signed by the Director.

Under S.C. Code Ann. Section 38-43-130, Respondents are entitled to a hearing on this matter. If

you wish to be heard on this matter, you must send your original request directly to the Clerk
the South Ca ministrative Law within thi 30 the date of
receipt of this r with a ling fi able to th C a Administrative

Law Court. If you elect to request a hearing, the original request and filing fee must be sent to the
following address:
South Carolina Administrative Law Court
Edgar A. Brown Building
1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 224
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

At the same time, you must also mail a copy of your request to the South Carolina Department of
Insurance. t the $200.00 filing fee to this ent, only a copy of your request.

If you do not request a hearing within 30 days of receipt of this Order or pay the fine, you will
waive your right to be heard on this matter, and the order will be executed.

If you have any questions or need further information, you may contact me at (803) 737-6131.
Res full%
#/ Jf—— |
Mjthael Beauford, Temporary Special Investigator
Enclosure(s): Administrative Order
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BEFORE THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
IN THE MATTER OF: SCDOI File # 2025-7722
JOYCE W. FREEMAN n
4265 Augusti Rd., Ste J ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER
Lexington, SC 29073 IMPOSING FINE AND NOTICE OF
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

Preducer/Surety Bondsman.
NPN 17352185, .
Respondent.

7 Pursuant to the authority gramed to the Director of Insurance under the insurance laws of

the State of South Carolina, notice is provided that the South Carolina Department of Insurance
. (hereafter referred to as the “Department™) proposes an administrative fine for producer/surety
bondsman Joyce W. Freeman, (hereafter referred to as “Respondent™) for the violation(s) of law
described herein. This Order shall become effective as a final.order without further notice, upon
expiration of the thirty (30) day period referenced herein if no request for a hearing is made
pursuant to S.C. Cade Ann. §38-43-130 (2015).

AfRer careful review of the evidence presented, I find ds follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

[. The Depanment‘is the regulatory agency charged with the responsibility of implementing and
enforcing the insurance laws of the State of South Carofina. _

2. Respondent was initially licensed with the Department as a producer on.August 21, 2014; she
was first licensed as a surety bondsman on August 26, 2014, Respondent is currently licensed
as a producer and surety bondsman with NPN 17352185 in South Carolina. South Carolina
law requires all' surety bondsmen to be licensed as ‘producers: A producer license is a
prerequisite for a surety bondsman license.

3. Respondent is appointed as a producer and surety bondsman with Allegheny Casualty
Company, Bankers Insurance and Palmetto Surety Corporation.

4, On or about June 2, 2025, the Department received a comiplaint alleging Resbondent charged

ten percent for a bail bond for Defendant E.B., but Respondent failed to collect the full ten
percent minimum fee required by statute when the bond was posted with the court.
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5. A copy of the power of attorney (power) for Defendant E.B. was obtained during the
investigation into the allegation. The power, indicating Allegheny Casualty Company as the
surety insurer, showed that the bond was executed on June 1, 2025, in Lexington County. The
power reflected that Respondent was the surety bondsman that executed the bond. The bond
amount was $35,000. Respondent charged a premium of $3,500, but Respondent only collected
$500 according to the payment agreement and payment receipts. Respondent allowed the
balance of the 10 percent to be paid via a payment agreement,

6. On or about June 5, 2025, a-Notice of Investigation letter was sent by certified mail to
Respondent’s address on file: 4265 Augusta Rd. Ste. J., Lexington, S.C. 29073.

7. On June 6, 2025, Respondent responded to the allegations made against her via her attorney.
Respondent does not deny failing to collect the required minimum 10% fee. Respondent
contends that she did not act inappropriately by accepting less than ten percent when the bond
was posted because the law permits bondsmen to create a payment plan to receive the full ten
percent.

8. Respondent provided copies of ten bonds she executed after charging but not collecting the
ten percent minimum fee required by the statute before posting the bond. She also provided
copies of the payment agreement and receipts, for the following bonds she posted:

Defendants Date Bond Premium Premium Payment

Defendants Posted Amt Charged Collected Agreement
Defendant Myers 5/29/25 $25,000 | $2,500 $480 Yes
Defendant Byrd 5/28/25 $2,500 [ $250 $150 yes
Defendant Keldsen 5127125 $2,100 {8710 $200 Yes

5127/25 $5,000
Defendant Williams 5127/25 $2,840 | $1,280 | %400 Yes
. 5/27/25 $10,000
Defendant Womack 5/28/25 $25,000 | $2,500 | $360 Yes
Defendant Anderson 5/02/25 £47,000 | $4,700 $600 Yes
Defendant Turnipseed 5/02/25 $5,000 | $500 $200 Yes

Defendant Myers 5/06/25 | $22,500 |$2,250 | $350 | Yes
Defendant Johnston | 5/06/25 | $15,000 | $1,500 | $300 | Yes
Defendant Buff 6/01/25 | $35,000 | $3,500 | $500 | Yes

9. Beginning May 2, 2025, through June 1, 2025, Respondent wrote ten {10) bonds for which she
charged, but she failed to collect the ten percent minimum fee before posting the bond.

10. The Department issued SCDOI Order No. 2024-07 (Order 2024-07) on December 11, 2024.
Order No. 2024-07 was distributed to Respondent and afl licensed surety bondsmen,
professional bondsmen, and runners authorized to conduct bail bond business in the State of
South Carolina. The Order provided guidance for compliance with the bond premium and 10%
minimum fee and payment agreement requirements of Act No. 93 of 2023 (i.e., the South
Carolina Bond Reform Act) set forth in S.C. Code Ann. §38-53-170(¢) as unlawful acts.
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11, Additionally, that Order informed licensees that South Carolina law requires $100 or 10%
whichever is greater tobe charged and collected prior to execution of the bond as the minimum
fee.

12. 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-95 requires bondsmen to supply the department with a business, email,
mailing, and residential street addresses and to notify the department within thirty days of any
change in legel name or any of these addresses.

13.A copy of the Order was emailed to Respondent’s email address on record on December 11,

. 2024. Additionally, a hard copy of the Order was sent via certified mail to Respondent’s

address on record on December 11, 2024. Neither communication was retumed to the
Department as undeliverable,

14. On August 15, 2025, via her attomey, Respondent was emailed a copy of a letter dated July
31,2025 from the Office of the State of South Carolina Attomey General that stated it defers
to the interpretation of the Departmént of Insurance as the agency with regulatory authority
and advised any bail bondsmen and runners (o follow the department s instructions and orders
pending judicial or legislative clarification.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

'15. Pursuant to the authority granted to the Director of Insurance by S.C. Code Ann. §§38-1-10 ez
seq., The Insurance Law and §§38-2-10 et seq., the South Carolina Department of Insurance
has jurisdiction over Respondent and the subject matter of this order.

16. 8.C. Code Seétion 38-43-130(A-)(C) (2) states:

(A) The director or his designee may place on probation, revoke; or suspend a producer’s
license after ten days’ notice...when it appears that a producer... has violated this title or
any regulation promulgated by the departrent, or has willfully deczived ot dealt unjustly
with the citizens of this State...(C) The words “deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens
of this State” mclude, but are not limited to, action or inaction by the producer as follows:

(2) violating insurance laws, or violating any regulation, subpoena, or order of the director
or of another state's director or his designee.

17. S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-53-150{A)(2) provides, in relevant part:

(A)The director or his designee may deny, suspend, revoke, or refuse to renew any
license issued under this chapter for any of the following causes:

(2) violation of any laws of this State relating fo bail in the course of dealings under the
license issued to a bondsman or ninner by the director or his designee;

(7) failufe to comply with or violation of the provisions of this chapter or of any order of
the director or his designee or regulation of the department;
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(B)The director or his designee, in lien of revoking or suspending a licensé in accordance
with the provisions of this chaptef, in any one proceeding, by order, may require the
licensee to pay to the director or his designee to.be deposited in the general fund of the
State a monetary penalty as provided in Section 38-2-10(2) for each offense. Upon failure
of the licensee to pay the-penalty within twenty days after the mailing of the order, postage
prepaid, registered, and addressed to the last known place of business of the licensee, unless
the order is stayed by an order of a court of competent jurisdiction, the director or his
designee miay revoke the license of the licensee or may suspend the license for a period as
he determines. '

18. 8.C. Code Ann. §§ 38:53-170 states that no bondsman or runner may:

(¢) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not exceed
fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fée of one hundred dollars
or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by the
bondsman before the execution of thé bond. Conditions of the bond, which expressly or
implicitly require payment of monies in excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the
condition of the bond, shall not be considered part of the bondsmian's premium, and are not
affected by this code provision. The boridsman may collect these fees from the defendant
and is not limited by any language requirements of this code provision. '

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by atiaching a
statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreéiment shall require the
priricipal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum down payment of one
hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen
‘months after the date on which the bond was executed...” '

19.The language of Section -38-53:170(e) requires a minimum fee of $100 or 10%
whichever is greater, to be charged and collected prior to execution of the bond).
Enforcing this requirement does not negate the need for the payment agréement.
Section 38-53-170(¢) allows the bondsman to -enter into a payment agreement for

" amounts that exceed the minimum fee that must be collected by attaching a statement
of bondsman to the bond proceeding form; 2) provides the agreement shall require the
principal on the bail bond or any indemuiitor to mike a ‘minimum down payment of
one hundred dollars to finance the amount in excess of the mifiimum fee;-and 3)

~provides the payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed cighteen
months after the date on which the bond was executed.

20. 5. C. Code Ann. §§ 38-3-10 (A)2) and 38-53-150(B) provide for administrative penalties.
Section 38-53-150'(B) provides -
The director ot his designee, in lieu of revoking or suspending a licerise in accordance with-

the provisions of this chapter, in any one proceeding, by order, may require the licen_see to
pay to the director or his designee to be deposited in the general fund of the State a
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monctary penalty as provided in Section 38-2-10(2) for each offense. Upon failure of the
licensee to pay the penalty within twenty days after the mailing of the order, postage
prepaid, registered, and addressed to the last known place of business of the licensee, unless
the order is stayed by an order of a court of competent jurisdiction, the director or his
designee may revoke the ltcense of the licensee or may suspend the license for a period as
he determines.

Section 38-2-10 provides:'

If the violator is a person, other than an insurer, pharmacy benefits manager, or a health
mamtcnance organization, licensed by the director or his designee in this State, the director
or his designee shall fine thé person in an amount not to exceed two thousand five hundred
dollars, suspend or revoke the license of the person, or bath. If the violation is wilful, the
director or his designee shall fine the person in an amount not to exceed five thousand
dollars, suspend or revoke the license of the person, or both.

21. For the period May 5, 2025, through June 1, 2025, Respondent failed to charge and collect the
minimum fee required by law for 10 bail bonds before posting the bonds with the court. She
commiitted these violations even after receiving the notice from the Department and copies of
the Department’s ‘order setting forth the requirements for compliance with the law..This
conduct constitutes a willful violation of the laws of this state including S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-
53-170 (¢), 38-43-130 (AXC)(2), and 38-53-150(A)(BXC)(2).

THEREFORE, THE FOLLOWING IS ORDERED:

22, After a thorough review of the record and careﬁ.llly considering the-recommendation of the
partics, 1 hereby invoke the dlscret:onary authority given to me pursuant to § 38-2-10 (A)(2)
and impose an administrative penalty against Respondent in the amount of two thousand five
hundred dollars per violation for a total administrafive penalty amount of Twenty-Five
Thousand Dollars ($25,000). If that total fine amount is not timely paid as required by this
Order, Respondent’s bail bondsman and producer licenses will be revoked without any further
disciplinary proceedings by this agency.

23. This penalty inclides all expenses related to the investigation of this matter as provided in
‘Section 38-13-70 of the South Carolina Code of Laws. This penalty constitutes fill accord and
satisfaction of this matter. This administrative order as a public record is. subject to the
disclosure requlrements of the State of South Carolina’s Freedom of Information Act, S.C.
‘Code Ann. §§ 30-4-10.

24. Nothing contained within this admmlstratlve order should be construed to limit, or to deprive
any person of, any private right of action under the law. Nothing contained within this

" administrative order should be construed to limit, in any manner, the criminal jurisdiction of
any law. enforcement officer ot judicial officer. Nothing contained within this administrative
order shiould be construed to limit the statutory duty of the Director of Insurance, exercised
éither directly or through the Departmerit of Insurance, to “report to the Attomey General or
other appropriate law enforcement officials criminal violations of the laws relative fo the
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business of insurance or the provisions of this title which he considers necessary to report.”
S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-3-110.

ORDER

THEREFORE, it is ordered that prondent shall pay the Departmerit an admm:stratlve fine
of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000). Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-2-10,
Respondent shall pay the penalty within thirty (30) days from the date of my signature on this
Order unless Respondent requests in writing within said thirty (30) day period a public hearing
before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court. If Respondent fails to pay the administrative
fine as stated or request a public hearing before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court
within thirty (30) days from the date of my signature on this order, the Department will issue and
order revoking all hcenses issued to her by this Department.

IT1S FURTHE,R'ORDERED that Respondent comply with the laws of the state of South
Carolina and the orders of this Department.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the National Association of Insurance Commiissioners
immediately be notified of this Order.

This South Carolina Department of Insurance administrative disciplinary order. is a public:
record subject to the disclosure requirements of the State of South Carolina’s Freedom of
Information Aét. SC. Code Ann. §§30-4-10, et seq. Nothing contained within this administrative
disciplinary order should be constructed to limit or to deprive any person of any private right of
action under the law. Nothing contained within this administrative disciplinary order-should be
construed to limit, in any manner; the criminal Junsdlctlon of any law enforcement or judicial
officer. Nothing contalned within this administrative disciplinary order should be construéd to
limit the statutory ‘duty of the Director of Insurance, exercised either directly or through the
Department of Insurance; to report to the Attorney General or othér appropriate Jaw enforcement
official criminal v:olattons of the law relative to the business of insurance or the provisions of this
title which he considers necessary to report. S.C. Code Ann, §38-3-110(3).

This Order becomes effective as of the date of my signature below.,

it A

Director of Insurance

August ﬁ , 2025
Columbia, South Carolina
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NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING

Joyce W. Freeman, you have the right to a public hearing before the South Carolina
Administrative Law Court in which you may present evidence on all relevant matters and cross-
examine witnesses before final action is taken against your license. You are also entitled to
representation by an attorney if you desire to have legal represéntation.

If you wish to have a hearing on this matter, you must forward the original request directly to the
Administrative Law Court within 30 days of receipt of this letter, along with a filing fee of $200.00
payable to the South Carolina Administrative Law Court. If you decide to request a hearing, please
send your original request and a filing fee to the following address:

South Carolina Administrative Law Court
1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 224

Edgar Brown Buildirig

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

You must also send a coéy of your request for a hearing to this Department. Please do not send
the $200 filing fee for a hearing to the South Carolina Department of Insurance. Once the
Administrative Law Court receives your request and a filing fee, it will assign a judge to hear the
matter. .

PLEASE NOTE THAT IF YOU DO NOT REQUEST A HEARING WITHIN 30 DAYS OF
RECEIPT OF THIS ORDER, YOU WILL LOSE YOUR RIGHT TO REQUEST A
HEARING AND TO BE HEARD ON THIS ADMINISTRATIVE FINE NOTICE AND
ORDER. IF YOU DO NOT PAY THE ADMINISTRATIVE FINE, THE ENCLOSED
ORDER WILL BECOME EFFECTIVE AND A MATTER OF PUBLIC RECORD. YOUR
LICENSE WILL BE REVOKED WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE OR PROCEEDINGS.
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BEFORE THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
IN THE MATTER OF: SCDOI File # 2025-7722
JOYCE FREEMAN CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE OF
C/O Tracey Perlman ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER
P.O. Box 25292 AND FINE
Columbia, SC 29224
Producer/Surety Bondsman
NPN 17352185

Respondent
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On the date given below, I certify that I caused to be served the foregoing Order Imposing an
Administrative Fine on Joyce Freeman, through attorney Tracey Perlman recipient, by email and by
certified mail depositing it in the U.S. mail with proper postage affixed to Respondent’s legal
representative in this matter:

Joyce Freeman

C/O Tracey Perlman, Esq
PO Box 25292

Columbia SC 29224

and by electronic mail to: tracey/@tperlmanlaw.com

Dated this 18th day of August 2025 in Columbia, South Carolina.

CHAEL B ORD
emporary Special Investigator

RoA 0154




- EXHIBIT 10



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

. )

South Carolina Department of Insurance, ) Docket No.25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
)
Appellant/Petitioner, )
‘ )

. ) PROOF OF SERVICE

vs. )
)
Joyce W. Freeman, )
)
Respondent. )
)

I hereby certify that I have served the RESPONDENT"'S PREHEARING STATEMENT
(Description of the document) in the above-captioned matter by depositing it in the
United State Mail, postage prepaid, on_ October 20, 2025(Month/Day/Year) to the below

named parties at their address of record:

Joyce W. Freeman
Nome

4265 Augusta Road, Suite J
Address

_'73;13.!52(3?29073

Andrew R. Hand
Name

_Pp Box 1070

Address
c"_/”"l.&‘lu_-s" 2’}-&?
City/State/Zip

Richard A. Harpootlian

Name

PO Box 16390
Address

Columbia, SC 29202
City/State/Zip

Honorable Judge Samuel Johnson
Name

S

Address
1208 Peadleton SE., suite 229
City/State/Zip  Cotembin, 52 2126/

]
ih

C - . s ] 'y

Holly Smith ‘
(Print Your Name)

(ot Sipaature)

1201 Main Street, Suite 1000
(Street)

Columbia, SC 29201
(City, State, Zip Code)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
. ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, )  DOCKET NO., 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
)
Petitioner, )
)
Vs. ) RESPONDENT’S
)  PREHEARING STATEMENT
Joyce Freeman, )
)
Respondeént. )
);

Pursuant to the Court’s Order filed October 2, 2025, Respondent, the South
Carolina Deparlment of Insurance (the Department), submits its Prehearing Statements

below.

l.

2.

The nature of tlns proceeding is:

This proceeding arises from the Depm'tmeni ordering Respondent to pay a
$25,000 administrative fine due to allegations of misconduct related to
Respondent’s licensure as a resident producer and surety bondsman.

