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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM ORANGEBURG COUNTY 

The Honorable Edgar W. Dickson, Circuit Court Judge 

___________________ 

Case No. 2018-CP-40-01318 
Appellate Case No. 2020-000451 

___________________ 

Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers, pro se . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .             Appellant, 

v. 

James Smith, Jr.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Respondent. 

______________ 

RESPONDENT’S RETURN TO APPELLANTS’ EMERGENCY MOTION 

FOR STAY OR AN INJUNCTION PENDING APPEAL
______________ 

Pursuant to Rule 240, SCACR, Respondent James Smith, Jr., submits his Return 

to Appellants Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers (together “Appellants”) Emergency Motion 

for Stay or an Injunction Pending Appeal. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

Respondent Smith owns the real property located at 1429 LeGrand Smoak Street, 

Cordova, South Carolina (the “Property”), and he allowed Appellants to live there rent-

free for a period of time.  However, on July 2, 2018, Respondent Smith wrote to Appellants 

giving them 30 days to vacate the Property.  On August 8, 2018, Respondent Smith filed 
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a Rule to Vacate or Show Cause for Eviction in Orangeburg County Central Region 

Magistrate’s Court against Appellants Rivers.  (Exhibit A.)1

At the eviction hearing on September 18, 2018, the Magistrate Court ruled in favor 

of Respondent Smith and ruled that Appellants Rivers were unlawfully occupying the 

premises.  (Exhibit B.)  On October 17, 2018, Appellants filed a Notice of Intent to Appeal 

to the circuit court and a Corrected Notice of Appeal on October 18, 2018.  (Exhibit C.) 

Appellants sought to stay the ejectment during the appeal to the circuit court.  Accordingly, 

the Magistrate Court held a hearing to determine the appropriate amount of monthly rent 

for Appellants to pay into court during the appeal to the circuit court in order to stay the 

ejectment.  Because Appellants had never paid rent on the Property, Respondent 

submitted the Affidavit of Connie Gaston, a local property manager, to aid the Magistrate 

Court in determining fair market rent for the Property.  (Exhibit D.)  The Magistrate Court 

determined appropriate rent to be $700.00, and ordered it to be paid into the Magistrate 

Court registry each month as bond securing a stay of the eviction pending appeal.  On 

January 6, 2020, the circuit court affirmed the eviction ordered by the Magistrate Court.  

(Exhibit E.)   

1 On August 6, 2018, Appellants initiated a separate civil action by filing a 
Complaint in the Orangeburg County Court of Common Pleas, challenging Respondent’s 
ownership of the Property and alleging causes of action for constructive fraud, 
negligence, conversion, unjust enrichment, and invalid owner.  On August 17, 2018, the 
Rivers filed an Amended Complaint in the Court of Common Pleas.  The case was 
referred to the Master in Equity.  On August 28, 2019, following a hearing, Judge James 
B. Jackson, Jr., Master in Equity for Orangeburg County, dismissed Appellants’ Amended 
Complaint for failure to state a cause of action upon which relief could be granted.  
Appellants did not appeal that decision and the time for appeal of that order has now 
expired. 
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On March 2, 2020, Appellants appealed their eviction to the South Carolina Court 

of Appeals.  (Exhibit F.)  On March 9, 2020, a Writ of Ejectment was issued against 

Appellants by the Magistrate Court.  (Exhibit G.)  Appellants have not made any more 

rental payments into the Magistrate Court’s registry since February 7, 2020.  (Exhibit H.) 

On April 16, 2020, Appellants filed the instant Emergency Motion for Stay or an 

Injunction Pending Appeal.  In this Motion, Appellants request for this Honorable Court to 

stay or modify the Magistrate Court’s November 2, 2018 order requiring Appellants to 

continue to make rental payments into the Magistrate Court’s registry pending appeal to 

the circuit court and instead order a stay of eviction proceedings without a bond. 

ARGUMENT 

I. Appellants must comply with the statutory requirements set forth in S.C. 
Code Ann. § 27-40-800(f) to obtain a Stay of Execution of the Writ of 
Ejectment. 

Appellants bring their Emergency Motion pursuant to Rule 62, SCRCP.  To obtain 

a stay of execution pending appeal under Rule 62, the appellant must post a supersedeas 

bond.  Rule 62(d), SCRCP.  “[T]he purpose of a supersedeas bond is to protect 

nonappealing parties by maintaining the status quo during the appeal by insuring that 

those who have obtained the judgment under review will not be prejudiced by a stay of 

the judgment pending final determination of the appeal.”  5 Am. Jur. 2d Appellate Review 

§ 374.  When a tenant appeals an eviction to the Court of Appeals:  

[I]t is sufficient to stay execution of a judgment for ejectment that the tenant 

sign an undertaking that he will pay to the landlord the amount of rent, 

determined by order of the judge of the circuit court, as it becomes due 
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periodically after judgment was entered. The judge of the court having 

jurisdiction shall order stay of execution upon the undertaking. 

S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(f).   