Statutory provision(s) conferring subject matter jurisdiction to the
agency and othier applicable statutes and regulations are:

S. C. Code §§ 38-1-10 et seq.
S.C.Code §§ 38-2-10 et seq.

S.C. Code §§ 38-43-130 (A) and (C)(2)
8.C. Code §§ 38-53-150 (A)(2) and (7)
S5.C. Code §38-53-150(B)

S.C. Code §35-53-170(¢e)

BN

The I$sue presented for determination, including dny claims or defenses
expected to be raised, is:

The issue presented. for . determination is whether the Départment’s
issuance of a $25,000 administrative fine to Respondent as a resident
producer and surety bondsman is consistent with South Carolina law.

The action requested of the Court 2nd a detailed statement of the law

which' supports the requested action, mcluding statutory and/or case
citations, are:
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The Department :espectﬂ;!.ly Tequests that the Court enter a final order
affirming the Department’s administrative fine of $25,000 Respondent’s
professional and resident producer licenses.

S8.C. Code Ann. §38-43-130 (A) and (C)(2) and (7) (2015) sets forth the
requirements for instituting ‘administrative disciplinary action against a
producer for violations of South Carolina law. ‘This section provides in relevant
part;

(A)The director or his designee may place on probation, revoke, or suspend a
produceér’s licerise after teh days' notice or refuse to issue or reissue a license
when it appears that 2 producer has been convicted of a crime invoiving moral
turpitude, has violated this title or any regulation promulgated by the
department, or has willfully deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens of this
State. ‘

(C) The words "deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens of this State"
include, but afe not limited to; action or inaction by the producer as
follows:

(2) violating insurance laws, or violating any regulation,
subpoena, or order of the director or of another state's director
- or his designee; and

(7) failure to comply with or violation of the provisions of this
chapter or of any order. of the director or his designee or
regulation of the department;

S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-53-150 (A)(2) and (7)(2015) provides that the director
or his designee may deny, suspend revoke or refuse to renew any license issued
under chapter 53 for any of the causes listed in that section. Specifically, this
section lists the following as causes for the Suspension or revocation of a
license:

(2) violation of any laws of this State relating to bail in the course of

dealings under the license issued to a bondsman or runer by the director
or his designee; and

(7) failure to comply with or violation of the provisions of this chapter or
of any order of the director or his designee or regulation of the

depariment.
S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-53-170 states that no bo;idsnian of runner may: .

2|Page
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(€) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may
not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee

of one bundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that

must be charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the
bond. Conditions of the bond, which expressty or implicitly require payment of
monies in excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the condition of the
bond, shall not be considered patt of the bondsman's premium, and are not
affected by this code provision, The bondsman may collect these fées from the
defendant and is not limited by any language requirements of this code
provision.

However, the bondsman is permittéd to enter into a payment agreement by -

attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this
agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make
a minimum down payment of one hundred. dollars. This payment agreement
may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen months aftér the date on which
the bond was executed..,

A brief summary of the fgc‘ts tobe presented at the hearing is as follows:

Respondent was first licensed with the Department as a producer on August 21,
2014; she was first licensed as a: bondsman on August 26, 2014. Respondent
remains licensed with NPN 17352185.

During May 2025 and June 2025, Respondent failed to charge and collect
10% of the bond for at least ten (10) bonds posted for defendants in South
Carolina. ‘

The Department issued Order No. 2024-07 which was signed by the
Department’s Director on Deceriber 11, 2024, This order was distributed to
all licensed surety boridsman, professional bondsman .and runners authorized
to conduct business in the State of South Carolina. This order provided
giiidance for compliance with the premium, minimum fee and payment
agreement reqilirements of Act No. 93 of 2023 requiring that ten percent of
the bond must be ¢harged-and collected prior to postifig the bond.

A summary of any motions expected to be raised atthe hearing and the
appropriate authority undérlying the motion is as follows:
None is anticipated at this time.

3|Page

RoA.0159



1. A list of proposed witnesses and exhibits ave:

As of this filing, the Department’s proposed witnesses include:
» Michael Beauford, Investigator (DOI)
¢ Andrea Burgoin, Program Manager I/Individual Licensing (DOT)
* Representative from Lexington County Clerk of Court

Exhibits include:
* S.C. Dept. of Insurance Order Number 2024-7

» Respondent’s Response to the Department via her former attomcy dated
June 6, 2025

e Bail Proceeding Form II, Promissoty Nofe and Installment Payment
Plan for Unpaid Premium, and Statement of Charges for Defendant
Myers, Defendant Byrd, Defendant Keldsen, Defendant Williams, -
Defendant Womack, Defendant Tumipseed, Defendant Myers,
Defendant Johnston, and Defendant Buff
8. A statement regarding the necessity of discovery, if any, is:
The Department would like to conduct limited discovery.
9. The estimated length of the hearing is:
One half day to three-quarters of a day.

10.  Any dates in the next one hundred twenty (120) days when you will not
be available for a hearing are; and

The Department is not available for a hearing on the following dates:

Month Dates

Qctober 24, 27-31
November 13-4,7,24, 25,26
December 12, 22-23
January 9 o

11. An email address where I can be reached is:
Shanika J. Moore- smoore@doi.sc.gov
By my signature below, I certify that a copy of this Respondent’s Prehearing
Statements has been served on all parties and/or protestants by first class mail on the date

shown below,

4|Page !
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October 20, 2025
Columbia, South Carolina.

Name: Shanika J. Moore
Associate General Counsel
SCBar#: 79808
Address: 1201 Main Street, Suite 1000
Columbia, SC 29201

5|Page
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance,
Docket No.: 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
Petitioner,
VS. RESPONDENT JOYCE FREEMAN’S
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
Joyce Freeman,
Respondent.

Respondent Joyce Freeman, pursuant to Rule 19 of the Administrative Law Court Rules
and Rule 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, hereby moves for an order granting
summary judgment in her favor and vacating the South.Carolina Department of Insurance’s (the
“Department™) imposifibn of a $25,000 fine on Respondent for pu;ported violations of 8.C. Code
Ann § 38-53-170(¢).

BACKGROUND

This matter arises from the South Carolina Department of Insurance’s imposition: of a
$25,000 fine upon Ms. Freeman for alleged violations of S.C. Code Amn § 38-53-170(e})
concerning the collection of bail bond premiums. More particularly, on August 18, 2025 the
Department issued an “Administrative Order Imposing Fine and Notice of Opportunity for
Hearing” (the “Administrative Order”) finding that Ms. Fr;:eman violated § 38-53-170(e) in ten
separate instances between May and June 2025. See Exhibit A (Aug. 18, 2025 Administrative
Order). The Administrative Order demonstrates that Ms. Freeman cooperated with the
Department’s investigation, providing copies of the ten bonds requested along with co¥1g3 of the

payment agreements and receipts for each of the bonds. Admin Order { 8. Q,""b @‘,L E’ @

The Administrative Order contains a chart in paragraph 8 that lists, “&h respect to each of

s JAN OO 2026

these ten bonds, the last name of the defendant, the date the bond was post V‘The amount of the
| %
lo -

1
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| bond, the premium charged by Ms. Freeman, the amount of the premium that was collected at the
time the bond was posted, and whether a payment agreement accompanied the bond. Ms. Freeman
agrees with the Department’s chart with one exception—with respect to “Defendant Williams,”
the total amount of the bond was $12,840, and the chart lists the premium charged as $1,280. The
receipts and payment agreement provided to the Department by Ms. Freeman, and produced by
the Department in this case, show that the amount of the premium charged in that case was actually
$1,284.00, which represents the full 10% of the bond amount.!

The chart contained in the Administrative Order demonstrates that, with respect to each of
these bond transactions, the amount of the premium charged by Ms. Freeman was equal to 10% of
the bond; the amount of the premium collected at the time the bond was posted was less than the
full amount of the premium charged, but greater than $100; and a payment agreement was executed
between Freeman Bail Bonds and the defendant in each case. Admin. Order ¥ 8. The payment
agreements themselves demonstrate that they each required payment of the balance of the full
amount of the premium via regular monthly payments for a period of time less than 18 months.

The Administrative Order concluded that these transactions violated § 38-53-1'-70(6) for
failure to callect the full amount of the 10% premium prior to the exccution of the bond. The
Administrative Order provided the following reasoning:

The language of Section 38-53-170(e) requires a minimum fee of $100 or 10%

whichever is greater, to be charged and collected prior to the execution of the
bond). Enforcing this requirement does not negate the need for a payment

! The documents provided by Ms. Freeman to the Depariment, and produced by the Department
in this case, include with respect to each of these ten defendants the bond forms, receipts of
payment, payment agreements, and other documents related to these transactions. The documents
include the full names of these defendants, the crimes with which they were charged, and the
names of other persons who are not a party to this action. In respect of those individuals® privacy,
and assuming that the Department does not contest the recitation of the facts contained herein,
Respondent is not attaching those documents to this motion. However, should these documents
become necessary to resolve a question of fact in this case, or if the Cowrt would prefer to have
them for any reason, Respondent will be pleased to submit these documents to the Court for review.

2
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agreement. Section 38-53-1’30(6)_ allows the bondsman to enter into a payment

agreement for amounts that exceed the minimum fee that must be coliected by

attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form; 2) provides the

agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a

minimum down payment of one hundred dollars to finance the amount in excess of

the minimum fee; and 3) provides the payment agreement may not be altered and

must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was executed.
Administrative Order § 19 (emphasis in original). Based on this interpretation of § 38-53-170(e),
the Administrative Order imposed a fine of $25,000 upon Ms. Freeman and further threatened that
“[i]f the total fine amount is not timely paid as required by this Order, Respondent’s bail bondsman
and producer licenses will be revoked without any further disciplinary proceedings by this
agency.” Administrative Order ] 22.

Ms. Freeman timely filed a request for a contested case hearing on the Department’s
Administrative Order on September 2, 2025. This case was assigned to this Honorable Coutt on
September 10, 2025. By order dated Decentber 19, 2025, and by agreement of the parties, the
Court directed motions for summary judgment and supported briefs to be filed on or before January

9, 2026.
LEGAL STANDARD

Rule 56 of the‘: South Carolina Rules of Civil Proccdurelprovides that summary judgment
shall be rendered if there is no genuine issue as to any material fact. Rule 56(c), SCRCP. Where a
dispute furns solely, on statutory interpretation, summary judgn;ent is appropriate because statutory
construction presents a question of law for the court. See Hock RH, LI;C v. S.C. Dep't of Revenue,
423 S.C. 208, 212, 813 S.E.2d 540, 542 (Ct. App. 2018) (A question of statutory interpretation is
one of law for the court to decide.”) (quoting Alltel Commc 'ns, Inc. v. S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 399
S.C. 313, 316, 731 S.E.2d 869, 870-71 (2012)); Wright v. PRG Real Estate Mgmit., Inc., 426 8.C.

202, 211, 826 S.E.2d 285, 290 (2019) (“The purpose of summary judgment is to expedite

3
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disposition of cases which do not require the services of a fact finder.”) (quoting George v. Fabri,
345 S.C. 440, 452, 548 S.E.2d 868, 874 (2001)).

As a general rule, “[t]he construction of a statute by the agency charged with its
administration will be accorded the most respectful consideration and will not be overruled absent
compelling circumstances.” Dunton v. 8.C. Bd. of Exam’rs in Optometry, 291 §.C. 221, 223,353
S.E.2d 132, 133 (1987!). “FEyen so, an administrative constrélction affords no basis for the
perpetuation of a patently erroneous application of the statute.” State v. Sweat, 386 S.C. 339, 351,
688 S.E.2d 569, 575-76 (2010) (quoting Monroe v. Livingston, 251 8.C. 214,217,161 S.E.2d 243,
244 (1968)); see also Jack’s Custom Cych;s, Inc. v. 8.C. Dep't of Revenue, 439 S.C. 35, 48, 885
S.E.2d 433, 440 (Ct. App. 2023) (noting that courts will reject an agency’s interpretation of a
statute “where the plain language of the statute is contrary. to the agency’s interpret‘ation”); CFRE,
LLC v. Greenville Cnty. Asses‘;'or, 395 8.C. 67, 77,716 S.E.2d 877, 882 (2011) (“[W]e will reject
an agency’s intelpretatio‘n if it conflicts with the statute’s plain language.”).

ARGUMENT

Freeman believes that the facts of thfs case are not in dispute. The only question presented
by this case is whether the Department’s hite;pretafion of 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) is the
correct one. For aid in this discussion, the éntirety of that statutory provision is contained below.

Section 38-53-170. Unlawful acts.

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not
exceed fificen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of one
hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be
charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.
Conditions of the bond which expressly or implicitly require payment of monies in
excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the condition of thé bond, shall not
be considered part of the bondsman's premium, and are not affected by this code

4
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provision. The bondsman may coliect these fees from the defendant and is not
limited by any language requirements of this code provision.

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by
attaching a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement
shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum
down payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered
and must not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was
executed. If the payment has not been made for two consecutive months, the
bondsman must send a certified notice to the last known address of the principal
and indemmtitor demanding payment be made within ten days to bring the agreement
current. If no payment is received by the end of the notice period, the bondsman
must surrender the principal to the proper detention facility for holding and file a
motion'to be relieved as provided in Section 38-53-50(A) or (B), at which time the
agreement must be accelerated, and the balance paid in full, before or at the motion
hearing for the principal to be rereleased on bond. The bondsman may accept
collateral security or other indemmity from the principal which must be returned
within ten days after final termination of liability on the bond unless a bench
warrant has been issued. The bondsman shall identify who is paying the premium
and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not been
obtained from any person who has a greater interest in the principal’s disappearance
than appearance for trial. The collaterat security or otheir indemnity required by the
bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond. If the bond is
forfeited, a bondsman may not convert collateral described in the collateral receipt
to cash until he has provided a ten-day notice of this pending conversion to the
depositor. This notice must be sent by certified mail to the last known address of
the depositor. After the conversion, the bondsman must disclose the actual amount
received to the depositor and must return any amount received that exceeds the final
judgement or consent amount, less any reasonable expenses. These reasonable
expenses include apprehension and legal costs incurred as a result of the violation
of the bond. The bondsman must provide the depositor copies of all receipts and, if
applicable, the overage money within three days after settlement;

Of note, this statutory provision was amended in 2023. See Exhibit B, 2023 8.C. Act 83 (H. 3532)
(enacted June 20, 2023). Prior to that time, § 38-53-170(e) read, in its entirety, as follows:

(e) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not
exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of

_twenty-five dollars. However, the bondsman is permitted to accept collateral
security or other indénmity from the principal which must be returned upon final
termination of liability on the bond. The bondsman shall identify who is paying the
premium and shall represent that the collateral security-or other indemnity has not
been obtained from any person who has a greater inferest in the principal’s
disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security or other indemnity
by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond,;
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Exhibit C, S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170 (enacted by 1998 Act No. 425, § 2).

As noted supra, the Departiment’s position is that § 38-53-170(¢) requires a bail bondsman
to collect a minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond before the bond is
executed in all cases. Respondent maintaing that the statute plainly allows the bondsman to enter
into a payment agreement with the principal for the payment of the premium over time in leu of
¢ollecting the entire minimum payment at the time the bonci is executed. The Department’s fine
against Respondent was based on its interpretation, as Freeman entered into a payment agreement
with each of the identified principals (defendants) in fieu of collecting 10% of the bond’up—front..
The Administrative Order did not cite reeman for any other. pl;rported violation-of § 38-53-170(¢).

A. The Plain Language of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) Provides that Payment
Agreements Are Permitted in Lieu of Collecting the Full Minimum Premium Up

Front,

“In construing statutory language, the statute must be read as a whole and sections which
are part of the same general statutory law n=1ust be construed together and each one given effect.”
Denene, Inc. v. City of Charleston, 352 8.C. 208, 212, 574 8.E.2d 196, 198 (2(302) (citing TNS
Mills, Inc. v. S.C. Dep 't of Revenue, 331 8.C. 611, 503 S.E.2d 471 (1998)). “All rules of statutory
construction are subservient to the one that the legislative intent must prevail it it can be reasonably
discovered in the langnage used, and that the language used must be construed in the light of the
intended purpose of the statute.” Kirfakides v. United Artists Comms., Inc., 312 8.C. 271, 275, 440
S.E.2d 364, 366 (1994). “When the language of a statute is clear and explicit, a court cannot rewrite
the statute and inject matters into it ?VhiCh are not in the legislature’s language.” Hodges v. Rainey,
341 S.C. 79, 87, 533 S.E.2d 578, 582 (2000). Further, “[t]he Court must presume the legislature

did not intend a futile act, but rather intended its statutes to accomplish something.” Denene, 352

S.C. at212, 574 S.E.2d at 198.

6
RoA_0167



Freeman subrhits that the plain language of’ § 38-53-170(e) explicitly permits bail
bondsn;en to enter into payment agreements with principals in lieu of collecting the full minimum
10% premium prior to the execution of the bond. The statute contains two operative components.
The first paragraph addresses the premium generally and provides that a minimum fee of $100 or
ten percent of the bond, whicheve_:r is greater, “must be charged and collected by the bondsman
before the execution of the bond.” The second paragraph immediately follows and begins with the
word “however,” followed by a comma, and states that the bondsman is permitted to enter info a
payment agreement with the principal subject to enumerated statutory requirements, followed by
a detailed framework governing such agreements.

The Legislature’s use of the word “however” is dispositive, and it must be presumed to
have been intentional, Sweat, 386 S.C. at 351, 688 S.E.2d at 575 (“A statute should be so construed
that no word, clause, sentence, provision or part shall be rendered surplusage, or superfluous.”)
(quoting fir re Decker, 322 S.C. 215, 219, 471 S.E.2d 462, 463 (1995)). The use of the word
“however” followed by a comma si_gniﬁes a contradiction or exception to the general requirement
for up-front premium collection. See However, def. 2, Me!n'iam—Webster’s Dictionary (online
edition 2025; available at https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/however) (“in spite of
that : on the other hand”). Reading the statute as a whole, the only reasonable interpretation is that
the Legislature created an alternative mechanism for collecting the premium: either the bondsman
collects the full minimum 10% up front, or the bondsman “enters into a statutorily complaint
payment agreement requiring a minimum down payment of $100, with payments not to exceed 18
months. Any other reading would render the word “however” superfluous in the statute.

This “however” framework enacted by the Legislature makes sense. As noted supra, the

prior version of the statute capped the premium that a bail bondsman may charge at 15% (as it
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does now), but then set a minimum fee of $25. See Ex. C. The effect of this was that criminal
defendants facing all manner of charges could, theoreﬁcally, péy $25 to a bail bondsman and then
skip town or otherwise not return for their court date, having lost only their $25. The 2023
amendments upped the ante—now, criminal defendants are expected to pay a minimum of $100
(representing a 300% incréase) or 10% of the face amount of the bond, whichever is greater. The
financial stakes for violating the conditions of the bond thus became significantly higher.

But that solution poses its own problem: In South Carolina and beyond, criminal
defendants have a constitutional right against excessive bail. See S.C. Const. art. I § 15 (“All
persons shall be, before conviction, bailable by sufficient sureties . . . . Excessive bail shall not be
required . . .””). What qualifies as “excessive” might mean different things for different people and
depends, at least in part, on that de_fendant’s financial resources. See S.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-30
(listing among the factors courts may consider in setting a bond, the charged person’s
“employment” and “financial resources”). A defendant facing a $50,000 bond may or may not be
able to pay $5,000 to secure a bond, in which case that defendant would remain in jail rather than
his appearance in court being reasonably assured. See id. (the purpose of a bond is to “reasonably
assure appearance” of the defendant), The ranks of Alvin 8. Glenn would grow substantially, and
unnecessarily, at significant expense to the state.

Thus, the “however,” provision. Rather than paying the entire amount of the 10% premium
up front, the Legislature devised a framework whereby defendants could avail themselves of a-
payment plan, provided they pay the minimum $100 fee. See § 38-53-170(e). The statute goes on
to provide that such payment agreements “must not exceed eigh‘teen months after the date on which
the bond was executed,” and then sefs out in detail what happens in the event payments are not

timely made under the agreement, including that the bondsman must send a certified letter to the
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last known address of the principal demanding payment within ten days, surrender the principal to
the proper detention facility if the payments are not brought current within that time, file a motion
to be relieved pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-50, and accelerate the paymentsldue under the
bond. /d. Thus, while the Legistature expanded access to surety bonds by this provision, it also put
in place additional safeguards to ensure the principal’s compliance with his payment obligations,
and a swift mechanism for ensuring his appearance in court if he defaults on those obligations.
Freeman submits that this is the most logical reading of the statute and the Legislature’s
intent in drafting it. See Kiriakides, 312 S.C. at 275, 440 S.E.2d at 366 (“All rules of statutory
construction are subservient to the one that the legislative intent must prevail if it can be reasonably
discovered in the language used, and that the language used must be construed in the light of the
intended purpose of the statute.”). Notably, the statute does not state that payment agreements
apply only to amounts exceeding the minitnum premium. Nor does the “however” paragraph
contain its own minimum premium requirement, indicating that it was infended to follow and
incorporate the preceding language—that is, the payment agreement is intended to allow payments
on the minimum premium described in the preceding paragraph. This reading of the statute ensures
that it is read as a whole, and each portion of it is given effect. Denene, 352 8.C. at 212, 574 S.E.2d
at 198 (“In construing statutory language, the statute must be read as a whole and sections which
are part of the same general statutory law must be construed together and each one given effect.”).
And it negates any need to read additional or limiting language into the statute, such as a different
minimum premium amount applicable to the payment agreement, which method of statutory

construction South Carolina courts consistently forbid. Hodges, 341 S.C. at 87, 533 S.E.2d at 582.
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B. The Department’s Interpretation of the Statute Is Illogical and Would Produce
Absurd Results. .

From its Administrative Order in this matter, the Department’s position appears to be that
the payment agreements envisioned by the Legislature apply only to “amounts that exceed the
minimum fee that must be collected:” Respectfully, this makes no sense. The minimum fee that
must be collected is “one hundred dollars or ten'per;:ent of the bond, whichever is greater.” § 38-
53-170(¢). The maximum fee that may be collected is fifteen percent of the bond. Id. Thus, under
the Department’s reading, a bondsman must collect ten percent of the bond before the bond is
executed in all cases, and then enter into a separate payment agreement with the principal in the -
event the bondsnian decides to charge the principal another five percent (which is optional), and
the payment agreement can only apply to the additional five percent of the bond. This reading is
nonsensical and would vitiate the obvious purpose of the statute, which was to provide criminal
defendants access to bonds in the form of a payment plan if they cannot afford the minimum ten
percent fee. And, more importantly, the plain language of the statute provides no such restrictions
on the amount of the premium that may be collected by way of a payment agreement—it requires
only that the principal make a minimum down ioaqunt of one hundred dollars whei he enters into
the agreement, and obligate himself by the agreement to pay the premium over time. § 38-53-
170(e). ‘

Indeed, the Department’s formulation would lead to an absurd result, Under the
Department’s interpretation, if the bondsman elected to enter into a payment agreement with the
principal, he would be required at the time the bond is executed to (1) collect ten percent of the
bond; (2) charge the principal an additional $100; and (3) execute a payment plan for no more than
five percent of the bond, to be collected over eighteen months upon paiﬂ of imprisonment if the

payments are not met. That would be an absurd and overly complicated transaction that the
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Legislature could not have intended. See Stone v, Stafe (City of Orangeburg), 313 S.C. 533, 535,
443 S.E.2d 544, 545 (1994) (“This Court must avoid construing a statute so as to lead to an absurd
result.”) {citing State v. Aﬂen; 314 S.C. 539, 431 S.E.Zd 563 (1§93)). And it would render as
surplusage the thorough and thoughtful procedure craftégi by the Legislature for ensuring that a
criminal defendant meets his obligations under. the payment agreement, relegating it only to a
natrow subset of transactions where the bondsman elects to charge more than the minimum
premium of 10%. Sweat, 386 8.C. at 351, 688 S.E.2d at 575: Denene, 352 8.C. at 212, 574 S.E.2d
at 198 (“The Court must presumie the legislature did not intend a futile act, but rather intended its
statutes to accomplish something.”).

Perhaps the best argument against the Department’s position is contained in an opinion
from the South Carolina Attorney General issued on June 17, 2024, See The Honorable B. Lee
Miller, Op. S.C. Att’y Gen., 2024 WL 3186557 (July 17, 2024) (attached as Exhibit D). In that
opinion, offered in response to an inquiry from a municipal judge, the Attorney General rejected
the position that the Department now espouses, finding that § 38-53-170(¢) “allows a bondsman
to accept a minimum down payment of one ]mndred dollars along with a payment agreement for
the remaining amount of the minimum premium as long as the bondsman attaches the agreement
to the bond processing form and complies with the other rcquiremqnts for the agreement contained
in section 3é—53-170(c).” Id at *3, In order to reach this conclusion, the Attorney General
performed a thorough analysis of the statute, taking into account its plain language and legislative
history. The Attorney General specifically found that the interpretation of § 38-53-170(e) now
adopted by the Department “could Jead to an absurd result” and offered the following reasoning:

First, we are at a loss as to why the Legislature would find it neccssafy to give

permission for a payment agreement for an amount that the bondsman is not

required to charge in the first place. Second, this reading would require the principal
to pay not only the ten percent bond up front, but also an additional one hundred
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dollars for the opportunity to finance the premium in excess of the ten percent. We
do not believe such an interpretation is in line with the intent of the Legislature.

Id at *2,

The Attorney Geperal further observed that the Department’s interpretation of § 38-33-

170(e) could raise constitutional concerns:

Lastly, we must keep in mind that the South Carolina Constitution affords
defendants the right to bail. S.C. Const. Art. I § 15 (2009). As our Supreme Court
stated, “all statutes are presumed constitutional and, if possible, will be construed
to render them valid,” State v. Neuman, 384 S.C. 395, 402, 683 S.E.2d 268, 271
(2009) (quoting Curtis v. State, 345 8.C. 557, 569, 549 5.E.2d 591, 597 (2001)).
While the revisions to section 38-53-170(c) [sic] indicate the intent of the
Legislature to increase the premium charged and paid by defendants, we believe by
giving defendants the ability to enter into a payment agreement with the bondsman,
the Legislature is balancing its desire to increase and standardize premiums with
defendants’ ability to pay those premiums and ensuring compliance with
defendants’ constitutional rights.

Id. at #3. Indeed, “[t]he provisions of the state constitution are not a grant but a limitation of
legislative power, so that the Legislature may enact any law notlexpressly, or by clear implication,
prohibited by the state or federal constitution.” Segars-Andrews v. Judicial Merit Selection
Comm’n, 387 S.C. 109, 118, 691 S.E.2d 453, 458 (2010). .Had the Legislature enacted a scheme
that made bail prohibitively expensive for criminal defendants, it might well have violated the
prohibition contained in the South Carolina and federal constitutions ‘against excessive bail. See
S.C. Const. art. I § 15; U.S. Const. amend. VIII (“Excessive bail shall not be required . . . .”).
Readingl the statute in the manner that the Attorney General did, which also comports with the
plain language of the statut;a, avoids this constitutional conﬂilct. See Ciry of Rock Hill v. Harris,
391 8.C. 149, 154, 705 S.E.2d 53, 55 (2011) (“In determining whether a statute complies with the
South Carolina Constitution, the Court will, if possible, construe the statute so as to render it

valid*) (quoting Moseley v. Welch, 209 S.C. 19, 26-27, 39 S.E.2d 133, 137 (1946)).
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Despite the C(;1nprehensive analysis of the statute offered by the Attorney General, the
Department persisted in its erroneous interpretatién, even going so far as to request that the
Atforney General withdraw his opinion. In response to this inquiry, the Attorney General elected
to defer to the Department given its regulatory authority over Title 38, but was careful to note that
“[o]ur interpretation of Section 38-53-170(e) remains unchanged . . . See Gwendolyn McGriff,
Esquire, Op. S.C. Att’y Gen. (July 31, 2025) (attached as Exhibit K). That ought to have been a
signal to the Department that it was going astray in its interpretation of the statute. But alas, it now
falls to this Court to correct the Department’s patently erroneous interpretation of the law. See
Jack’s Custom Cycles, 439 8.C. at 48, 885 S.E.2d at 440 (“[A]n administrative construction affords
no basis for the perpetuation of a patently erroneous application of the statute.”).

CONCLUSION

For these reasons, Respondent Freeman submits that the Department’s inferpretation of
S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53- 170(e) is erroneous, and its decision to impose a $25,000 fine on Freeman
was in error. Accordingly, Respondent respectfully requests that the Court: (1) grant summary
judgment in Freeman’s favor; (2) vacate the Department’s determination and the $25,000 fine

imposed on Freeman; and (3) grant Freeman such other anid further relief as the Court deems just

and proper.

[Signature on following page]
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January 9, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard A. Harpootlian (Bar No. 2725)
Andrew R, Hand (Bar No. 101633)
RICHARD A. HARPOOTLIAN, P.A.

1410 Laurel Street (29201)

Post Office Box 1090

Columbia, South Carolina 25202

(803) 252-4848

(803) 252-4810 (facsimile)
rah@harpootlianlaw.com
arh@harpootlianlaw.com

Attorneys for Respondent Joyce Freeman
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South Carolina Department of Insurance v. Joyce Freeman
"Docket No. 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
Respondent Joyce Freeman’s Motion for Summary Judgment

EXHIBIT A

(Administrative Order, April 18,
2025)
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BEFORE THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE
IN THE MATTER OF: ‘ SCDO! File # 2025-7722
JOYCE W. FREEMAN
4265 Augusta Rd., Ste J ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER
Lexington, SC 28073 IMPOSING FINE AND NOTICE OF
OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING

Producer/Surefy Bondsman

NPN 17352185,
Respondent.

. Pursuant to the authority granted to the Divector of Insurance under the insurance laws of
ihe State of Seulh Carolina, nolice is provided that the South Carolina Department of Insurance
(hereafter referred to as the “Department”) proposes an administrative fine for producer/surety
bondsman Joyce W. Freeman, {(hereafter referred to as “Respondent™) for the violation(s) of law
described herein. This Order shall become effective as a final order without fusther notice, upon
expiration of the thirty (30) day period referenced herein if no request for a hearing is made

pursuant to $.C. Code Ann, §38-43-130 (2015).

After careful review of the evidence presented, I find ds follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

{. The Department is the regulatory agency charged with the responsibility of implementing and
enforcing the insurance laws of the State of South Cavolina.

3. Respondent was inilially licensed. with the Department as a producer on August 21, 2014; she
was first licensed as a surety bondsman on August 26, 2014. Respondent is currently licensed
as a producer and surety bondsman with NPN 17352185 in South Carolina, South Carolina
law requires all surety bondsmen to be licensed as producers. A producer license is a

prereguisite for a surety bondsman license.

3. Respondent is appointed as a producer and surety bondsman with Altegheny Casualty
Company, Bankers Insurance and Palmetio Surety Corporation.

4, On or about June 2, 2025, the Department received a complaint alleging Respondent charﬁed
ten percent for a bail bond for Defendant E.B., but Respondent failed to collect the full ten
percent minimum fee required by statute when the bond was posted with the court.
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3,

10,

_| Defendant Williams 51271125 $2,840 (351,280 | 3400 Yes

A copy of the power of attorney (power) for Defendant B.B. was obtained during the
investigation into the allegation. The power, indicating Allegheny Casualty Company as the
surety insurer, showed that the bond was exccuted on June 1, 2025, in Lexington County. The
power reflected that Respondent was the surety bondstman that executed the bond..The bond
amount was $35,000, Respondent charged a premium of $3,500, but Respondent only collected
$500 according o the payment agreement and payment receipts. Respondent allowed the
balance of the 10 percent to be paid via a payment agreement.

On or about June 5, 2025, a Notice of Investigation letter was sent by certified mail to
Respondent’s address on file: 4265 Augusta Rd. Ste. J., Lexington, 5.C. 25073.

On June 6, 2025, Respondent responded to the allegations made against her via her attomey.
Respondent does not deny failing to collect the required minimum 10% fee. Respondent
contends that she did not act inapprapriately by rccepting Jess than ten percent when the bond
was posted because the law pennits bondsmen to create a payment plan to receive the full fen

percent.

Respondent provided copics of ten bonds she executed after charging but not collesting the
ten percent minimum fee required by the statute before posting the bond. She also provided
copies of the payment agreement and receipts, for the following bonds she posted:

Defendants Date Bond  Premium Premium Paymemnt

Defendants Posted Amt Charged Collected Apgreement
Defendant Myers 5129125 $25,000 | $2,500 | $480 Yes
Defendant Byrd 5128125 $2,500 | $250 $150 yes
‘Defendant Keldsen 527125 $2,100 [3710 $200 Yes

5127125 $5,000

5127125 $10,000
Defendant Womack 5/28/25 $25,000 {$2,500 | $360 Yes
Defendant Anderson 5/02/25 $47,000 { $4,700 | $600 Yes
Defendant Turnipseed | 5/02/25 $5,000 {3500 £200 Yes

Defendant Myers 5/06/25 $22,500 | $2,250 | $350 Yes
Defendant Johnslon 5/06/25 $15,000 ] $1,500 | $300 Yes
Defendant Buff 6/01/25 $35,000 | $3,500 [ $500 Yes

Beginning May 2, 2025, through June 1, 2025, Respondent wrote ten (10) bonds for which she
charged, but she fuiled to collect the ten peccent minimum fee before posting the bond.

The Department issued SCDO!I Order No. 2024-07 (Order 2024-07) on December 11, 2024,
Order No, 2024-07 was distributed to Respondent and all licensed surety bondsmen,
professional bondsmen, and runners authorized to conduct bail bond business in the State of
South Carolina. The Order provided guidance for compliance with the bond premium and 10%
minimum fee and payment agreement requirements of Act No. 93 of 2023 (i.e, the South
Carolina Bond Reform Act) set forth in 8.C. Cade Ann. §38-53-170(c) as unlawful acls.
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L1. Additionally, that Order informed licensees that South Carolina law requires $100 or 10%
whichever is greater to be charged and coflected prior to execution of the bond as the minimum

fee.

12. 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-95 requires bondsmen to supply the department! with a business, email,
mailing, and residential street addresses and to notify the depariment within thirty days of any
change in legal name or any of these addresses.

13. A copy of the Order was emailed to Respondent’s email address on record on December L1,
2024. Additionally, a hard copy of the Order was sent via certified mail to Respondent’s
address on record on December 11, 2024, Neither communication was returned to the

Departinent as undeliverable,

14. On August 15, 2025, via her attorney, Respondent was emailed a copy of a letter dated July
31, 2025 from the Office of the State of South Carolina Attorney General that stated it defers
to the inferpreiatlon of the Depariment of Insurance as the agency with regulalory authority
and advised any bail bondsmen and runners to follow the departiment s instructions and orders
pending judicial or legislative clarification.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1 5. Pursuant to the authority granted to the Director of Insurance by 8.C, Code Ann. §§38-1-10 ef
seq., The Insurance Law and §§38-2-10 ef seq., the South Carolina Department of Insurance
has jurisdiction over Respondent and the subject matter of this order.

16. 8.C. Code Section 38-43-130(A)(C) (2) states:

(A) The direclor or his designee may place on probation, revoke, or suspend a producer’s
license after ten days’ notice...when it appoars that a producer... has violated this title ot
any regulation promulgated by the department, or has willfully deceived or dealt unjustly
with the citizens of this State...(C) The words "“deceived or dealt unjustly with the citizens
of this State” include, but are not limited lo, action or inaction by the producer as follows:

(2) violating insurance Jaws, or violating any regulation, subpoena, or order of the director
or of another state's director or his designee.