Appellants request that this Court stay the writ of ejectment until this Court has 

resolved Appellants’ appeal.  (Appellants’ Emerg. Mot. for Stay or Inj. Pending App., p. 

4.)  Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(f), Appellants must sign the undertaking 

described in S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(f) in order for the writ of ejectment to be stayed. 

To the extent that Appellants request this Court for a stay of execution of the 

judgment for ejectment, Respondent has no objection, provided Appellants comply with 

the undertaking requirements set forth for such a stay pursuant to § 27-40-800(f).  To that 

end, Respondent has petitioned the circuit court for a determination of the appropriate 

amount of rent due to Respondent during the pendency of the appeal.  (Exhibit I.)  

Provided Appellants make the necessary payments required under such an undertaking, 

Respondent has no objection to a stay of the writ of execution. 

II. Appellants are not entitled to a stay pending appeal without posting a 
supersedeas bond as required by statute. 

To the extent Appellants argue in their Emergency Motion that they should not be 

required to post a bond pending appeal to secure a stay of the writ of ejectment because 

they believe they will prevail in the Appeal or present “adequate legal arguments” 

regarding the Appeal, they believe they will be irreparably harmed by being made to 

continue paying rent during the pendency of the Appeal, and Respondent nor the public 

will be harmed by such an Order, their argument fails.  Respectfully, Respondent is 

unaware of any authority which would allow a litigant to obtain a stay of execution of a 
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writ of ejectment based upon this theory, however out of an abundance of caution, 

Respondent feels it necessary to respond to this argument. 

a. Appellants will not prevail on the merits of this Appeal. 

Appellants first argue that they will prevail on the merits of their Appeal, thus they 

are entitled to a stay.  (Appellants’ Emerg. Mot. for Stay or Inj. Pending App., p. 3.)  

Appellants argue that “[t]o demonstrate the likelihood of success Appellants need only 

show that they are pursuing legal questions that present a need for a more deliberative 

investigation.”  (Id.) Appellants do not explain what legal questions they believe need a 

“more deliberative investigation,” however it appears that Appellants set forth three 

reasons which they believe they will prevail in this Appeal.  None of these reasons show 

that Appellants should be granted a stay of the writ of ejectment pending Appeal.   

First, Appellants argue that they should have been provided a copy of the Affidavit 

of Connie Gaston regarding the fair rental value of the Property prior to the November 2, 

2018 hearing establishing the amount of rent due to be paid to stay execution pending 

appeal to the circuit court.  (Id. p. 2.)  However, Appellants not only fail to cite any authority 

which would require such a rental analysis to be presented to Appellants before the 

hearing, Appellants also fail to show how this prejudiced their rights in any way or how 

this increases the likelihood of their success on the merits of their Appeal.  Appellants 

initially requested that the Magistrate Court stay eviction proceedings pending its appeal 

to the circuit court.  Per S.C. Code § 27-40-800, eviction proceedings can be stayed upon 

appeal to the circuit court upon order of the magistrate, clerk, or circuit court judge.  To 

stay eviction proceedings pending appeal to the circuit court, it is sufficient “that the tenant 

sign an undertaking that he will pay to the landlord the amount of rent, determined by the 
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magistrate in accordance with § 27-40-780, as it becomes due periodically after the 

judgment was entered.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(b).   

The Magistrate Court here ordered that Appellants make monthly rental payments 

of $700.00 into the court’s registry until such time as the appeal before the circuit court 

was concluded.  (Ex. E.)   This amount was based upon the Affidavit of Connie Gaston, 

which Respondent presented to the Magistrate to show that a reasonable rental rate for 

the Property is between $650-$850.  (Ex. D.)  Appellants presented no evidence to the 

Magistrate regarding the fair rental rate of the property, instead electing to argue before 

the Magistrate (and then on appeal of the bond requirement to the circuit court) that they 

should not be required to pay any rent at all.  Since Appellants presented no evidence 

which would show that the Affidavit is incorrect in its estimation of the fair-market rental 

value of the Property, Appellants cannot now argue that having the Affidavit of Connie 

Gaston in hand earlier than its presentment at the hearing would have benefited their 

case.  

Second, Appellants argue that there is no landlord-tenant relationship because 

there was never a “rental agreement” regarding the Property.  (Appellants’ Emerg. Mot. 

for Stay or Inj. Pending App., p. 2.)   Under South Carolina law, a “landlord” is defined as 

“the owner, lessor, or sublessor of the premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-210(6).  An 

“owner” is defined as “one or more persons, jointly or severally, in whom is vested (i) all 

or part of the legal title to property or (ii) all or part of the beneficial ownership and a right 

to present use and enjoyment of the premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-210(8).  “A 

tenant is one who occupies the premises of another in subordination to that other's title 

and with his assent, express or implied.”  Bruce v. Durney, 341 S.C. 563, 569, 534 S.E.2d 
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720, 724 (Ct. App. 2000).  Absent a rental agreement which fixes a definite term, a 

tenancy is month to month.  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-310(d).  A “tenant at will” is defined 

as “Every person other than the owner of real estate, excepting a domestic servant and 

farm laborer, using or occupying real estate without an agreement, either oral or in 

writing.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-33-10(3). 