17. 8.C. Code Ann, §§ 38-53-150(A)(2) provides, in relevant part:

{A)The director or his designee may deny, suspend, revoke, or refuse to renew any
licensc issued under this chapter for any of the following causes:

(2) violation of any laws of this State relating 1o bail in the course of dealings under the
license issued to a bandsman or nunner by the director or his desighies;

(7) failure to comply with or violation of the provisions of this chapter or of any order of
the directar or his designee or regulation of the department;
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(B)The director or his designee, in lien of revoking or suspending a license. in accordance
with the provisions of this chapler, in any one proceeding, by order, may require the
licenses to pay to the director or his designee to-be deposited in the general fund of (he
© State a monetary penalty as provided in Section 38-2-10(2) for each offense. Upon faiture
of the licensee to pay the penalty within twenty days after the mailing of the order, postage
prepaid, registered, and addressed to the last known place of business of the licensee, unless
the order is stayed by an order of & court of competent jurisdiction, the director or his
desipnee may revoke the license of the licensee or may suspend the license for a period as

he determines.
18. 8.C. Code Ann, §§ 38-53-170 states that no bondsman or runﬁer-may:

(6) accept anything of value from a principal except the premiutn, which may not exceed
fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of one hundyed dollars
or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by the
bondsiman before the execution of the bond. Conditions of the bond, which expressly ot
implicitly require payment of monies in excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the
condition of the bond, shall not be considered part of the bondsman's premium, and are not
affected by this code provision. The bondsman may collect these fees from the defendant
. and is not limited by any language requirements of this code provision.

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by attaching a
statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement shall requite the
principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum down payment of one
hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen
months after the date on which the bond was exccuted...”

[9. The language of Section 38-53-170(¢) requires a minimum fee of $100 or 10%
whichever is greater, to be charged and collected prior to execution of the bond).
Enforcing this requirement does not negate the need for the payment agreement.
Section 38-53-170(e) allows the bondsman te enter info a payment agreement for
amounts that exceed the minimum fee that must be coltected by attaching a statement
of bondsman to the bond proceeding form; 2) provides the agreement shalt require the
principal on the bail bond ‘or any indemnitor to meke a minimum down payment of
one hundred dollars to finance the amount in excess of the minimum.fee; and 3)
provides the payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen
months after the date on which the bond was executed.

20. 8. C. Code Ann. §§ 38-2-10.(A)(2) and 38-53-150(B) provide for administrative penalties.

Section 38-53-150 (B) provides

The director or his designee, in lieu of revoking or suspending a license in accordance with
the provisions of this chapter, in any ane proceeding, by order, may require the licensce to
pay to the director or his designee to be deposited in the general fund of the State a
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monetary penalty as provided in Section 38-2-10(2) for each offense. Upon failure of the
licensee to pay the penalty within twenty days after the mailing of the order, postage
prepaid, registered, and addressed to the last known place of business of the licensee, unless
the order is staved by an order of a court of competent jurisdiction, the director or his
designee may revoke the license of the licensee or may suspend the license for a period as

he determines;

Section 38-2-10 provides:

If the violator is a person, other than an insurer, pharmacy benefits manager, or a health
maintenance organization, licensed by the director or his designee in this State, the director
or his designee shall fine the personin an amount not to exceed two thousand five hundred
dolfars, suspend or revoke the license of the person, or both. If the violation is wilful, the
director or his designee shall fine the person in an amount not to exceed five thousand
dollars, suspend or revoke the license of the person, ar boti.

For the period May 5, 2025, through June 1, 2025, Respondent faifed to charge and collect the
minimum fee required by law for 18 bail bonds before posting the bonds with the court. She
commilted these violations even after receiving the notice from the Department and copies of
the Depattment’s order seiting forth the requirements for compliance with the law., This
conduct constitutes a willful violation of the laws of this state including 8.C. Cede Ann. §§ 38~

53.170 (&), 38-43-130 (A)(C)(2), and 38-53-150(A)(B)YC)(2).

THEREFORE, THE FOLLOWING IS ORDERLD:

22. After a thorough review of the record and carefully considering the recommendation of the

23.

24,

partics, I hereby invoke the discretionary authority given to me pursuant to § 38-2-10 (A)(2)

and impose an administrative penalty against Respondent in the amount of two thousand five
hundred dollars. per violation for a total administrative penalty amount of Twenty-Five
Thousand Dollaxs (525,000). If that total fine amount is not timely paid as required by this
Order, Respondent’s bail bondsman and producer ticenses will be revoked without any further

disciplinary proceedings by this agency.

This penalty includes all expenses refated lo the investigation of this malter as provided in
Section 38-13-70 of the South-Carolina Code of Laws, This penalty constitutes full accord and
satisfaction of this matter. This administrative order as a public record is subject to the
disclosure requirements of the State of South Carolina's Freedom of Infornation Aci, 8.C.

Code Ann. §§ 30-4-10.

Nothing contained within this administrative arder should be construed to limit, or to deprive
any person of, any private right of action under the law, Nothing contained within this
administrative order should be construed to limit, in any manner, the criminal jurisdiction of
any law enforcement officer or judicial officer. Nothing contained within this administrative
order should be construed to limit the statutory duty of the Director of Insurance, exercised
either directly or through the Department of Insurance, to “report to the Attorney General or
other appropriate law enforcement officials criminal violations of the laws relative to the
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business of inswrance or the provisions of this title which he considers necessary to report.”
S.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-3-110. '

ORDER

THEREFORE, it is ordered that Respondent shall pay the Department an administrative fine
of Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000). Pursuant to 5.C. Code Ann. §§ 38-2-10,
Respondent shall pay the penslty within thirty (30) days from the date of my signature on this
Order unless Respondent requests in writing within said thirty (30) day perlod a public hearing
before the South Carolina Administeative Law Court. If Respondent fails to pay the administrative
fine as stated or request a public hearing before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court
within thirty (30) days from the date of my signature on this order, the Department will issue and
order revoking all ficenses issued to her by this Department.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent comply with the laws of the sla-te of South
Caroalina and the orders of this Department.

IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED that the National Association of Insurance Commissioners
immediately be notified of this Order.

This South Carolina Department of Insurance administrative disciplinary order is a public
record subject to. the disolosure requirements of the State of South Carolina’s Freedom of
Information Aci, S.C. Code Ann. §830-4-10, et seq. Nothing contained within this administrative
disciplinary order should be constructed to limit or to deprive any person of any private right of
action under the law. Nothing contained within this administrative disciplinary order should be
construed to limit, in any manner, the criminal jurisdiction of any law enforcement or judicial
officer. Nothing contained within this administrative disciplinary order should be construed to
limit the statufory duty of the Director of Insurance, exercised either directly -or through the
Department of Insurance, (o report to the Attomey General or other appropriate Iaw enforcement
official criminal violations of the law relative to the business of insurance or the provisions of this
title which he considers necessary to report. 3.C. Code Ann, §38-3-110(3).

This Order becomes effective as of the date of my signature below.

MICHAEL WISE
Director of Insnkance

August 18, 2025
Columbia, Sonth Carolina
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NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR A HEARING

Joyce W. Freeman, you have the right to a public hearing before the South Caralina
Administrative Law Court in which you may present cvidence on al] relevant matters and cross-
examine witnesses before final action is taken against your license. You are also entiticd to
representation by an attomey if you desire to have legal representation.

1f you wish to have a hearing on this matier, you must forward the original request dirgctly to the
Administrative Law Coust within 30 days of receipt of this letter, along with a filing fee of $200.00
payable to the South Carolina Administrative Law Court. Ifyou decide to request a hearing, please
send your original request and a filing fee to the following address:

South Carolina Administrative Law Court
1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 224

Bdgar Brown Building

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

You must also send a copy of your request for a hearing to.this Department. Please do not send
the $200 filing fec for a heating to the South Carolina Department of Insurance. Once the
Administrative Law Court receives your request and a filing fee, it will assign a judge to hear the

mafter,

PLEASE NOTE THAT I YOU DO NOT REQUEST A HEARING WITHIN.30 DAYS OF
RECEIPT OF THIS ORDER, YOU WILL LOSE YOUR RIGHT TO REQUEST A
HEARING AND TO BE HEARD ON THIS ADMINISTRATIVE FINE NOTICE AND
ORDER. IF YOU DO NOT PAY THE ADMINISTRATIVE FINE, THE ENCLOSED
ORDER WILL BECOME EFFECTIVE AND A MATTER OF PUBLIC RECORD, YOUR
LICENSE WILL BE REVOKED WITHOUT FURTHER NOTICE OR PROCEEDINGS.
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2023 South Carolina Laws Act 83 (H.3532)
SOUTH CAROLINA 2023 SESSION LAWS
REGULAR SESSION

Additions and deletions are not identified in this document.
Vetoes are indicated by Fext- ;
stricken material by =Fext .

Act 83
H.3532

AN ACT TO AMEND THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS BY ADDING SECTION 17-15-270 SO AS
TO CREATE AN ADDITIONAL OFFENSE PUNISHABLE BY UP TO FIVE YEARS IF A PERSON CONMMITS
A SUBSEQUENT VIOLENT CRIME WHILE SUBJECT TO A BOND ORDER OR PRETRIAL RELEASE
ORDER FOR A PREVIOUS VIOLENT CRIME; BY AMENDING SECTION 17-15-15, RELATING TO CASH
DEPOSITS IN LIEU OF BOND, SO AS TO PROVIDE THAT IF THE COURT FINDS THAT A DEFENDANT
MAY BE RELEASED ON BOND WHO HAS BEEN CHARGED WITH A VIOLENT OFFENSE OR ANY
FELONY OFFENSE INVOLVING A FIREARM WHILE OUT ON BOND OR OTHER PRETRIAL RELEASE,
THE BOND MUST BE SET AT THE FULL UNITED STATES CASH CURRENCY BOND RATHER THAN
TEN PERCENT; BY AMENDING SECTION 17-15-30, RELATING TO MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED IN
DETERMINING CONDITIONS OF RELEASE, SO AS TO INCLUDE WHETHER A PERSON IS CURRENTLY
OUT ON BOND FOR ANOTHER OFFENSE; BY ADDING SECTION 17-15-35 SO AS TO DEFINE NECESSARY
TERMS, AND TO PROVIDE PROCEDURES FOR COURT-ORDERED ELECTRONIC MONITORING IN
LIEU OF SETTING BOND OR AS AN ADDITIONAL CONDITION OF BOND; BY ADDING SECTION 17-15-
37 S0 AS TO AUTHORIZE THE SOUTH CAROLINA LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVISION TO PROMULGATE
REGULATIONS REGARDING ELECTRONIC MONITORING AND TO PROVIDE PARAMETERS FOR WHICH
AN ELECTRONIC MONITORING AGENCY MUST OPERATE WITHIN; BY AMENDING SECTION 17~
15-55, RELATING TO RECONSIDERATION OF BOND BY THE CIRCUIT COURT SET BY A SUMMARY
COURT, SO AS TO PROVIDE A DEFENDANT MUST BE ADVISED QF HIS RIGHT TO A SPEEDY TRIAL AND
TO PROVIDE PROCEDURES RELATED TO SPEEDY TRIALS, TO PROVIDE FOR THE REVOCATION OF
PREVIOUS BOND IF A PERSON COMMITS A VIOLENT OFFENSE OR A FELONY OFFENSE INVOLVING
A FIREARM WHICH WAS COMMITTED WHILE THE PERSON WAS ALREADY OUT ON BOND FOR A
PREVIOUS VIOLENT OFFENSE OR FELONY OFFENSE INVOLVING A FIREARM, TO REQUIRE A FULL
BOND UNDER CERTAIN REPEAT OFFENDER CIRCUMSTANCES, AND TO PROVIDE CONFORMING
PROCEDURES: BY AMENDING SECTION 22-5-510, RELATING TO BAIL AND BOND HEARINCS AND
CONDITIONS OF RELEASE, SO AS TO INCLUDE WHETHER A PERSON IS CURRENTLY OUT ON BOND
FOR ANOTHER OFFENSE; BY AMENDING SECTION 24-13—40, RELATING TO THE COMPUTATION OF
TIME SERVED BY PRISONERS, SO AS TO PROHIBIT CREDIT FOR TIME SERVED PRIOR TO TRIAL AND
SENTENCING WHEN THE PRISONER COMMITTED A SUBSEQUENT CRIME WHILE OUT ON BOND OR
HAD BOND REVOKED ON ANY CHARGE PRIOR TO TRIAL OR PLEA; BY AMENDING SECTION 24-13-
425, RELATING TO THE OFFENSE OF TAMPERING WITH AN ELECTRONIC MONITORING DEVICE, SO
AS TO DELETE AN UNNECESSARY DEFINITION AND EXEMPT CERTAIN AUTHORIZED EMPLOYEES OR
AGENTS FROM THE PURVIEW OF THE STATUTE; BY ADDING SECTION 17-15-500 SO AS TO ESTABLISH
THE SOUTH CAROLINA PRETRIAL REFORM COMMISSION, PROVIDE FORITS MEMBERSHIP AND
DUTIES, AND TERMINATE THE COMMISSION ON A DATE CERTAIN; BY AMENDING SECTION 38-53-10,
RELATING TO DEFINITIONS FOR PURPOSES OF THE CHAPTER ON BAIL BONDSMEN AND RUNNERS,
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SO AS TO REVISE THE DEFINITION OF “SURETY BONDSMAN" AND DEFINE THE TERM “ELECTRONIC
MONITORING"; BY AMENDING SECTION 38-53-50, RELATING TO SURETY RELIEVED ON BOND, SO
AS TO MAKE A TECHNICAL CHANGE REGARDING NONPAYMENT OF PREMIUM FEES ALONE NOT

BEING SUFFICIENT TO WARRANT INNMEDIATE INCARCERATION OF THE DEFENDANT; BY AMENDING

SECTION 38-53-70, RELATING TO THE ISSUANCE OF BENCH WARRANTS FOR FAILURE TO APPEAR,
SO AS TO REVISE THE STATUTE TO APPLY MORE BROADLY WHEN A DEFENDANT VIOLATES THE
CONDITIONS OF BOND AND REVISE TIME FRAMES PROVIDED FOR THE NOTICE OF THE BENCH
WARRANT; BY ADDING SECTION 38-53-84 SO AS TO REQUIRE NOTIFICATION TO THE APPROPRIATE
SOLICITOR IF A DEFENDANT VIOLATES AN ORDER FOR ELECTRONIC MONITORING, TO PROVIDE
FOR RELIEF FROM THE BOND IF THE DEFENDANT FAILS TO PAY FOR THE MONITORING, AND TO

PROVIDE FOR POSSIBLE REVOCATION OF A BONDSMAN'S LICENSE FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS; BY AMENDING SECTION 38-53-170, RELATING TO UNLAWFUL ACTS BY

BONDSMEN AND RUNNERS, SO AS TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL PAYMENT PROCEDURES AND EXPENSE

REIMBURSEMENT PROCEDURES; BY AMENDING SECTION 38-53-310, RELATING TO WRITTEN
BAIL BOND REPORTS THAT MUST BE FILED EACH MONTH WITH THE CLERK OF COURT, SO ASTO
INCLUDE CURRENT DATA RETAINED AS AN EXPRESS CONDITION OF BOND, AND TO ALLOW FOR
THE USE OF A DATA MANAGEMENT SOFTWARE SYSTEM IN LIEU OF THE WRITTEN REPORT; AND BY
ADDING SECTION 38-53-55 SO AS TO REQUIRE A PERSON ENGAGED IN ELECTRONIC MONITORING
OF A DEFENDANT CHARGED WITH A VIOLENT OFFENSE TO REPORT TO THE COURT AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS IF THE DEFENDANT HAS CONTACT WITH THE ALLEGED VICTIM.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State af South Carolina:

Additional offense for persons violating bond, violent crimes

SECTION 1. Chapter 15, Title 17 of the 8.C. Code is amended by adding:
<< SC ST § 17-15-270 >>

Section 17-15-270. (A) It is unlawful for a person lo commil a violent crime while under a bond order or other pretrial release
order for a previous violent crime. If the person is convicted of the subsequent violent crime, and is thereafter convicted of a
violation of this section, the person is guilty of a felony and must be imprisoned not more than five years. The sentence may be
imposed concurrently or consecutively to the punishment for the principal offense.

(B) For purposes of this section:
(1) a violent crime is defined as those contained in Section 16-1-60;

(2) a subsequent violenl crime is one that occurs at a later date and time than the offense that resulted in the imposition of
the bond order or other pretrial release order.

Full cash bonds

SECTION 2. Section 17-15-15 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<<SCST§ 17-15-15>>

Section 17-15-15. (A) Except as provided in subsection (D). in lien of requiring actual posting of bond as provided in Section
17—15—10(A). the court setting bond may permit the defendant to deposit in cash with the clerk of court an amount not to exceed
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ten percent of the amaunt of bond set, which amount, when the defendant fulfills the condition of the bond. must be returned
(o the defendant by the clerk except as provided in subsection (C).

(B) The cash deposit provided for in subsection (A) must be assignable at any time afler it is posted with the clerk of court by
written assignment executed by the defendant and delivered to the clerk. After assignment and afler the defendant fulfills the
condition of his bond, the clerk shall return the cash deposit to the assignee.

(C) In the event the cash deposit is not assigned but the defendant is required by the court to make restitution to the victim of
his crime, the deposit may be used lor the purpose of restitution.

(D) The provisions of this section do not apply if the defendant is charged with a violent ofTense. as defined by Section 16-1-60,
or any felony offense involving a firearm while out on bond or other pretrial release. 1f the court, pursuant to the limitations of
Section 17—15-30, finds that such defendant may be released pending trial, bond must be set at the full United States currency
cash bond to the exclusion of all other forms of bond whether the bond is posted by the defendant or with a bondsman. After
the defendant fulfills the conditions of the bond, the clerk shall return the cash bond amount paid to the defendant, However,
in the event the defendant is required by the court to make restitution to the victim of his crime, the cash bond may be used

for the purpose of such restitution.

Any currency cash bond must be conditioned on the person charged personally appearing before the courl specified to answer
the charge or indictment and to do and receive what is enjoined by the court. and not to leave the State, and be of good behavior
toward all the citizens of the State, or especially toward a person or persons specilied by the court. Additionally, the court may
impose any other conditions allowed under Chapter 13, Title 17, and any other provision of law.

Conditions of release

SECTION 3. Section 17-15-30 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<< 8C ST § 17-15-30>>

Section 17—15-30. (A) In determining conditions of release that will reasonably assure appearance, or if release would constitute
an unreasonable danger to the community or an individual, a court may, on the basis of the following information, consider the
nature and circumstances of an offense charged and the charged person's:

(1) family ties;

(2) employment;

(3) financial resources;

(4) character and mental condition;

(5) length of residence in the community;
(6) record of convictions; and

(7) record of 1ight to avoid prosecution or failure to appear at other court proceedings.

(B) A court must consider:
(1) a person's criminal record;

(2) any current charges pending against a persan and any prior charges against a person at the time release is requested;
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(3) all incident reports generated as a result of an offense charged:
(4) whether a person is an alien unlawfully present in the United States, and poses a substantial flight risk due to this status;
(5) whether the charged person appears in the state gang database maintained at the State Law Enforcement Division; and

(6) whether a person is currently out on bond for another offense.

(C)(1) Prior to or at the time of a hearing, the arresting law enforcement agency must provide the court with the following

information:
(a) a person's criminal record;

(b) any charges pending against a person at the lime release is requested;
(c) all incident reports generated as a result of the offense charged; and

(d) any other information that will assist the court in determining conditions of release Lo include, but not be limited to,
notificalion of any existing bonds for another offense.

(2) The arresting Jaw enforcement agency shall inform the court if any of the information is not available at the time ol the
hearing and the reason the information is not available. Failure on the part of the law enforcement agency to provide the court
with the information does not constitute grounds for the postponement or delay of the person's hearing. Notwithstanding
the provisions of this item, when a person is charged with a violation of Chapter 25, Title 16, the bond hearing may not
proceed without the person's criminal record and incident report or the presence of the arresting officer. The bond hearing
for a violation of Chapter 25, Title 16 must occur within twenty-four hours after the arrest.

(D) A court hearing these matters has contempt powers to enforce the provisions of this section.

Definitions, electronic monitoring as condition of bond

SECTION 4. Chapter 15, Title 17 of the S.C. Code is amended by adding:

<< SCST§ 17-15-35>>

Section 17-15-35. (A) As used in this section:

(1) “Approved aclive electronic monitoring device™ and “monitoring device” means a bady worn or non-body worn device
or mobile phone application approved by the South Carolina Law En forcement Division which records or transmils oral or
wire communications or an auditory sound, visual images, or information regarding the person's location and activities, that
must verify live biometric, photographic, or videographic identification information, and that timely records and reports the

person's location.

(2) “Approved electronic monitoring agency™ means a law enforcement agency, licensed bondsman or bonding company. or
electronic monitoring company that is certified by the South Carolina Law Enforcement Division to supply. maintain, and
monitor electronic monitoring devices to participants ordered by the court to wear electronic monitoring devices under the

provisions of this section.
(3) “SLED” means the South Carolina Law Enforcement Division.

4) *Monitoring agency™ or “agency” means an approved electronic monitoring agency.
g Y P d
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(5) “Participant” means a person, ordered by the courl or as a condition of bond to wear or possess an approved electronic

monitoring device.

(B)(1) The court, in its diseretion. may, for a person charged with a violation of criminal offense under the jurisdiction of the
court of general sessions or any offense where the court finds sufficient evidence ol a concern for the victim's safety or the
safety of any member of the public, order that the person be placed on surveillance via an approved active electronic monitoring
device which must be worn or possessed at all times for the duration specified by the court, either in lieu of setting or requiring
the posting of bond or as an additional condition of the release on bond.

(2) For pretrial bond consideration, the judge is not limited to nonviolent offenses, but must take into consideration all
concerns relating to the setting of an appropriate bond under Section 22-5-510, Seclions 17-15-10, el seq., and Section 16~
25-120. The device must be capable of recording the person's location at all times. If the court orders a device, before the
participant is allowed lo leave custody, the defention facility where the defendant is located, in coordination with the approved
monitoring agency, must ensure the participant is fitted with an approved active electronic monitoring device, and that all
appropriate bond paperwork, including the agreement with the bonding and electronic monitoring companies acknowledging

the terms and restrictions of the bond, is completed.
(3) The participant who is ordered on supervision must:

(a) wear an approved device al all times to verify his compliance with the conditions ol'his detenlion or if the device is
not body worn, must maintain possession of his approved device on or near his person at all times for the duration of
the detention and must verify his identity and location at any time required by the order of the court and must maintain
the monitoring device on or near his person at all times for the duration of the detention, subject to the order of the
court and reasonable orders of an agent or employee of the monitoring agency in order to effectuate the conditions of
the monitoring order. Eor purposes of this subsection, “near” means within hearing distance of the device's notification
or call alerls but not farther than thirty feet. In areas of the State where cellular coverage requires the use of an alternate
device, the approved electronic monitoring company may use an alternate approved device with approval of the court;

(b) charge and maintain the monitoring device in working order and must report any damage, destruction, or noticeable
malfunction of the active monitoring device. whether the incident was accidental or intentional. and including the device
having a dead battery, to at least one of the following parties within two hours of the incident: the monitoring agency,
the appropriate law enforcement agency with jurisdiction over the underlying offense, or any other party specified in

the order;

(c) abide by other terms and conditions set forth by the approved electronic monitoring agency with regard to the

monitoring device and electronic monitoring program;

(d) turn himself in to custody of the appropriate detention facility upon the order of the monitoring agency, or the
appropriate law enforcement agency with jurisdiction over the offense; and

(e) pay for the cost of the approved active electronic monitoring device and the operation of the monitoring device for
the duration of the time the person is required lo be electronically monitored, subject to an order of indigency by the
court. The summary court or circuit court has jurisdiction upon mation of the defendant to consider exempting a person
from the payment of a part or all of the cost during a part or all of the duration of the time the person is required to
be electronically monitored, if it is determined that exceptional circumstances exist such that these payments cause a
severe hardship to the person who is deemed indigent. If the indigency hearing is held at a time and date separate from
the initial bond hearing, the defense must notify the prosecutar, the bondsman, and the monitoring agency of the date,
time, and location of the hearing subject to the notice requirements of the court.
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The payment of the cost must be a condition of supervision of the person and a delinquency of two weeks or more in making
payments may operale as a violation of a term or condition of the electronic monitoring and bond. No person shall be denied
the privilege of electronic monitoring under this statute based on inability to pay upon a finding by the court that the defendant
meets the qualifications for indigency. The State shall allocate funds to be housed in an indigency fund under the control of
the Department of Public Safety to be distributed to the monitoring companies as appropriate to cover the cost of indigent

participants.

(C) A parlicipant ordered by the court to be monitored under the provisions of this section, who fails to comply with any ol the
provisions of this section or who fails to comply with any additional condition of the court order including location restrictions,
may have his bond revoked or may be punished for contempt at the discretion of the court.

(D) It is unlawful for any person, knowingly and without authority, to remove, amper with, damage, destroy, shield the signal
from. or otherwise circumvent an active electronic monitoring device, or to aid or assist a person ordered by the court to be
electronically monitored under the provisions of this section to remove, tamper with, damage, destroy, shield the signal from. or
otherwise circumvent a monitoring device and, upon conviction, the person must be punished under the provisions of Section
24-13-425. This subsection does not apply 10 a person or agent of the electronic monitoring agency or bonding company, or a
member of law enforcement acting under the authority of and with compliance to the court order.

(E)(1) Upon violation of any of these requirements and a showing by affidavit and supporting records by the electronic
monitoring company on a domestic violence bond or general sessions bond or where emergency circumstances exisl on any
other bond, the approved electronic monitoring company may approach a summary court judge for a bench warrant if one is
not already provided for in the bond paperwork or other court order. Law enforcement shall immediately attempt to locate
and incarcerate the defendant upon notice of the bench warrant. After incarceration, the prosecutor must be notified and the
defendant must be brought before a summary court judge within three calendar days or before a circuit court judge within three
business days, whichever has jurisdiction of the underlying charge, to determine whether the bond is to be reconsidered or
bond conditions amended. The prosecution must provide the defense with any relevant evidence regarding the alleged violation
within a reasonable time before the hearing and the hearing may be continued for cause.

{2) Nothing in this section shall reduce any duty of the bondsman to pick up the offending bailee and immediately incarcerate
him for violation of bond conditions. Failure to do so may lead fo bond estreatment for failure to enforce bond conditions by

the bondsman and possible other administrative or criminal action.

(3) Nothing in this section may be used to hold the electronic moniloring agency civilly liable for any criminal acts of the
defendant commilted while being monitored. ’

Regulations regarding electronic monitoring by SLED, electronic monitoring agency requirements

SECTION 5. Chapter 15, Title 17 of the 8.C. Code is amended by adding:
<< SCST § 17-15-37>>

Section 17-15-37. (A) The South Carolina Law Enforcement Division may promulgate regulations to effectuate the intent of
Section 17—15-35 and this section, develop standards for the use and approval ol active electronic monitoring devices, and shall
certify electronic monitoring agencies, including law enforcement agencies, electronic monitoring companies. and bondsmen
and bonding companies. SLED must keep a public list of those companies that are certified.

(B) The approved electronic monitoring agency must:
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(1) provide active electronic monitoring devices or mobile phone applications approved by SLED that must provide verifiable
identity and location information at regular and random intervals throughout the day, and that timely record and report the
person's presence near or within a prohibited area or the person's departure from a specitied geographic location;

(2) allow any law enforcement agency, including the prosecutor’s office, to have access to real-time monitoring, if possible,
and any reports requested by Jaw enforcement or the prosecution must be provided within twenty-four hours of the request;

(3) notify the solicitor having jurisdiction over the participant and the bondsman within forty-cight hours when he becomes
aware or should have become aware that the participant has violated any provision of the courl’s order for electronic
monitoring. or the participant has been surrendered to the custody of lmw enforcement; and

(4) immediately notify lacal law enforcement and make reasonable attempts to immediately notify the victim if the participant
violates any exclusion zones related to the victim.

(C) Failure of the electronic monitoring agency to maintain compliance with regulations established by SLED, the order of the
court, or any applicable statute shall be reported to SLED by the solicitor for administrative action. SLED may impose a fine, or
suspend or revoke the certification for any approved agency who demonstrates a failure to maintain the standards and reporling
requirements set forth under the regulations and appropriate statutes.

Speedy trials, bond revocation, conforming provisions

SECTION 6. Section 17-15-55 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<<SC ST § 17-15-55>>

Section 17—15-55. (A)(1) The circuit courts, at their discretion, may review and reconsider bond for general sessions offenses
set by summary court judges. Also, the circuit courts may consider motions regarding reconsideration of bond for general
sessions offenses set by summary court judges upon motions filed with the clerks of court. Hearings on these motions must be

scheduled. The rules of evidence do not apply to bond hearings.

(2) After a circuit court judge has heard and ruled upon a defendant’s motion to reconsider a bond set by a summary courl
judge, further defense motions to reconsider may be heard by the circuit court only upon the defendant's prima facie showing
of a material change in circumstances which relate to the factors provided in Section 17—15-30. and which have arisen since
the prior motion to reconsider. In addition, the circuit court may hear further defense motions to reconsider based on the length
of time the defendant has been held for trial afier six months. The chief judge shall schedule a hearing or if such showing
is not set forth in the written motion, deny the motion for failure to make a prima facie showing of a material change in
circumstances. A defendant shall be advised of his right to a speedy trial. Notwithstanding another provision of law, nothing
prevents a solicitor or the defendant from filing a motion for a speedy trial or requesting the court to set a date certain for
trial based on the [acts and circumstances in the case. IT either party fails to comply with the terms of an order granting a
speedy trial, the court may reconsider the terms of the defendant’s bond, may consider sanctions and may grant other just

and proper relief as the court determines.

(B)(1) Motions by the State to revoke or modify a bond must be made in writing, state with particularity the grounds for
revocation or modification, and set forth the relief or order sought. The motions must be filed with the clerks of court, and a
copy must be served on the chief judge, defense counsel of record, and bond surety, if any. The court must have a hearing and

rule on the state's motion within thirty days of the filing.

(2) After a circuit court judge has heard and ruled upon the state's motion to reconsider a bond set by a summary court judge,
further state mations to reconsider may be heard by the circuit court only upon the state’s prima facie showing of a material
change in circumstances which have arisen since the prior motion to reconsider. The chicf judge shall schedule a hearing
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or if such showing is not set forth in the written motion, deny the motion for failure to make a prima facie showing of a

material change in circumstances.

(3) If the state's motion to revoke or modily bond includes a prima facie showing of imminent danger to the community,
imminent danger to the defendant, or flight by the defendant, the chief judge or presiding judge shall conduct or order an
emergency bond hearing to be conducted by the circuit court judge within forty-eight hours of receiving service of the state's
mation or as soon as practical. The chief judge shall arder the solicitor to notify the defense counsel of record and bond surety
of the time and date of the hearing. and the solicitor shall provide proof that reasonable eflorts were made Lo affect the notice.
Upon notice by the State, the defense counsel of record and bond surety shall make reasonable efforts to notify the defendant
of the emergency hearing. The courl may proceed with the hearing despite the absence of the defendant or bond surety. The
courl may not proceed with the hearing if the defense counsel ol record is not present. If an emergency bond hearing is held
without the presence of the defendant and bond is revoked, the judge having heard the matier may conduct the hearing an
the defendant’s motion 1o reconsider the revocation. Defense motions to reconsider revocation must be filed with the clerk
of court and served on the solicitor and bond surety.

(C) If a person commits a violent offense, as defined in Section 16-1-60. or any felony offense involving a firearm, which was
committed when the person was already out on bond for a previous violent offense or any felony offense involving a firearm
and the subsequent offense did not arise out of the same series of events as the previous offense, then:

(1) the bond for the original offense must be revoked by operation of law and a hearing for the subsequent violent oflense or
any felony offense involving a firearm must be held in the circuit court within thirty days;

(2) during the bond hearing for the subsequent violent offense or felony offense involving a firearm, the court must issue
findings of fact and conclusions of law addressing the revocation of bond for the original offense, whether a new bond is
issued for the previous offense as well as if bond is appropriate for the subsequent violent offense or felony offense involving

a firearm;

(3) if the court finds that certain conditions of release on bond will ensure that the person is unlikely to flee or pose a danger
to any other person or the community and the person will abide by the terms of release on bond, the judge shall consider
bond in accordance with the provisions of this chapter and set or amend bond accordingly. Notwithstanding the provisions
of Section 17—15-15, any bond set for a violent offense or felony offense involving a firearm committed when the person
was already out on bond for a previous violent offense or felony offense involving a firearm must be deposited to the court
in cash or its equivalent in full, notwithstanding if posted by the person, his representative, or by a bond surety;

(4) if the court finds no such conditions will ensure that the person is unlikely to flee or not pose a danger to the community,
the courl shall not set a bond for the instant offense and must revoke all previously set bonds: and

(5) if a person commits a violent offense, as defined in Section 16-1-60, or felony offense involving a firearm which was
committed when the person was already out on bond for a previous violent offense or felony offense involving a fircarm, and
the subsequent offense did not arise out of the same series of events os the previous offense, then the arresting law enforcement
agency must transmit notice of the second arrest, implicating this subsection. to the solicitor of the circuit in which the offense
was committed and the administrative chief judge of the circuit in which the offense was committed. The prosecuting agency
must notify any victims of the initial or subsequent offenses pursuant to Chapter 3, Title 16 of any bond hearings.

(D) If a person commits a violent offense, as defined in Section 16-1-60, or felony oflense involving a firearm which was
committed when the person was already out on bond for two or more previous separate violent offenses or felony offenses
involving a firearm for which separate bonds were set. and the subsequent offense did not arise oul ol the same series of events
as the two or more previous separate offenses, and the court determines that under the totality of the circumstances the previous
bonds should not be revoked and another bond should be set, any bond set by the court must be deposited in full and may not

be posted by any bond surety company.
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(E) Notwithstanding subsection (C)(2). il the original bond was set in another judicial circuit, thal prosecution agency shall
be notified of the revocation and any finding the court makes pursuant to this subsection. The prosecution agency having
jurisdiction over the subsequent charge must make the notification required in this subsection within forty-eight hours of the
conclusion of the preceding. The presiding judge has jurisdiction to make a finding on record lo deny a new bond on the original
charge or may order a new bond hearing to be scheduled on the original charge in the judicial circuil where the charges are
pending. This hearing must be scheduled within thirty days by the prosecution agency having jurisdiction over the original

charges.

(F) For the purpose of bond revacation only, a summary court has concurrent jurisdiction with the circuit court for thirty days
from the date bond is first set on a charge by the summary court or the date of the grand jury indictment whichever occurs first
to determine if bond should be revoked.

Conditions of release

SECTION 7. Section 22-5-510 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<< 8C ST § 22-5-510>>

Section 22-5-510. (A) Magisirates may admit to bail a person charged with an offense, the punishment of which is not death
or imprisonment for life; provided, however, with respect to violent offenses as defined by the General Assembly pursuant to
Section 15, Article | of the Constitution of South Carolina, 1895, magistrates may deny bail giving due weight to the evidence
and to the nature and circumstances of the event including, but not limited to, any charges pending against the person requesting
bail. “Violent offenses™ as used in this section means the offenses contained in Section 16-1-60. 1f a person under lawful arrest
on a charge not bailable is brought before a magistrate, the magistrate shall commit the person 1o jail. If the offense charged
is bailable, the magistrate shall take recognizance with sufficient surety, if it is offered, in default whereof the person must be

incarcerated.

(B) A person charged with a bailable offense must have a bond hearing within twenty-four hours of his arrest and must be
released within a reasonable time, not to exceed four hours, after the bond is delivered to the incarcerating facility.

(C) In determining conditions of release that will reasonably assure appearance, or if release would constitute an unreasonable
danger to the community or an individual, a court, on the basis of the following information, may consider the nature and
circumstances of an offense charged and the charged person’s:

(1) family ties;

(2) employment;

(3) financial resources;

(4) character and mental condition;

(5) length of residence in the community;
(6) record of convictions; and

(7) record of flight to avoid prosecution or failure to appear at other court proceedings.

(D) A court must consider:

(1) a person's criminal record;

WESTLAW -
RoA 0193



SC LEGIS 83 (2023), 2023 South Carolina Laws Act 83 (H.3532)

(2) any charges pending against a person at the time release is requested;

(3) all incident reports generated as a result of an offense charged;

(4) whether a person is an alien unlawfully present in the United States, and poses a substantial flight risk due to this status;
(5) whether the charged person appears in the state gang database maintained at the State Law Enforcement Division; and

(6) whether a person is currently out on bond for another oflense.

(E) Prior to or at the time of the bond hearing, the arresting law enforcement agency must provide the court with the following

information:
(1) the person's criminal record:
(2) any charges pending against the person at the time release is requested;
(3) all incident reports generaled as a result of the offense charged; and

(4) any other information that will assist the court in determining conditions of release to include, but not be limited to.
notification of any existing bonds for another offense.