Respondent holds legal title to the Property and thus owns the Property.  (Exhibit 

J.)  Respondent permitted Appellants to occupy the Property without a written lease, to 

the exclusion of others, and without a definite term to the agreement until July 2, 2018, 

when he asked them to vacate the premises.  (Exhibit K.)  Appellants’ argument that they 

cannot be evicted because they do not have a landlord-tenant relationship with 

Respondent is meritless. 

Third, Appellants argue in that the Magistrate had no jurisdiction to determine that 

Respondent owns the Property.  (Appellants’ Emerg. Mot. for Stay or Inj. Pending App., 

p. 2.)  Appellants argue that the Magistrate Court’s jurisdiction is limited and cannot hear 

disputes as to real property matters per S.C. Code Ann. § 22-3-20.  (Id.)  However, it is 

well-established in South Carolina that “a proceeding to eject a tenant who claims title in 

himself is not an action involving the title to land but a summary proceeding, and it may 

be filed in magistrate’s court.” Hon. William P. Steele, Jr., A Tale of Two Courts--Civil 

Procedure in Magistrate's Court and the Court of Common Pleas, S.C. Law., 

MARCH/APRIL 1997, at 32, 33 (citing State ex rel. O’Neale v. Fickling, 10 S.C. 301 

(1878).)  Therefore, the Magistrate Court indeed had the jurisdiction to determine that 

Respondent owns the Property and that Appellants could be ejected upon Respondent’s 

application to the Magistrate Court.   
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b. Appellants will not be irreparably harmed absent injunctive relief. 

Appellants argue that they will be irreparably financially harmed if they are required 

to pay monthly rents during the pendency of this Appeal.  This argument is nonsensical.  

As described above, Respondent owns the Property and Appellants are tenants-at-will.  

Even if their Appeal is successful and Appellants are allowed to continue to occupy the 

Property, as the owner of the Property Respondent has the right to require Appellants to 

pay rent.  If Appellants cannot now afford to pay fair-market rent on the Property during 

the pendency of their appeal, Respondent cannot fathom how Appellants expect to be 

able to pay rent in the event their appeal is successful. 

c. Respondent will be substantially injured if Appellants are not required to pay 
rents during the pendency of this Appeal. 

While Appellants have the right to pursue their case, they do not have the right to 

do so without providing some security to Respondent to ensure that Respondent will not 

be substantially harmed by the time it takes to resolve this Appeal. Appellants argue that 

since Respondent has no access to the funds in the Magistrate Court’s registry which 

secured Appellants’ appeal to the circuit court, Respondent cannot be not harmed if 

Appellants stop making rental payments in any form as their Appeal to this Court is 

pending.  (Appellants’ Emerg. Mot. for Stay or Inj. Pending App., p. 3.)    This argument 

is meritless. 

Respondent owns a home in which he cannot live (as Appellants currently occupy 

it and refuse to leave upon Respondent’s request), which is generating no rental income 

to which he currently has access, which he cannot rent, and which he cannot sell to any 

purchaser who expects to be able to immediately use the home.  Respondent further is 

being forced to expend attorneys’ fees to defend his interest in the Property while being 
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unable to access the income the Property could be generating as a rental property.  While 

Appellants have benefitted from the drawing-out of the underlying eviction action for over 

a year and a half, Respondent has been damaged every month he has been unable to 

fully use his Property and will continue to be damaged if Respondents are not ordered to 

secure a stay by paying the statutorily required rents.   

d. The public interest will be harmed if Appellants are not required to pay rent 
during the pendency of their Appeal. 

The public interest will be harmed if Appellants are not required to pay rent during 

the pendency of their Appeal.  The requirement to post bond during the pendency of 

certain appeals protects the status quo, which in turn protects the public from frivolous 

appeals made simply to draw out litigation and extend the time between a judgment and 

collection of that judgment.  The requirement to post bond during the pendency of an 

appeal over an eviction likewise serves the purpose of discouraging litigants from filing 

frivolous appeals in order to occupy properties without paying rent.  If Appellants are 

allowed to pursue this Appeal without posting bond simply because they believe they 

cannot afford to make rental payments, the door would be open to future litigants facing 

eviction to appeal their evictions, plead poverty to avoid paying rent, and then drag out 

the appeal as long as possible to maximize the amount of time they are not required to 

pay for housing.  This is not in the public interest. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Respondent respectfully requests that Appellants’ 

Emergency Motion for Stay or an Injunction Pending Appeal be denied.  In the alternative, 

Respondent requests that Appellants be required to sign an undertaking as required by 
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S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(f) in order to secure a stay of execution of the writ of 

ejectment on Appeal. 

Respectfully submitted, 

s/ Sarah J.M. Cox_________________ 
Kathleen McDaniel (SC Bar No. 74826) 
Sarah J.M. Cox (SC Bar No. 104316) 
BURNETTE SHUTT & MCDANIEL, PA 
P.O. Box 1929 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
Tel. (803) 904-7913 
Fax (803) 904-7910 
kmcdaniel@burnetteshutt.law 
scox@burnetteshutt.law

ATTORNEYS FOR JAMES SMITH, JR. 