(F) The arresting law enforcement agency shall inform the court if any of the information required in subsections (C), (D), and
(E) is nol available at the time of the hearing and the reason the information is not available. Failure on the part of the law
enforcement agency to provide the court with the information does not constitute grounds for the postponement or delay of the
person's bond hearing. Notwithstanding the provisions of this subsection. when a person is charged with a violation of Chapter
25. Title 16. the bond hearing may not proceed without the person's criminal record and incident report or the presence of the
arresting officer. The bond hearing for a violation of Chapter 25, Title 16 must occur w ithin twenty-four hours after the arrest.

(G) A court hearing this matter has contempt powers to enforce these provisions.

Credit for time served

SECTION 8. Section 24—13—40 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<< SC ST § 24-13-40>>

Section 24—13—40. The computation of the time served by prisoners under sentences imposed by the courts of this State must
be calculated from the date of the imposition of the sentence. However, when (a) a prisoner shall have given notice of intention
to appeal, (b) the commencement of the service of the sentence follows the revocation of probation, or (¢) the court shall have
designated a specific time for the commencement of the serv ice of the sentence, the computation of the time served must be
caleulated from the date of the commencement of the service of the sentence. In every case in computing the time served by a
prisoner, full credit against the sentence must be given for time served prior lo trial and sentencing, and may be given for any
time spent under monitored house arrest. Provided, however, that credit for time served prior to trial and sentencing shall not
be given: (1) when the prisoner at the time he was imprisoned prior lo trial was an escapee from another penal institution; (2)
when the prisoner is serving a sentence for one offense and is awaiting trial and sentence for a second offense in which case he
shall not receive credit lor time served prior to trial in a reduction of his sentence for the second offense; (3) when the prisoner
commits a subsequent crime while out on bond; or (4) has bond revoked on any charge prior to trial or plea.

Tampering with an electronic monitoring device
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SECTION 9. Section 24—13—425 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<< SC ST § 24-13-425>>

Section 24—13—425. (A) For the purposes of this section, “electronic monitoring device™ includes any device ordered by a court
or pursuant to any statute that is utilized to track the location of a person.

(B) Itis unlawful for any person to knowingly and without authority remove, destroy, or circumvent the operation of an electronic
monitoring device which is being used for the purpose of monitoring a person who is:

(1) complying with the Home Detention Act as sel forth in Article 15, Title 24;
(2) wearing an electronic monitoring device as a condition of bond or pretrial release;
(3) wearing an electronic monitoring device as a condition of probation, parole, or com munity supervision; or

(4) wearing an electronic monitoring device as required by any other provision of law.

(C) It shall be unlawful for any person to knowingly and without authority request or solicit any other person to remove, destroy.
or circumvent the operation of an electronic monitoring device which is being used for the purposes described in subsection (B).

(D) This section does not apply to an employee or agent of the electronic moniloring company, bonding company, or law
enforcement entity who removes or replaces an active electronic monitoring device in order to perform maintenance and repair
on the device, who removes and replaces a non-working device, who remaves the device once the person is placed into secure
custody or if the underlying charges have been dismissed, or who othenwise is acting under the authority of the court order.

(E) Any person who violates the provisions of this section shall be guilty of the misdemeanor offense of tampering with the
operation of an electronic monitoring device and shall be imprisoned for not more than three years, or fined up to three thousand

dollars, or both.

Pretrial Reform Commission created

SECTION 10. Chapter 15, Title 17 of the S.C. Code is amended by adding:
<< SC ST § 17-15-500>>

Section 17—15-500. (A) There is established the South Carolina Pretrial Reform Commission composed of fifieen members

as follows:

(1) three members to be appointed by the Chairman of'the Senate Judiciary Commitlee:

(2) three members to be appointed by the Chairman of the House of Representatives Judiciary Committee:
(3) three members of the judiciary to be appointed by the Chief Justice of the South Carolina Supreme Court;
(4) three members of the executive branch to be appointed by the Governor; and

(5) three members of the directly impacted community, including one crime survivor, one person that has been through the
pretrial system, and a community member at large to be jointly appointed by the Chairmen of both the House and Senale

Judiciary Commitlees.
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(B) The members of the commission may begin meeting when at least a quorum has been appointed and shall elect one member
1o serve as chairman. A quorum shall consist of at least eight members.

(C) The primary duty of the South Carolina Pretrial Reform Commission is to prepare a comprehensive report that reviews

and recommends:
(1) appropriate changes to the current pretrial system for all criminal offenses;
(2) maintaining, amending, or abolishing the current system for determining pretrial release or detention: and

(3) guidelines for legislation to improve the processing of cases in the court of general sessions, community safety, and court

appearance oulcomes.

(D) The purpose of the report is to enable the General Assembly (o consider the Pretrial Reform Commission's findings and
determine whether state laws should be amended.

(E) In making its recommendalions, the commission must consider current case pracessing and correctional resources including,
but not limited to, the capacities of local jails. community-based service providers, and state courts.

(F) The Pretrial Reform Commission must deliver its reporl and recommendations to the Chairman of the Senate Judiciary
Committee and the Chairman of the House Judiciary Committee no later than July 1, 2024, and the commission shall terminate

when the report is made.

(G) The Supreme Court shall provide appropriate staft for the commission. The Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Commiltee
may provide additional staff for the Senate members, and the Chairman of the House Judiciary Committee may provide

additional staff for the House members.

(H) Members of the Pretrial Reform Commission may receive per diem, subsistence, and mileage as provided by law for
members of state boards, committees, and commissions.

Definitions, bail bondsmen and runners

SECTION 11. Section 38-53-10(12) of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<< 8C ST § 38-53-10>>

(12) “Surety bondsman” means any person who is approved by and licensed by the director or his designee as a property and
casualty insurance agent, appointed by an insurer by power of attorney lo execute or countersign bail bonds for the insurer
in connection with judicial proceedings, and receives or is promised money or other things of value for the execution or

countersignature.

Definitions, electronic moniforing

SECTION 12. Section 38-53-10 of the S.C. Code is amended by adding:
<< 8C ST § 38-53-10 >>

(15) “Electronic monitoring” means monitoring a person by the use of a device which records or transmits oral or wire
communications or an auditory sound, visual images, or information regarding the person's activities.
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Nonpayment of premium fees alone insufficient to warrant incarceration

SECTION 13. Section 38-53-50(RB) of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<< 8C ST § 38-33-50>>

(B) If the circumstances warrant immediate incarceration of the defendant to prevent imminent violation of one of the specific
terms of the bail bond, or if the defendant has violated one of the specific terms of the bond, the surety may take the defendant to
the appropriate detention facility for holding until the court orders that the surety be relieved. The surety, within three business
days following recommitment, must file with the detention facility and the court an affidavit clocked in with the clerk of court
on a form provided by the Division of Court Administration stating the facts to support the surrender of the defendant for good
cause. Nonpayment of premium fees alone is not sufficient cause to warrant immediate incarceration ol the defendant. When
the defendant and the affidavit are presented at the appropriate detention facility, the facility shall take custody of the defendant.
When the affidavit is filed with the court, the surety also shall file a motion to be relieved on the bond pursuant to subsection
(A). A surety who surrenders a defendant and files an affidavit which does not show good cause is subject to penalties imposed
for perjury as provided for in Article 1, Chapter 9, Title 16.

Violation of conditions of bond

SECTION 14. Section 38-53-70 of the S.C. Code is amended fto read:
<< SC ST § 38-53-70>>

Section 38-53—70. If a defendant violates the conditions of release on bond, the court shall issue a bench warrant for the
defendant. The court must provide written or electronic notice of the issuance of the bench warrant within thirty days of its
issuance to every party bound in the recognizance. If the surety fails to surrender the defendant or place a hold on the defendant’s
release from incarceration. commitment, or institutionalization within ninety days of the issuance of the bench warrant. the
bond is forfeited. At any time before execution is issued on a judgment of forfeiture against a defendant or his surety, the court
may direct that the judgment be remitted in whole or in part, upon conditions as the court may impose, if'it appears thal justice
requires the remission of part or all of the judgment. In making a determination as to remission of the judgment, the court shall
consider the costs to the State or a county or municipality resulting [rom the necessity to continue or terminate the defendant's
trial and the efforts of law enforcement officers or agencies to locate the defendant. The court, in its discretion, may permit the
surety to pay the estreatment in installments for a period of up to six months; however, the surety shall pay a handling fee lo
the court in an amount equal to four percent of the value of the bond. If at any time during the period in which installments
are 1o be paid the defendant is surrendered to the appropriate detention facility and the surety complies with the recommitment

procedures, the surety is relieved of further liability.

Notification when electronic monitoring violated

SECTION 15. Chapter 53, Title 38 of the S.C. Code is amended by adding:

<< 8C ST § 38-53-84 >>

Section 38-53-84. (A) A person engaged in electronic monitoring of a defendant must, within forty-eight hours, notify the
solicitor having jurisdiction over the defendant when he becomes aware or should have become aware that the defendant has
violated any provision of the court's order for electronic monitoring. Failure of a defendant to timely pay the bondsman the full
monthly electronic monitoring fee associated with the cost of the electronic monitoring device and the associated cost of the
monitoring service shall, in and of itself, constitute good cause for the bondsman to file a motion to be relieved on the bond and
to surrender the defendant to the custody of the appropriate detention facility pursuant to Section 38-53-50.
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(B) Failure of the bondsman to maintain compliance with the reporting requirement of subsection (A) shall be reported to the
South Carolina Department of Insurance by the solicitor for administrative action whereby the bondsman's license may be fined,

suspended. or revoked.

Payment and expense reimbursement procedures

SECTION 16. Section 38-53—170(¢) and (f) of the S.C. Code is amended to read:
<< SC ST § 38-53-170>>

(e) accepl anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of
the bond, with a minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged
and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond. Conditions of the bond which expressly or implicitly require
payment of monies in excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying the condition of the bond, shall not be considered part of
the bondsman'’s premium. and are not affected by this code provision. The bondsman may collect these fees from the defendant
and is not limited by any language requirements of this cade provision.

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by altaching a statement of bondsman to the bond
proceeding form and this agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum down
payment of one hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen months afier the
date on which the bond was executed. If the payment has not been made for two consecutive months, the bondsman must senda
certified notice to the last known address of the principal and indemnitor demanding payment be made within ten days to bring
the agreement current. If no payment is received by the end of the notice period., the bondsman must surrender the principal to the
proper detention facility for holding and file a motion to be relieved as provided in Section 38-53—-50(A) or (B), at which time
the agreement must be accelerated, and the balance paid in full, before or at the motion hearing for the principal to be rereleased
on bond. The bondsman ma‘\: accept collateral security or other indemnity from the principal which must be returned within ten
days after final termination of liability on the bond unless a bench warrant has been issued. The bondsman shall identify who
is paying the premium and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not been obtained from any person
who has a greater interest in the principal's disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security or other indemnity
required by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond. If the bond is forfeited. a bondsman may
not convert collateral described in the collateral receipt to cash until he has provided a ten-day notice of this pending conversion
to the depositor. This notice must be sent by certified mail to the last known address of the depositor. Afler the conversion,
the bondsman must disclose the actual amount received to the depositor and must return any amount received that exceeds the
final judgement or consent amount. less any reasonable expenses. These reasonable expenses include apprehension and legal
costs incurred as a result of the violation of the bond. The bondsman must provide the depositor copies of all receipts and. if

applicable, the overage money within three days after settlement;

() solicit business in any of the courts or on the premises ol any ofthe courts of this State, in the office of any magisirate, or in or
about any place where prisoners are confined. Law enforcement officers and jailers shall report any violations of this provision
to the court. Any action taken pursuant to this provision resulting ina conviction, guilty plea, or plea ofnolo contendere pursuant
to Section 38—53-340 must be reported to the director or his designee by the court within thirty days; or

Bail Bond Reports

SECTION 17. Section 38-53-310 of the S.C. Code is amended to read:

<< SC ST § 38-53-310>>
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Section 38-53-310. (A) Each professional bondsman shall by the fificenth ol each month file with the clerk of court of the
county of his principal place of business and any other county where he is doing business a written reporl in a form prescribed
by the director or his designee regarding all bail bonds on which he is liable as of the first day of each month.

(B) Each surety bondsman shall. within thirty days of execuling a bail bond, file with their respective insurance provider a
wrilten or electronic report in a form approved by the director or his designee detailing all bail bonds on which he has cause

to be executed,

{C) The reports referenced in subsections (A) and (B) shall include the following:
(1) each individual bonded:
(2) the date the bond was given;
(3) the principal sum of the bond:
(4) the state or local official with whom the bond was filed;
(5) the fee charged for the bonding service in each instance:
(6) all pending bonds; and

(7) any current data on monies fo be collected and retained as an express condition of the bond, whether for electronic

monitoring or otherwise.

(D) In lieu of the monthly submission of a written report to the clerk of court, the bondsman may utilize a data management
software system, which contains the above required current information, and is capable of providing the appropriate clerk of’
court or his designee with real-time access to the data management system through a portal, website, or other data access system
through which the clerk of court can confirm he has access to the required information.

Contact with victim violations

SECTION 18. Chapter 53, Title 38 of the S.C. Code is amended by adding:
<< 8C ST § 38-53-35>>

Section 38-33-55. When a person engaged in electronic monitoring of a defendant charged with a violent olfense as defined
by Section 16-1-60 becomes aware that the defendant has had contact with the alleged victim of the violent offense or with
the immediate family of the alleged viclim of the violent offense, he must immediately or within twenty-four hours, nolify law
enforcement, the salicitor, and the court having jurisdiction over the defendant of the contact.

Time effective

SECTION 19. This act takes effect upon approval by the Governor; however, the provisions of Sections 17-15-35 and
17-15-37 take effect six months after approval by the Governor, and the provisions of Section 38-53-10(12) take effect

July 1, 2024,
Ratified the 14th day of June, 2023.

Approved the 20th day of June, 2023.
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Code of Laws of South Carolina 1976 Annotated
Title 38. Insurance (Refs & Annos)
Chapter 53. Bail Bondsmen and Runners

This section has been updalted. Click here for the updated version.
Code 1976 § 38-53-170
§ 38-53-170. Unlawful acts.

Effective: [See Text Amendments] to June 19, 2023
No bondsman or runner may:

(a) pay a fee or rebate or give or promise anything of value, directly or indirectly, to a jailer, law enforcement officer, committing
magistrate, or any other person who has power to arrest or hold in custody, or to any public official or public employee in order
to secure a settlement, compromise, remission, or reduction of the amount of any bail bond or the forfeiture of the bail bond,
including the payment to the law enforcement officers, directly or indirectly, for the arrest or apprehension of a principal or

principals who have caused a forfeiture;

(b) pay a fee or rebate or give anything of value (o an atlorney in bail bond matters, except in defense of any action on a bond;

(c) pay a fee or rebate or give or promise anything of value to the principal or anyone in his behalf;

(d) participate in the capacity of an attorney at a trial or hearing of one on whose bond he is surety, nor suggest or advise the
employment of or name for employment any particular attorney to represent the principal;

(€) accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount
of the bond, with a minimum fee of twenty-five dollars. However, the bondsman is permitted to accept collateral security or
other indemnity from the principal which must be returned upon final termination of liability on the bond. The bondsman shall
identify who is paying the premium and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemmnity has not been obtained
from any person who has a greater interest in the principal's disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security or
other indemnity required by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond;

(F)-solicit business in any of the courts or on the premises ol any of the courts of this State, in the office ol any magistrate, or in or
about any place where prisoners are confined. Law enforcement officers and jailers shall report any violations of this provision
{0 the court. Any action taken pursuant to this provision resulting in a conviction, guilty plea, or plea of nolo contendere pursuant
10 Section 38-53-340 must be reported lo the director or his designee by the court within thirty days;

(g) advise or assist the principal for the purpose of forfeiting bond.
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Credits
HISTORY: Former 1976 Code § 38-63-180 [1985 Act No. 189, § 1] recodified as § 38-53-170 by 1987 Act No. 155, § I; 1983

Act No. 476; 1993 Act No. 181, § 696; 1998 Act No. 425, § 2.

Code 1976 § 38-33-170, SC ST § 38-53-170
Current through 2025 Act No. 94, subject to final approval by the Legislative Council, technical revisions by the Code

Commissioner, and publication in the Official Code of Laws.

End of Decnment . 2026 Thamsan Reoters No clam 1o onginal LS Government Works
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2024 WL 3186557 (S.C.A.G.)
Office of the Attorney General

State of South Carolina
June 17,2024

*1 The Honorable B. Lee Miller
Municipal Judge

City of Greemwood

Post Office Box 40

Greemwvood, South Carolina 29648-0040

Dear Judge Miller:
We received your request for an opinion from this Office concerning the recently adopted bond reform legislation. You state

the Greenwood Clerk of Court sent out information to all the judges concerning bonding procedures under this new legislation.
Specifically. the Clerk of Court stated. the new bond law requires the defendant to post the entire ten percent (10%) with the
bond company and then may make a payment plan or anything over (en percent, up until the maximum amount is reached
which is fifteen (15%) percent.” You informed us that you were under the impression that

the defendant had to pay $100.00, then a payment plan could be implemented for the remainder of the balance. The balance
must be paid ofT within eighteen months of the signing of the original bond contract. I'the balance is not paid in full then other

measures would be triggered concerning the bond.

Thus, you ask us to resolve the conflict between these interpretations.

Law/Analysis

As you mentioned in your letter, in 2023 the Legislature enacted bond reform legislation that included changes fo section
38-53-170(e) pertaining to payments to bondsmen. 2023 S.C. Acts 83. Section 38-53-170(¢) prohibits bondsmen from accepting
anything of value except the premium. Prior to the 2023 legislation, section 38-53-170(¢) mandated that the premium “may
not exceed fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of twenty-five dollars.” S.C. Code Ann. §
38-53-170(¢) (2015). Thus, this provision gave bondsmen a lot of flexibility as to the premium charged and how it was collected,
only requiring a minimum fee of twenty-five dollars and a maximum fee of fifieen percent of the bond.