Columbia, South Carolina 

May 4, 2020 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM ORANGEBURG COUNTY 

The Honorable Edgar W. Dickson, Circuit Court Judge 

___________________ 

Case No. 2018-CP-40-01318 
Appellate Case No. 2020-000451 

___________________ 

Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers, pro se . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .             Appellant, 

v. 

James Smith, Jr.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Respondent. 

______________ 

RESPONDENT’S RETURN TO APPELLANTS’ EMERGENCY MOTION FOR STAY 
OR AN INJUNCITON PENDING APPEAL 

INDEX TO EXHIBITS
______________ 

EXHIBIT A: Rule to Vacate or Show Cause (Eviction), dated August 8, 2018 

EXHIBIT B:  Magistrate’s Return of Civil Appeal, dated November 21, 2018 

EXHIBIT C: Notice of Intent to Appeal to Circuit Court (Corrected), dated October 18, 
2018 

EXHIBIT D:  Affidavit of Connie Gaston, dated November 2, 2018 

EXHIBIT E: Order, dated April 18, 2019 

EXHIBIT F:  Notice of Appeal, dated March 2, 2020 

EXHIBIT G:  Writ of Ejectment (Eviction), dated March 9, 2020 

EXHIBIT H:  Printout showing Magistrate Court Registry payments 
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EXHIBIT I:  Petition for Determination of Rent Due Respondent During the 
Pendency of Appeal to the Court of Appeals, plus Exhibits, dated May 
1, 2020

EXHIBIT J:  Quitclaim Deed of Real Property, dated September 19, 2014 

EXHIBIT K:  Letter from Respondent to Appellants, dated July 2, 2018 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF ORANGEBURG 

) 
) 
) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS  
 
FOR THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 
Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers, 
 

Appellants, 
 

v. 
 
James Smith, Jr., 
 

Respondent. 
________________________________ 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
C/A No.:  2018-CP-38-01339 

 
 

 
ORDER 

 
 

 This matter came before this Court on April 8, 2019, for a hearing on Appellants 

Rufus and Merle Rivers’ Motion to Review Appeal Bond Requiring Rental Payments, filed 

on November 5, 2018.  Present at the hearing were Kathleen McDaniel, Esq., counsel for 

Respondent. Rufus Rivers appeared pro se.  Merle Rivers did not appear.  

 The only issue before the Court at this time is whether the monthly rent amount 

set by the Magistrates Court is proper. I have reviewed the record from the Magistrates 

Court.  It appears that Appellants were paying no rent prior to the initiation of the 

underlying eviction proceedings.  Following the Magistrates Court granting a writ of 

ejectment, Appellants appealed to this Court.  In order to stay the ejectment, Appellants 

were required to begin paying monthly rent.  The only evidence regarding the amount of 

rent payments is the Affidavit of Connie Gaston giving an expert opinion that monthly rent 

ranges from $650.00 to $850.00 per month for similar residential rental properties.      

After reviewing the record and considering the arguments of the parties presented 

at the hearing on April 8, 2019, I find that the Magistrates Court ruling on the amount of 

monthly rent was proper.  Appellants shall continue to pay $700.00 per month in rent as 

ordered by the Magistrates Court while their appeal is pending before this Court. 
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 IT IS SO ORDERED.  

 

      ____________________________ 
      The Honorable George M. McFaddin, Jr. 
      Presiding Judge 
 
_________________, South Carolina 
April ___, 2019 
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Orangeburg Common Pleas

Case Caption: Rufus  Rivers  VS James  Smith Jr.

Case Number: 2018CP3801339

Type: Order/Other

So Ordered

S/George M. McFaddin, Jr., #2759

Electronically signed on 2019-04-18 11:27:20     page 3 of 3
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Orangeburg County 
First Judicial Circuit 

Public Index

Orangeburg County Home Page South Carolina Judicial Department Home Page SC.GOV Home Page

Switch View

James Smith Jr VS Rufus Rivers , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2018CV3810702780 Court

Agency:
Central Region
Magistrate Filed Date: 08/06/2018

Case Type: Civil Case Sub
Type: Rule to Vacate $40 File Type:

Status: Appeal Assigned
Judge:

Clariday, Robert
Neal

Disposition: Find for Plaintiff Disposition
Date: 09/18/2018 Disposition

Judge:
Mckune-Grant (Magistrate),
Stephanie

Original Source
Doc:

Original Case
#:

Judgment
Number: Court Roster:

Case Parties Judgments Tax Map Information Associated Cases Actions Financials

Summary

Fine/Costs: $11,260.00 Total Paid for
fine/costs: $11,260.00 Balance Due: $0.00

Costs
Description Cost Code Amount Charge Action Disbursed Amount

Civil Filing Fee County
44%/100% CVFFCN $20.00 $20.00

Service Fee $10 SRVFEE $10.00 $10.00
SCJD Filing Fee Other
Summary $10 SCJDFF $10.00 $10.00

Service Fee $10 SRVFEE $10.00 $10.00
Service Fee $10 SRVFEE $10.00 $10.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00

Payments

Payment Date Receipt Number Entered By Transaction Type
Code Payment Amount

03/09/2020 372390 c38swhite CV $10.00
02/07/2020 371987 c38sedward ES $700.00
01/06/2020 371419 c38swhite ES $700.00



12/06/2019 371077 c38sedward ES $700.00
11/08/2019 370720 c38lprovea ES $700.00
10/04/2019 370153 c38swhite ES $700.00
09/06/2019 369654 c38bfranks ES $700.00
08/02/2019 369112 c38sedward ES $700.00
07/02/2019 368617 c38swhite ES $700.00
05/31/2019 368145 c38swhite ES $700.00
05/02/2019 367662 c38lprovea ES $700.00
04/02/2019 367165 c38swhite ES $700.00
03/01/2019 366656 c38lprovea ES $700.00
02/01/2019 366187 c38lprovea ES $700.00
01/02/2019 365637 c38lprovea ES $700.00
11/30/2018 365196 c38sedward ES $700.00
11/09/2018 364857 c38bfranks ES $700.00
08/20/2018 363401 c38swhite CV $10.00
08/06/2018 363088 c38sedward CV $40.00
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS  
      ) 
COUNTY OF ORANGEBURG  ) FOR THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
      ) 
Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers,  ) C/A No.: 2018-CP-38-01339 
      ) 
   Appellants,  ) 
      )    PETITION FOR DETERMINATION 
  v.    )      OF RENT DUE RESPONDENT 
      )      DURING THE PENDANCY OF  
James Smith, Jr.,    )      APPEAL TO THE COURT OF APPEALS 
      ) 
   Respondent.  ) 
      ) 
________________________________ ) 
 

Respondent James Smith, Jr. (hereinafter “Respondent Smith”) respectfully 

requests that this Honorable Court: 

1. Order Appellants Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers (hereinafter “Appellants 

Rivers”) to continue to pay rent during the pendency of their appeal to the South 

Carolina Court of Appeals; and,  

2. Determine that the amount of rent Appellants are required to pay should be 

increased to an amount consistent with comparable fair market rents. 

Respondent Smith owns the real property located at 1429 LeGrand Smoak Street, 

Cordova, South Carolina (the “Property”), and he allowed Appellants to live there rent-

free for a period of time.  However, on July 2, 2018, Respondent Smith wrote to Appellants 

Rivers giving them 30 days to vacate the Property. On August 8, 2018, Respondent Smith 

filed a Rule to Vacate or Show Cause for Eviction in Orangeburg County Central Region 

Magistrate’s Court against Appellants Rivers.  (Exhibit A.) 

At the eviction hearing on September 18, 2018, the Magistrate’s Court ruled in 

favor of Respondent Smith and ruled that Appellants Rivers were unlawfully occupying 
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the premises.  (Exhibit B.)  On October 17, 2018, Appellants filed a Notice of Intent to 

Appeal to this Court and a Corrected Notice of Appeal on October 18, 2018.  (Exhibit C.) 

Appellants sought to stay the ejectment during the appeal to the Circuit Court.  

Accordingly, the Magistrate Court held a hearing to determine the appropriate amount of 

monthly rent for Appellants to pay into court during the appeal in order to stay the 

ejectment.  Because Appellants had never paid rent on the Property, Respondent 

submitted the Affidavit of Connie Gaston, a local property manager, to aid the Magistrate 

Court in determining fair market rent for the Property.  (Exhibit D.)  The Magistrate Court 

determined appropriate rent to be $700.00, and ordered it to be paid into the Magistrate 

Court registry each month as bond securing a stay of the eviction pending appeal.  

(Magistrate Court Order, attached as Exhibit E.)     

On January 6, 2020, this Court affirmed the eviction ordered by the Magistrate 

Court.  (Exhibit F.)  On March 2, 2020, Appellants Rivers appealed their eviction to the 

South Carolina Court of Appeals.  (See Exhibit G.) 

 In order to stay ejectment during the pendency of the appeal to the Court of 

Appeals, Appellants Rivers must continue to pay rent into the court.  The Circuit Court 

has jurisdiction to determine the appropriate amount of rent.  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-

800(f).  

As of the date of this Petition, Appellants have paid $11,200.00 into the Magistrate 

Court registry as a bond to secure a stay of eviction pending appeal.  (Statement of 

Court’s Registry, attached as Exhibit H.)  However, Appellants have not made a payment 

since February 7, 2020.  (Id.)  Respondent Smith requests that this Court direct Appellants 
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Rivers to pay their previously set amount of rent of $700 per month for March and April 

immediately into court.   