Act 83 amended section 38-53-170(e), which now provides for “a minimum [ee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the
bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by the bondsman before the execution of the bond.” 8.C. Code
Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2023). Bul the revisions to subsection 38-33-170(e) also include the following language:

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by attaching a stalement of bondsman to the bond
proceeding form and this agreement shall require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum down
payment of ane hundred dollars. This payment agreement may not be altered and must not exceed eighteen months after the
date on which the bond was executed. If the payment has not been made for two consecutive months, the bondsman must send a
certified notice to the last known address of the principal and indemnitor demanding payment be made within ten days to bring
the agreement current. I[no payment is received by the end of the notice period, the bondsman must surrender the principal to the
proper detention facility for holding and file a motion (o be relieved as provided in Section BB- §8-5 0(A) or (B), at which time
the agreement musl be accelerated. and the balance paid in full, before or at the motion hearing for the principal to be rereleased
on bond. The bondsman may accept collateral security or other indemnity from the principal which must be returned within ten
days after final termination of liability on the bond unless a bench warrant has been issued. The bondsman shall identify who
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is paying the premium and shall represent that the collateral security or other indemnity has not been obtained from any person
who has a greater interest in the principal's disappearance than appearance for trial. The collateral security or other indemnity
required by the bondsman must be reasonable in relation to the amount of the bond. IT the bond is forfeited, a bondsman may
not convert collateral described in the collateral receipt to cash until he has provided a ten-day notice of this pending conversion
to the depositor. This notice must be sent by certified mail 1o the last known address of the depositor. Afier the conversion,

the bondsman must disclose the actual amount received to the depositor and must return any amount received that exceeds the
final judgement or consent amount, less any reasonable expenses. These reasonable expenses include apprehension and legal
costs incurred as a result of the violation of the bond. The bondsman must provide the depositor copies of all receipts and, if
applicable, the overage money within three days after seltlement ...,

*2 Id. (emphasis added).

When interpreting a statute, as we are asked to do here, we start with the cardinal rule of statutory construction, which is to “to
ascertain and effectuate the intent of the legislature.” Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578, 581 (2000). ““What a
legislature says in the text of a statute is considered the best evidence ol the legislative intent or will. Therefore, the courts are
bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature.™ Id at 85.533 S.E.2d at 581 (quoting Norman J. Singer, Sutherland
Statutory Construction § 46.03 at 94 (5th ed. 1992)). “Further, statutes must be read as a whole and sections which are part
of the same general statutory scheme must be construed together and each given effect, if it can be done by any reasonable

construction.” Hudson ex rel. Hudson v. Lancaster Convalescent Ctr,, 407 S.C. 112, 124-25, 754 S.E.2d 486, 492-93 (2014).

Initially. section 38-53-170(e) requires the charge and collection of ten percent of the bond or at a minimum one hundred dollars.
Based on the plain language used in this portion of seclion 38-53- 170(e), we are led to believe the Legislature intended for
ten percent of the bond. or at a minimum one hundred dollars, to be collected prior to the execution of the bond. But, the
Legislature appears to have modified this requirement by also including the language allowing a bondsman to enter into a
payment agreement with the principal starting with the use of the term “However™ a term of contradiction. Thus, while the
Legislature clearly intends for bondsmen to charge premiums of a minimum of'ten percent ol the bond, we are ol the opinion that
they also intended fo give bondsmen the option to accepl a minimum payment of one hundred dollars and allow the principal
to make payments on (he remaining minimum premium as long as the payment agreement is attached to the bond proceeding
form and the agreement meets the requirements set forth in section 38-53-170(e).

We understand your clerk of court interprets the language allowing a bondsman to enter info a payment agreement as applying
only to the premium charge that exceeds the required ten percent minimum, but reading that statute in this way could lead
{o an absurd result. In construing statules courts “will reject an inlerpretation when such an interpretation leads to an absurd
result that could not have been intended by the legislature.” Lancaster Cnty. Bar Ass'n v. 8.C. Comm'n on Indigent Deft, 380
S.C. 219, 222, 670 S.E.2d 371, 373 (2008). First, we are at a loss as to why the Legislature would find it necessary to give
permission for a payment agreement for an amount that the bondman is not required to charge in the first place. Second, this
reading would require the principal to pay not only the ten percent bond up front, but also an additional one hundred dollars
for the opportunity to finance the premium in excess of the ten percent. We do not believe such an interpretation is in line with

the intent of the Legislature.

*3 Moreover, the legislative history of the amendments lo section 38-53-170(e) supporls our interpretation. As our court
of appeals explained, *“The construing court may additionally look (o the legislative history when determining the legislative
intent.” EX parte Cannon, 385 S.C. 643, 655,685 S.E.2d 814,821 (Ct. App. 2009). In our review of the legislative history, the
amendments to section 3 8-53-170(e) were first proposed to the Senate's version of the act. 2023 Senate Journal April 11, 2023,
p. 26. While this version also required the payment and collection of'a minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the
bond. whichever is greater. the language allowing for a payment agreement required a down payment of one hundred dollars
or five percent of the bond. Id If the ability to enter into a payment agreement only applies to the premium charged above the
ten percent minimum, by requiring an additional five percent of the bond as the minimum down payment would leave nothing
left to finance as the maximum premium is fifleen percent. Thus, we believe the legislative history supports our conclusion that
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the Legislature intended to allow bondmen to enter into payment agreements for the ten percent minimum premium rather than
for the excess premium they are allowed to charge.

Lastly. we must keep in mind that the South Carolina Constitution aftords defendants the right to bail. 8.C. Const. Art. 1 §15
(2009). As our Supreme Court stated. **all statutes are presumed constitutional and, il possible. will be construed fo render
them valid.™ State v. Neuman, 384 S.C. 395, 402, 683 S.E.2d 268, 271 (2009) (quoting Curtis v. State, 345 8.C. 557, 569,
549 S.E.2d 591, 597 (2001)). While the revisions to section 38-53-170(c) indicate the intent of the Legislature to increase the
premium charged and paid by defendants, we believe by giving defendants the ability fo enter info a payment agreement with
the bondsman, the Legislature is balancing its desire Lo increase and standardize premiums with defendants’ ability 1o pay those
premiums and ensuring compliance with defendants' constitutional rights. Accordingly, we believe our interpretation of section
38-53-170(e) lends itself to a conslitutional reading of the statute.

Conclusion

As you mentioned in your letter. in 2023 the Legislature enacted bond reform legislation including amendments fo section
38-53-170. which prohibits certain acts by bondsmen and runners. Specifically, section 38-53-170(¢) governs the premiums
bondsmen and runners charge. The amendments o this provision now require all bondsmen and runners to charge and collect
a minimum fee of one hundred dollars or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater. This change indicates the Legislature's
intent to increase and standardize the premiums charged and collected by bondsmen. Nonetheless, reading section 38-53-170(¢)
as a whole, we agree with your interpretation that it allows a bondsman to accept a minimum downpayment of one hundred
dollars along with a payment agreement for the remaining amount of the minimum premium as long as the bondsman attaches
the agreement lo the bond processing form and complies wilh the other requirements for the agreement contained in section
38-53-170(c). We believe this interpretation comports not only with the intent of the Legislature based on the plain language of
statute and its legislative history, but also balances the desire of the Legislature to provide more oversight over bond premiums
with defendants' constitutional rights to bail.

Sincerely,

*4 Cydney Milling

Assistant Attorney General

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:

Robert D. Cook
Solicitor General

2024 WL 3186557 (5.C.A.G.)

Eud of Document 20235 Thomson Reuters, Na claim o oviginal U8 Goyeroment Warks
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Respondent Joyce Freeman’s Motion for Summary Judgment

EXHIBITE
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AraNn'WiLson
ATTORNEY GENERAL

July 31, 2025

Gwendolyn McGriff, Esquire

General Counsel -

South Carolina Department of Insurance
PO Box 100105

Columbia, SC 29202

Dear Ms. McGriff:

Attorney General Alan Wilson referred your letter to the Opinions scetion for a response.
In your letter, you ask that we withdraw or modify our June 17, 2024, opinion to (he Honorable B.
Lee Miller regarding the 2023 bond reform legislation, specifically bond premiums. Qp. S.C.
A’y Gen,, 2024 WL 3186557 (June 17, 2024), In your letter, you advised that the Department
of Insurance’s interpretation of South Carolina Code Section 38-53-170(¢), differs from the one
expressed in our opinion to Judge Miller. You also provided our office with a copy of Order No.
2024-07 issued by Director Wise which provides pguidance on the issue.
ptps://dol.scipov/DocumentCenter/View/14862/0rder-2024-07-Requireiments-for-Surety-
Bondsmen-Professional-Bondsmen-and-Runners, last visited July 29, 2025.

Law/Analysis

The director of the Department of Insurance, clerks of court, and the South Carolina Law
Enforcement Division have the authority and power to administer the provisions of Title 38,
Chapter 53. S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-20 (Rev. 2015). Additionally, the director is charged with
promulgating regulations “to enforce the purposes and provisions” of the chapter. Id. Cur
interpretation of the Section 38-53-170(g) remains unchanged, but we recognize the language of
the subscction can be interpreted differently. Therefore, we defer to the interpretation of the
Department of Insurance as the agency with regulatory authority. Op. S.C. Att'v Gen, 2022 WL
1286845 (April 20, 2022). Fuather, we advise any bail bondsmen and runners to follow the
department’s instructions and orders regarding the issue pending any judicial or legislative

clarification.

t
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Gwendolyn MeGriff, Esquire
Page 2
July 31, 2025

Sincerely,

oo L 00l

Sabrina C. Todd
Assistant Attorney General

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY:

ED . oz

"Robert D. Cook
Solicitor General
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Insurance, ) DOCKET NO.: 25-ALJ-09-0270-CC
)
)

Petitioner, ) PETITIONER’S REPLY IN
) OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S
Vs. } MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

)
Joyce Freeman, )
)
Respondent. )
)
)

Petitioner, the South Carolina Department of Insurance (“Department”), by and through its
undersigned counsel, respectfilly submits this Reply in Opposition (“Reply”) to Respondent Joyce
Freeman’s Motion for Summary Judgment (“Respondent’s Motion™ or “Resp’t. Mot.”) and to
reaffirm the legal and factual grounds supp;orting Petitioner’s Motion for Summary Judgment
(“Petitioner’s Motion” or “Pet’r. Mot.”). Petitioner reasserts and incorporates all arguments set
forth in its Memorandum in Support of its Motion for Summary Judgment (“Petitioner’s
Memorandum™ or “Pet’r. Memo™). For the reasons set forth below, Respondent’s Motion should
be denied as a matter of law because it is based on an erroneous construction and misinterpretation
of South Carolina law inconsistent with the rules of statutory construction. Petitioner’s Motion
should be granted because it is the only interpretation based on the language of the statute that
supports the legislative intent of the Bail Bond Reform Act, 2023; S.C. Act No. 83, and provides a
logical and purposeful interpretation of the law.

INTRODUCTION

Both parties have provided detailed factual statements that do not differ materially. (Pet’r.

Memo at 9; Resp’t. Mot. at 3-4). Respondent’s Motion confirms that the sole issue before this
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Court is one of statutory interpretation. (Resp’t. Mot. at 4). Because this Reply reaffirms the legal
and factual grounds from Petitioner’s Memorandum and incorporates Petitioner’s arguments
ihereﬁ'om, this Reply will focus on addressing the specific arguments raised by Respondent to
support her interpretation of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢)-(Supp. 2025) and noncompliance with
South Carolina law.

' By way of summary, Respondent contends in her Motion that 1) the General Assembly’s
use of the word “however” at the beginning of Paragrapil 2 of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e}
(Supp. 2025) and the comma that follows it “signifies a contradiction or exception to the general
requirement for up-front premium collection™; 2) the General Assembly was motivated to release
an offender for a $100 down payment to avoid constitutional challenges of excessive bail for
assessing 10% of a bond as a minimum premium to be collected and charged prior to release; 3)
the Department’s interpretation creates a down payment scheme that is nonsensical; and 4) the
payment plan acts as a swift mechanism for ensuring appearance in court in the event of a payment
default. See generally Resp’t Motion. Contrary to Respondent’s misinterpretation and erroneous
assertions, the plain language of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) {Supp. 2025) requires bondsmen
to charge and collect the greater of $100 or 10% of the face of the bond prior to execution of the
bond. The parties’ Motions ask this Court to determine 1) whether S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢)
(Sui)p. 2025) requires bondsmen to charge and collect the greater of $100 or 10% of a bond
premium prior to execution of that bond or 2) whether a criminal defendant can be released after

paying a flat $100 minimum fee, regardless of the amount of the bond.

! Respondent’s Motion for Summary Judgment included a correction of the total amount of the bond charged to
“Defendant Wiiliams.” The Department acknowledges that Respondent collected $1,284.,00 prior to the execution of
that bond and is willing to issue an amended Order in this regard. However, this scrivener’s error is immaterial;
Defendant Wiltiams only charged and collected $400 of the premium prior, to execution of the bond in violation of
5.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢).

2
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ARGUMENT
L. RESPONDENT’S INTERPRETATION OF S.C. CODE ANN. § 38-53-170(E) IS

CONTRARY TO THE PLAIN LANGUAGE OF THE STATUTE AND THE

CANONS OF STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.

A. Respondent’s argument that “however,” creates a statutory exception to the
minimum bond required to be charged and collected prior to release renders the
language added by the 2023 Amendments? superfluous and fails to give effect to
each portion of 8.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e).

In her Motion for Summary Judgment, Respondent focuses on the General Assembly’s use
of the word “however” at the beginning of Par";igraph Two of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e)
(Supp. 2025} and contends that the word “however” and the comma that follows it, “signifies a
contradiction or exception to the general requirement for up-front premium collection found in the
first sentence of Paragraph One.” (Resp’t. Mot. at 7).

Respandent asserts that her interpretation “ensures the statute is read as a whole and each
portion of it is given effect . . . negat[ing] any need to read additional or limiting language into the
statute.” (Resp’t. Mot. at 9). Morcover, Respondent contends that any other reading would render
the word “however” superfluous in the statute. (Resp’t Mot. at 7). This argument is meritless
because it ignores the plain language and meaning of all words in the statute. Her reading of the
statute not only negates the General Assembly’s addition of the “must charge and collect the
greater of $100 or 10% of the face amount of the bond prior to execution of the bond” language

but would also render the word “however” superfluous or unnecessary.

For ease of reference, S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025) states

() accept anything of value from a principal except the premium, which may not exceed
fifteen percent of the face amount of the bond, with a minimum fee of one hundred dollars
or ten percent of the bond, whichever is greater, that must be charged and collected by
the bondsman before the execution of the bond. Conditions of the bond, which expressly

? Through this Reply, “2023 Amendments” refers to 2023 S.C. Act 83 (H. 3532) (enacted June 20, 2023) as it impacted
S.C. Code Ann, § 38-53-170{(¢).

3
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or implicitly require payment of monies in excess of the premium, as a cost of satisfying
the condition of the bond, shall not be considered part of the bondsman's premium, and are
not affected by this code provision. The bondsman may collect these fees from the
defendant and is not limited by any language requirements of this code provision.

However, the bondsman is permitted to enter into a payment agreement by attaching
a statement of bondsman to the bond proceeding form and this agreement shall
require the principal on the bail bond or any indemnitor to make a minimum down
payment of one hundred dellars. This payment agreement may not be altered and must
not exceed eighteen months after the date on which the bond was executed. If the payment
has not been made for two consecutive months, the bondsman must send a certified notice
to the last known address of the principal and indemnitor demanding payment be made
within ten days to bring the agreement current. If no payment is received by the end of the
notice period, the bondsman must surrender the principal to the proper detention facility
for holding and file a motion to be relieved as provided in Section 38-53-50(A) or (B), at
which time the agreement must be accelerated, and the balance paid in full, before or at the
motion hearing for the principal to be rereleased on bond. The bondsman may accept
collateral security or other indemnity from the principal which must be returned within ten
days after final termination of liability on the bond unless a bench warrant has been issued.
. . . (Emphasis added).

Based on Respondent’s interpretation of the statute, any criminal defendant could be
released by paying $100 a‘nd entering into a payment agreement even though this is inconsistent
with the language specifically added to the statute by the 2023 Amendments requiring a minimum
fee of $100 or 10% percent of the bond, whichever is greater, to be charged and collected by the
bondsman before the execution of the bond. This full clause is mandatory—a minimum fee of
$100 or 10% of the bond, whichever is greater, pust be charged and collected prior to release of
the criminal defendant. Respondent’s interpretation requires ignoring this language in the statute,
rendering it surplusage.

If the General Assembly intended criminal defendants to be released by making a flat
payment of $100, there would have been no need to add the “$100 or 10%, whichever is greater”
language: Following Respondent’s interpretation to its logical conclusion, there would be no need
to differentiate between whether this $100 was a minimum fee or a downpayment. There would

be no need for down payment language in Paragraph Two at all; making the “however” sentence

4
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superfluous.? See In re Decker, 322 S.C. 215, 219, 471 S.E.2d 462, 463 (1995) (stating a statute
should be constructed that no word, clause, sentence, provision, or part shall be rendered
surplusage, or superfluous). As discussed in Petitioner’s Memorandum, only the Department’s

interpretation brings full effect to all langnage in S.C. Code Ann. 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2025).

B. Respondent’s interpretation of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) ignores the purpose
and intent of the Bail Bond Reform Act* and renders key provisions of the law
meaningless in light of the purpose of bail in criminal matters.

: Contrary to Respondent’s position, courts will not construe a statute by concentrating on
an isolated phrase. Laurens Cnty. Sch. Dists. 55 & 56 v. Cox, 308 S.C. 171, 174, 417 S.E.2d 560,
561 (1992) (“The true guide to statutory construction is not the phraseclogy of an isolated section
or provision, but the language of the statute as a whole considered in the light of its manifest
purpose. In applying the rule of strict construction, the courts may not give to particular words a
significance clearly repugnant to the meaning of the statute as a whole, or destructive of its obvious
intent.”) Instead, when construing language in a statute, “the statute must be read as a whole and
‘sections which are a p;n't of the same general statutory law must be construed together and each
one given effect.” S.C. State Ports Auth. v. Jasper County, 368 S.C. 388, 398, 629 S.E.2d 624, 629
(2006).
Not only does Respondent’s interpretation ask this Court to focus on “however” and ignore
the “$100 or 10% whichever is greater” and the “charged and collected” language added to S.C.
Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025) by the 2023 Amendments, it is inconsistent with the
purpose of bail.