In addition, Respondent Smith requests that this Court increase the amount of rent 

due from Appellants Rivers each month to $725 per month.  The rental payments ordered 

by the Magistrate Court were based upon the Affidavit of Connie Gaskins dated 

November 2, 2018.  (Ex. D.)  As it has been over a year since rent has been determined 

for the Property, and since rent generally increases over time, Respondent Smith 

requests that this Court increase the amount of rent due from Appellants Rivers.  Connie 

Gaston has testified in her second Affidavit that the fair market rental rate of the Property 

is now between $725-750 per month.  (Exhibit I.)   Therefore, Respondent respectfully 

requests that Appellants Rivers be ordered to pay a monthly rent of $725 to Respondent 

Rivers, with such amount to be paid into court beginning May 1, 2020, and continuing 

during the pendency of their Appeal or until this Court determines that further changes to 

the monthly amount of rent are warranted.. 

CONCLUSION 

 Based upon the foregoing, Respondent Smith requests that this Court: 

1. Order Appellants Rivers to pay rent in the amount of $700 per month for 

March and April 2020 into court and 

2. Order Appellants Rivers to begin paying rent into court in the amount of 

$725 per month beginning with May 2020 in order to avoid ejectment during the pendency 

of their appeal to the Court of Appeals. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 

_By: s/Kathleen McDaniel ______________ 
Kathleen McDaniel (SC Bar No. 74826) 
BURNETTE SHUTT & MCDANIEL, PA 
P.O. Box 1929  
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
Tel. (803) 904-7913 
Fax (803) 904-7910 
kmcdaniel@burnetteshutt.law 
 
 
ATTORNEY FOR JAMES SMITH, JR. 
 

Columbia, South Carolina 
 
May 1, 2020 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF ORANGEBURG 

) 
) 
) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS  
 
FOR THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 
Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers, 
 

Appellants, 
 

v. 
 
James Smith, Jr., 
 

Respondent. 
________________________________ 
 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
C/A No.:  2018-CP-38-01339 

 
 

 
ORDER ON APPEAL 

 
 

 This appeal came before the court on October 18, 2019, for a hearing on Rufus 

and Merle Rivers’ appeal from an Eviction Order of the Orangeburg County Magistrate’s 

Court.  Present at the hearing were Kathleen McDaniel, Esq., counsel for Respondent, 

and Appellant Rufus Rivers.  This case concerns an eviction from the property located at 

1429 LeGrand Smoak Street in the County of Orangeburg, South Carolina.  For the 

reasons set forth below, I affirm the decision of the Magistrate’s Court. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

On July 2, 2018, James Smith, Jr. wrote to Rufus and Merle Rivers giving them 30 

days to vacate the real property located at 1429 LeGrand Smoak Street, Cordova, South 

Carolina (the “Property”). 

On August 6, 2018, the Rivers initiated a separate civil action by filing a Complaint 

in the Orangeburg County Court of Common Pleas, challenging Smith’s ownership of the 

Property and alleging causes of action for constructive fraud, negligence, conversion, 

unjust enrichment, and invalid owner.   

On August 8, 2018, Smith filed a Rule to Vacate or Show Cause for Eviction in 

Orangeburg County Central Region Magistrate’s Court. 
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On August 17, 2018, the Rivers filed an Amended Complaint in the Court of 

Common Pleas, alleging that Smith used an invalid Power of Attorney to convey the 

Property from his mother Jessie Mae Smith, the previous owner of the Property, to 

himself.  The Rivers also alleged in the Amended Complaint that Ms. Smith, at some point 

during her life, had orally given or promised the Property to the Rivers.  The case was 

referred to the Master in Equity. 

At the eviction hearing on September 18, 2018, the Magistrate’s Court ruled that 

Smith is the current and lawful owner of the Property and that the Rivers were unlawfully 

occupying the premises.  The Rivers objected to this ruling by way of a Motion for 

Reconsideration filed on October 1, 2018.  Following a hearing on October 16, 2018, the 

Magistrate’s Court denied the Rivers’ Motion for Reconsideration and authorized the 

issuance of a Writ of Ejectment.   

On October 17, 2018, the Rivers filed a Notice of Intent to Appeal and a Corrected 

Notice of Appeal on October 18, 2018. 

On November 2, 2018, a hearing was held in the Magistrate’s Court on the issue 

of rental payments required to be paid by the Rivers during the pendency of this appeal.  

The Magistrate’s Court determined appropriate rent to be $700.00, to be paid into the 

Court each month as bond.   

The Rivers appealed the imposition of rental payments, and on April 8, 2019, a 

hearing was held in this Court on the issue of whether the monthly rent amount to be paid 

by the Rivers into court was proper.  This Court issued its ruling on April 18, 2019, 

affirming the amount of bond set by the Magistrate’s Court. 
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On May 20, 2019, a hearing was held on the appealed Magistrate’s Court eviction 

action.  The Rivers contended that title to the property was still in question because of 

their pending lawsuit.  On May 21, 2019, Judge Gibbons issued an Order continuing the 

hearing on this appeal until such time as the Master in Equity could rule on the issues 

raised in the Rivers’ Amended Complaint.   

On August 28, 2019, following a hearing, Judge James B. Jackson, Jr., Master in 

Equity for Orangeburg County, dismissed the Rivers’ Amended Complaint for failure to 

state a cause of action upon which relief could be granted.  The Rivers did not appeal 

that decision. 

On October 14, 2019, this Court took up again the Rivers’ appeal from the 

Magistrate’s Court’s eviction decision.   

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 The standard of review to be applied by a Circuit Court in an appeal of 

a magistrate's judgment is that “[u]pon hearing the appeal the appellate court shall give 

judgment according to the justice of the case, without regard to technical errors and 

defects which do not affect the merits.” S.C. Code Ann. § 18-7-170. In giving judgment 

the court may affirm or reverse the judgment of the court below, in whole or in part, as to 

any or all the parties and for errors of law or fact. Hadfield v. Gilchrist, 343 S.C. 88, 92, 

538 S.E.2d 268, 270 (Ct. App. 2000). 

DISCUSSION 

 The Rivers state three grounds for this appeal: 

1. That the Rivers had filed an Amended Complaint in Circuit Court 
regarding ownership of the property. 
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2. That the Rivers provided a written reply to Rule to Show Cause that 
was not entered into the record as evidence. 
 

3. That there was no landlord-tenant relationship between the parties. 
 

I. Pending Circuit Court Case 

 The Rivers contended in their Corrected Notice of Appeal that this appeal should 

not proceed while there was pending before the Master in Equity a case that the Rivers 

claimed brought into doubt the ownership of the Property.  On August 28, 2019, the 

Master in Equity dismissed the Rivers’ Amended Complaint pending before him for the 

Rivers’ failure to state a claim.  The Rivers did not appeal that decision.  Thus, that matter 

is no longer pending before the Master in Equity or any other court.   

II. Reply to Rule to Show Cause 

 The Rivers contend in their Corrected Notice of Appeal that they provided a written 

reply to the Rule to Show Cause that was not “entered into the record as evidence.”  The 

Rivers provided no explanation to this Court how this fact, if true, would show that the 

Magistrate’s Court erred in its ruling on the issues in this case.  Therefore, I find no error 

on the part of the Magistrate’s Court in regard to this ground for appeal. 

III. Landlord-Tenant Relationship 

The Rivers contend in their Corrected Notice of Appeal that there was no landlord-

tenant relationship between them and Respondent Smith. Under South Carolina law, a 

“landlord” is defined as “the owner, lessor, or sublessor of the premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. 

§ 27-40-210(6).  An “owner” is defined as “one or more persons, jointly or severally, in 

whom is vested (i) all or part of the legal title to property or (ii) all or part of the beneficial 

ownership and a right to present use and enjoyment of the premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 

27-0-210(8).  A “tenant” is defined as “a person entitled under a rental agreement to 
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occupy a dwelling unit to the exclusion of others.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-210(15).  A 

“rental agreement” is defined as “all agreements, written or oral, and valid rules and 

regulations adopted under § 27-40-520 embodying the terms and conditions concerning 

the use and occupancy of a dwelling unit and premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-

210(12).  Absent a rental agreement which fixes a definite term, a tenancy is month to 

month.  S.C. Code § 27-40-310(d).  All that is required to terminate a month-to-month 

tenancy is written notice to the tenant thirty days before the termination date in the notice.  

S.C. Code § 27-40-770(b). 

 Smith owns the Property at issue here.  Smith holds recorded title to the Property, 

proof of which he presented to the Magistrate and which is included in the Magistrate’s 

Court Return for Appeal.  Although the Rivers attempted to challenge Smith’s title to the 

Property, this challenge was dismissed by the Master in Equity for failure to state a claim 

upon which relief could be granted.  There is no evidence in the record that would indicate 

that Smith is not the owner of the Property.    

 Until July 2, 2018, Smith permitted the Rivers to occupy the Property without a 

written lease, to the exclusion of others, without a definite term.  Thus, the Rivers are the 

tenants of Smith.  The Magistrate’s Court properly determined there was a landlord-tenant 

relationship between the parties.   

 THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that the decision of the Magistrate’s 

Court is hereby affirmed, and the Writ of Ejectment should be issued.  I further order the 

rental payments currently held in the Orangeburg County Magistrate’s Court’s registry be 

disbursed to Smith James Smith, Jr. at the earliest possible date. 
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 IT IS SO ORDERED.  

      ____________________________ 
      The Honorable Edgar W. Dickson. 
      Presiding Judge 
 
_________________, South Carolina 
December ___, 2019 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF ORANGEBURG 

) 
) 
) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS  
 
FOR THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 
Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers, 
 

Appellants, 
 

v. 
 
James Smith, Jr., 
 

Respondent. 
________________________________ 
 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
C/A No.:  2018-CP-38-01339 

 
 

 
ORDER ON APPEAL 

 
 

 This appeal came before the court on October 18, 2019, for a hearing on Rufus 

and Merle Rivers’ appeal from an Eviction Order of the Orangeburg County Magistrate’s 

Court.  Present at the hearing were Kathleen McDaniel, Esq., counsel for Respondent, 

and Appellant Rufus Rivers.  This case concerns an eviction from the property located at 

1429 LeGrand Smoak Street in the County of Orangeburg, South Carolina.  For the 

reasons set forth below, I affirm the decision of the Magistrate’s Court. 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

On July 2, 2018, James Smith, Jr. wrote to Rufus and Merle Rivers giving them 30 

days to vacate the real property located at 1429 LeGrand Smoak Street, Cordova, South 

Carolina (the “Property”). 