The primary purpose of bail in a criminal case is to relieve the accused of
imprisonment, and the state of the burden of keeping him, pending the trial (or

? As discussed supra., payment plans are common industry practice.

4 Bail Bond Reforin Act refers to 2023 8.C. Act 83 (H. 3532) (enacted June 20, 2023).
5
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pending appeal), and at the same time, to put the accused as much under the power

of the court as if he were in the custody of the proper officer, and to secure the

appearance of the accused so as to answer the call of the court and do what the law

may require of him.

State v. Gibbs, 353 S.C. 226, 229, 577 S.E.2d 454, 456 (2023) (citing E.H. Schopler, Appealability
of Order Relating to Forfeiture of Bail, 78 A.L.R.2d 1180, 1181 (1961)).

In light of the primary purpose of bail being to secure the criminal defendant’s attendance
at trial and compliance with the terms and conditions for pretrial release, by passing the 2023
Amendments, the General Assembly clearly intended to siéniﬁcantly increase the minimum bond
premium that must be charged and collected prior to execution of a bond. Prior to the 2023
Amendments, a criminal defendant with a $50,000 bond could be released for a minimum fee of
525, as there was no statutory requirement that the $25 be charged and collected prior to the
execution of the bond. Now that the Amendments are effective, the collection of $5,000 by the
bondsmen is now required prior to execution of a $50,000 bond, in accord with the legislative
intent.

Only the Department’s interpretation is consistent with the plain language of the statute
and the purpose of bail and bail bond reform, i.e., securing the defendant’s appearance and
compliance with the terms of pretrial release and prevent criminal defendants from committing
other crimes after being bonded out for minimal amounts as discussed in-depth in Petitioner’s
Memorandum. (Pet’r. Memo at 18 and Ex. 4).

C. Respondent’s interpretation of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) would eviscerate

the General Assembly’s grant of discretion to the judicial branch te apply specific
statutory factors outlined in S.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-30 to determine the .

appropriate amount of bail to secure a criminal defendant’s appearance in court
and vests that decision in bondsmen.

Courts must presume that the General Assembly is familiar with existing legislation,

statutes dealing with the same subject matter must be reconciled, if possible, so as to render both

6
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operative. Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 88, 533 S.E.2d 578, 583 (2000). “It is well settled that
statutes dealing with the same subject matter are in pari materia and must be construed together,
if possible, to produce a single, harmonious result.” Home Health Servs., Inc. v. South Carolina
Dept. of Health and Envirommental Control, 298 S.C. 258,379 S.E.2d 734 (Ct. App. 1989); CFRE,
LLC v. Greenville Cnty. Assessor, 395 S.C. 67, 74, 716 S.E.2d 877, 881 (2011).

Pursuant to South Carolina law, any person charged with a noncapital offense shall be
ordered released pending trial on his own recognizance without surety in an amount specified by
the court, unless the court determines in its discretion that such a release will not reasonably assure
the appearance of the person as required, or unreasonable danger to the community will result,
S.C. Code Ann.§ 17-15-10(A) (Supp. 2025). The court may impose certain conditions upon
release, including the “execution of an appearance bond in a specified amount with good and
sufficient surety or sureties approved by the court,” Id, As a part of the Order Specifying the
Methods and Conditions of Release, the court releases the defendant to a designated person or
organization, generally a surety,’ that agrees to supervise the defendant as set forth by the court,
to use every effort to assure the appearance of the defendant at all scheduled hearings before the
court and to notify the court immediately in the event the defendant violates any conditions of his
release or disappears. The surety also posts a bail bond for the defendant in the amount specified
by the court. That surety is generally the bail bondsman.

Bail is set by the courts upon consideration of factors set forth in South Carolina law. S.C.
Code Ann. § 17-15-30 (Supp. 2025). This section provides that “in determining conditions of

release that will reascnably assure appearance, or if release would constitute an unreasonable

5See generally S.C. Department of Insurance Order 2022-04, Handling Reports of Noncompliance with Bail
Conditions Including Electrnoic Monitoring, https:/doi.sc.goviDocumentCenter/View/14072/0rder-Number-2022-
04-Handling-Reports-of-Noncompliance-with-Bail-Conditions-Including-Electronic-Monitoring

7
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danger to the community or an individual” a court may consider the nature and circumsta;lces of
the offense charged and the charged person’s 1) family ties; 2) employment; 3) financial resources;
4) character and mental condition; 5) length of residence in the coﬁlmunity; 6) record of
convictions; and 7) record of flight to avoid prosecution or failure to appear in other court
proceedings. Jd. Courts must consider 1) a person’s criminal record; 2) any charges pending
against a person at the time release is requested; 3) all incident reports garnered as a result of an
offense charged; 4) whether a person is an alien unlawfully present in the United States, and poses
a substantial flight risk due to this status; 5) whether the charged person appears in the state gang
database maintained by the State Law Enforcement Division; and 6) whether a person is currently
O;Jt on bond for another offense.” /d.

To accept Respondent’s interpretation of §.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2625)
would mean that after a court has applied the factors above and assessed an appropriate bc.md
amount to both protect the public and secure the appearance of a criminal defendant at trail, a
crimminal defendant wouid only need to pay a bondsman $100 prior to release regardiess if the full
bond is $600,000, $100,000, or $5,000 so long as he or she entered into a payment plan with the
bondsman. Respondent’s interpretation is nonsensical in light of the impetus for the passage of the
2023 Amendments—to prevent criminals from bonding out for minimal amounts and then
reoffending—and renders null the court’s application of the factors to set a bail amount appropriate
to the circumstances of a given case. Again, only Petitioner’s interpretation of the statute furthers
the purpose of the 2023 Amendments as discussed throughout Petitioner’s Memorandum.

While Respondent argues that a $100 down payment paid prior to release is sufficient
because the statute includes a “swift mechanism for ensuring [an offender’s] appearance in court

if he defaults on” the payment plan, this so-called “swift” mechanism only provides for rearrest

8
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after two months of non-payment. tResp’t. Mot. at 9). See S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp.
2025). The criminal defendant whd-defauits on a payment agreement remains out on bond for that
period unless surrendered by the bondsmen in accordance with S.C. Code Ann. 38-53-50, 60, and
70 (2015 & Supp. 2025). The 2023 Amendments did not significantly change this process.
Assuming the criminal defendant can be apprehended for violating the conditions of the bond, 60
days provides ample opportunity for a defendant to reoffend. See generally Pet’r. Memo at Ex. 4.

Moreover, victims of violent crimes are revictimized when a judge sets bail at half miilion
dollars only to have a bondsman secure the defendant’s release for $100. The General Assembly
increased the minimum premium and required collection of that amount prior to execution of the
bond to make it sufficient to secure the defendant’s appearance and compliance with the terms and
conditions of release which includes not violating the law, and the determination of which includes
a consideration of many factors and is appropriately made by a court—not a bondsman.

Courts do not adopt interpretations that run afoul of the plain and ordinary meaning of the
words used in a statute if doing so would lead to a result so plainly absurd that it could not possibly
have been intended by the legislature or would defeat the plain legislative intention. In these
instances, the courts will reject the literal import of those words. See Kiriakides v. United Artists
Comme’n, Inc., 312, S.C. 271, 275, 312 SC 271, 440 S.E.2d 364, 366 (1994) (internal citations
omitted). If possible, the court must construe the statute so as to escape the absurdity and carry the
intentioﬁ into effect. /d. The Department’s interpretation of the amount that must be cﬁarged and
collected by a bondsman prior to release is based on the language in the statute. Charging and
collecting the greater of $100 or 10% of the full bond amount set by the court in no way conflicts

with, and actually enhances the effectiveness of, S.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-30 (Supp. 2025).

9
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II. Respondent’s argument that the General Assembly was motivated to release an
offender for a $100 down payment to avoid constitutional challenges of excessive bail
for assessing 10% of a bond as a minimum premium te be collected and charged prior
to release is without support and lacks merit.

The prohibition against excessive bail means that when the government’s aim is the
preventiop of the de;fendan't’s flight, bail must be set by a court at a sum designed to ensure that
goal, and no more; however, when pretrial detention is based on an interest other than ensuring the
defendant’s appearance at trial—such as when the defendant poses a threat to the community—
even the Eighth Amendment does not require the grant of bail. By. adding the greater of $100 or
10% minimum fee language to S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025), the General
Assembly decided to set a minimum premium that would be sufficient to prevent the defendant’s
flight and attendance at trial and compliance with other terms and conditions of the bond. The
Fourth Circuit has stated that the test for determining whether‘bail.ié excessive is “whether bail is
‘set at a figure higher than an amount reasonably calculated to insure that the accused will stand
trial and submit to sentence if convicted.” United States v. Raaﬁ)rd, 361 F.2d 777, 781 {4th Cir.)
(quoting Forest v. United States, 203 F.2d 83, 84 (8th Cir.1953)).

To support Respondent’s Motion, she relies on language from an advisory Opinion issued
by the Attorney General’s Office to support her assertion that requiring payment of the greater or
$100 or 10% of the total bond amount prior to release conflicts with an offender’s constitutional
right to be free from excessive bail. (Resp’t. Mot. at 1]1-12). Respt;ndent misconstrues that
language in that Opinion, which states:

* While the revisions to Section 38-53-170(c) [sic] indicate the intent of the Legislature to
- increase the premium charged and paid by the defendants, we believe by giving defendants
the ability to enter into a payment agreement with the bondsmen, the Legislature is
balancing its desire to increase and standardize premiums and ensure compl:ance with
defendants’ constitutional rights,
Op. S.C. Att’y Gen. 2024 WL 3186557 (June 17, 2024).
10
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Aside from this one statement, the AG Opinion does not discuss any of the const_itutional rights of
a criminal defendant, including that of excessive bail.

Respondent’s argument that a minimum fee or premi_um of 10% constitutes excessive bail
in violation of the State Constitution is meritless. This argument appears to be premised on the
ability of the criminal defendant to pay the greater of $100 or a 10% premium based on the face
amount of the bond. Courts have long held that bail is not excessive merely because the criminal
defendant is unable to pay it. See Stack v. Boyle, 342 US 1 (1951). Further, the amount charged
and collected prior to release does not have to be in cash; it can be collected in the form of collateral
or other securities.

Respondent asks this Court to hold that charging and collecting a 10% premium prior to
release constitutes excessive bail. See generally Resp’t. Mot. Based on the language in S.C. Code

Ann. Section 38-53-170(e) (Supp. 2025), the bond premium that would be charged is illustrated in

the table below.
Bond Face Amount [Minimum Fee (Premium) that Musthaximum Permitted Premium
e Collected Prior to Bond Executionfunder Section 38-53-170(e)
$250 15100 $100
$500 $100 $100
$1000 15100 $150
$10,000 151,000 $1,500
$50,000 $5,000 $7,500
15100,000 110,000 $15,000
1$250,000 525,000 $37,500
$500,000 150,000 $75,000
$750,000 175 000 $112,500

It is unreasonable to consider charging and collecting thesc amounts prior to release would
constitute a violation of the Constitutional rights of a criminal defendant.
It is well-established that all statutes are presumed constitutional, and the challenger bears

the heavy burden of establishing the unconstitutionality of a statute beyond a reasonable doubt.
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Joytime Distribs. & Amusement Co. v. State, 338 S.C. 634, 640, 528 S.E.2d 647, 650 (1999); Y.C.
Ballenger Elec. Cont'rs, Inc. v. Reach-All Sales, Inc., 276 S.C. 394, 397, 279 S.E.2d 127, 128
(1981). Respondent has not met her burden. Not only does Respondent not establish the
unconstitutionality of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-170(c) (Supp. 2025), Respondent provides no
support for her arguments regarding excessive bail other than a conclusory and incorrect statement
that the “obvious purpose” of the 2023 Amendments “was to provide criminal defendants access
to bonds in the form of a payment plan if they cannot afford the minimum 10% premium.” (Resp’t -
Mot. at 10), The 2023 Amendments may have codified payment plans, but the language did not
create them as they existed prior to the passage of these Amendments. Respondent’s attempts to
argue in her Motion that the Department’s interpretation results in a “scheme that [makes] bail
prohibitively expensive for criminal defendants” and that it results in constitutional violations fails.
(Resp’t. Mot. at 12). First, it fails to acknowledge that its reading does not obviate the minimum
bail premium will still be 10% of the bond, and it is that amount, not the downpayment amount,
that would be assessed to "determAine if excessive bail had been ordered by a court.

Moreover, the language of S.C. Code Ann. § 17-15-30 (Supp. 2025) includes the financial
resources of an individual as only one discretionary factor—not a mandatory factor—to be
considered in determining the appropriate amount of bail necessary for public protection evincing
legislative intent that public protection is exponentially more relevant to a determination of bail
than an offender’s ability to pay for release. Addihtionally, courts have upheld statutes and
regulations in other states that require charging and collecting a 10% bond premium as a
prerequisite for issuance of a bail bond. See Schilb v. Kuebel, 404 US 357 (1971), see also People

v. Lovelace, 2018 1L App (4th) 170401, 9 46, 104 N.E.3d 532, 541.
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To the extent Respondent argues the General Assembly was motivated to release criminal
defendants for a $100 downpayment is unsupported and totally without merit, and no evidence has
been presented to support this claim. See gererally Resp’t. Mot. Moreover, the best evidence of
legislative intent is the language of the statute itself. See Creswick v. University of South Carolina,
434 S.C. 77, 82, 86i S.E.2d 706, 708 (2021); see generally Pet'r Memo. Anecdotal reports and
testimony about a legislator’s or interested parties” intent is not competent evidence of the intent
of the legislative body enacting the measure. As such, courts must disregard subsequently
expressed opinions of individual legislators or others concerned with the enactment of the law,
like Respondent, to ascertain the intent of the legislature as a whole when 'constming a statute.
Creswick v. University of South Carolina, 434 S.C. 77, 83, 862 S.E.2d 706, 709 (2021); see als‘o
Bowaters Carolina Corp. v. Smith, 257 8.C. 563, 572, 186 S.E.2d 761, 764 (1972) (holding the
testimony of members of the legislative delegation who authored the statute as to its meaning was
inadmissible).

IIL.  Respondent’s argument that the Department’s interpretation creates a down

payment scheme that is nonsensical and is without merit as the langnage of S.C.
Code Ann. § 38-53-170(e) reflects common practices for payment plans.

Respondent argues that allowing minimum payments for premium amounts between 10%
and the maximum 15% “makes no sense,” “is nonsensical,” and “would vitiate the obvious purpose
of the statute, which was to provide criminal defendants access to bonds in the form of a payment
plan if they cannot afford the minimum down payment of one hundred dollars.” (Resp’t Mot. at
10). In support of that argument, Respondent states, “the best argument against the Department’s
position is contained in [a June 17, 2024 Attorney Géneral's Opinion}” and goes on to outline the
AG’s opinion including its plain language analysis and its stéternent that:

[The AG’s Office] is at a loss as to why the Legislature would find it necessary to

give permission for a payment agreement for an amount that the bondsmen is not
required to charge in the first place. Second, this reading would require the principal
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to pay not only the ten percent bond up front, but also an additional one hundred

dollars for the opportunity to finance the premium in excess of the ten percent. We

do not believe such interpretation is in line with the intent of the Legislature.

(Resp’t Mot. at 11-12). Respondent provides no support for why such transactions are problematic.
In fact, Respondent merely ‘argues that collecting 10% of the bond, charging $100 for a payment
plan, and executing a payment plan for 5% of a bond is “absurd” and constitutes an “overly
complicated transaction that the Legislature could not have intended.” (Resp’t Mot. at 10-11).

It is noteworthy that the AG Opinion Respondent relies upon was drafted prior to the
issuance of any fo_rmai guidance (i.e., the 2024 order) by the Department. _Following the issuance
of Order 2024-07, the Attorney General’s Office issued a letter dated July 31, 2025, deferring to
the interpr-etation and regulatory jurisdiction of the Department and urged licensees of this
Department to comply with our instructions. (Pet’r Memo at Ex. 5, Ex. 6).

Furthermore, Respondent’s argument regarding down payments is flawed. Collection of a
down payment, 'charging for an opportunity to finance the remaining amount, and entering into a
payment plan is the same process used for buying a house, buying a car, or even putting Christmas
gifts on layaway at a local department store. The Department, and surely the public, woﬁld hope
that a transaction allowing a known criminal defendant to be released from custody would be at
least as “complicated” as those everyday transactions with which all of us are familiar.

Respondent's argument that the structure of bond payment plans outlined in S.C. Code
Ann. § 38-53-170(e) iSupp. 2025) transactic;ns are somehow flawed, unique, or otherwise
“absurd” is wholly without merit. The Department’s interpretation reflects the common structure
of payment plans used in all facets of life and, as discussed supra. and in Petitioner’s

Memorandum, it aligns with the plain language and legislative intent of S.C. Code Ann. § 38-53-

170(e) (Supp. 2025).
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Respondent requests this Court ignore the plain language of the statute and instead rewrite
it to conform to her erroneous interpretation. (Resp’t Mot. at 13). South Carolina courts have
opined that courts shall not rewrite, restate, or inject matters into it that are not in the language of
legislative enactment for the purpose of resolving inconsistencies or making the i;nguage comport
with another’s interpfetation. See, e.g., Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 87, 533 S.E.2d 578, 582
(2000); Bray v. Marathen, 347 S.C. 189, 201, 553 S.E.2d 477, 483 (Ct. App. 2001); Brunson v.
Stewart, 345 S.C. 283, 286, 547 S.E.2d 504, 505.

Petitioner is the agency charged with the statutory fesponsibility of implementing and
enforcing the requirements of Title 38 including § 38-53-170(¢) (Supp. 2025). Its interpretation is
consistent with the plain language of the statute as well as the rules of statutory construction and
is entitled to deference. Respondent cannot rewrite a statute to comport to her interpretation,; this
requires legislative action. Until the General Assembly amends or rewrites § 38-53-170(e) (Supp.

2025), licensees are required to comply.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Rcspdn&ent’s Motion for Summary Judgment should be denied.
Although Petitioner does not believe that a hearing is necessary to resolve either party’s motion,
if the Court has any questions or would be inclined to grant Respondent’s Motion, Petitioner would

appreciate the opportunity to present oral argument.

[Signature page follows]
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