On August 6, 2018, the Rivers initiated a separate civil action by filing a Complaint 

in the Orangeburg County Court of Common Pleas, challenging Smith’s ownership of the 

Property and alleging causes of action for constructive fraud, negligence, conversion, 

unjust enrichment, and invalid owner.   

On August 8, 2018, Smith filed a Rule to Vacate or Show Cause for Eviction in 

Orangeburg County Central Region Magistrate’s Court. 
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On August 17, 2018, the Rivers filed an Amended Complaint in the Court of 

Common Pleas, alleging that Smith used an invalid Power of Attorney to convey the 

Property from his mother Jessie Mae Smith, the previous owner of the Property, to 

himself.  The Rivers also alleged in the Amended Complaint that Ms. Smith, at some point 

during her life, had orally given or promised the Property to the Rivers.  The case was 

referred to the Master in Equity. 

At the eviction hearing on September 18, 2018, the Magistrate’s Court ruled that 

Smith is the current and lawful owner of the Property and that the Rivers were unlawfully 

occupying the premises.  The Rivers objected to this ruling by way of a Motion for 

Reconsideration filed on October 1, 2018.  Following a hearing on October 16, 2018, the 

Magistrate’s Court denied the Rivers’ Motion for Reconsideration and authorized the 

issuance of a Writ of Ejectment.   

On October 17, 2018, the Rivers filed a Notice of Intent to Appeal and a Corrected 

Notice of Appeal on October 18, 2018. 

On November 2, 2018, a hearing was held in the Magistrate’s Court on the issue 

of rental payments required to be paid by the Rivers during the pendency of this appeal.  

The Magistrate’s Court determined appropriate rent to be $700.00, to be paid into the 

Court each month as bond.   

The Rivers appealed the imposition of rental payments, and on April 8, 2019, a 

hearing was held in this Court on the issue of whether the monthly rent amount to be paid 

by the Rivers into court was proper.  This Court issued its ruling on April 18, 2019, 

affirming the amount of bond set by the Magistrate’s Court. 
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On May 20, 2019, a hearing was held on the appealed Magistrate’s Court eviction 

action.  The Rivers contended that title to the property was still in question because of 

their pending lawsuit.  On May 21, 2019, Judge Gibbons issued an Order continuing the 

hearing on this appeal until such time as the Master in Equity could rule on the issues 

raised in the Rivers’ Amended Complaint.   

On August 28, 2019, following a hearing, Judge James B. Jackson, Jr., Master in 

Equity for Orangeburg County, dismissed the Rivers’ Amended Complaint for failure to 

state a cause of action upon which relief could be granted.  The Rivers did not appeal 

that decision. 

On October 14, 2019, this Court took up again the Rivers’ appeal from the 

Magistrate’s Court’s eviction decision.   

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

 The standard of review to be applied by a Circuit Court in an appeal of 

a magistrate's judgment is that “[u]pon hearing the appeal the appellate court shall give 

judgment according to the justice of the case, without regard to technical errors and 

defects which do not affect the merits.” S.C. Code Ann. § 18-7-170. In giving judgment 

the court may affirm or reverse the judgment of the court below, in whole or in part, as to 

any or all the parties and for errors of law or fact. Hadfield v. Gilchrist, 343 S.C. 88, 92, 

538 S.E.2d 268, 270 (Ct. App. 2000). 

DISCUSSION 

 The Rivers state three grounds for this appeal: 

1. That the Rivers had filed an Amended Complaint in Circuit Court 
regarding ownership of the property. 
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2. That the Rivers provided a written reply to Rule to Show Cause that 
was not entered into the record as evidence. 
 

3. That there was no landlord-tenant relationship between the parties. 
 

I. Pending Circuit Court Case 

 The Rivers contended in their Corrected Notice of Appeal that this appeal should 

not proceed while there was pending before the Master in Equity a case that the Rivers 

claimed brought into doubt the ownership of the Property.  On August 28, 2019, the 

Master in Equity dismissed the Rivers’ Amended Complaint pending before him for the 

Rivers’ failure to state a claim.  The Rivers did not appeal that decision.  Thus, that matter 

is no longer pending before the Master in Equity or any other court.   

II. Reply to Rule to Show Cause 

 The Rivers contend in their Corrected Notice of Appeal that they provided a written 

reply to the Rule to Show Cause that was not “entered into the record as evidence.”  The 

Rivers provided no explanation to this Court how this fact, if true, would show that the 

Magistrate’s Court erred in its ruling on the issues in this case.  Therefore, I find no error 

on the part of the Magistrate’s Court in regard to this ground for appeal. 

III. Landlord-Tenant Relationship 

The Rivers contend in their Corrected Notice of Appeal that there was no landlord-

tenant relationship between them and Respondent Smith. Under South Carolina law, a 

“landlord” is defined as “the owner, lessor, or sublessor of the premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. 

§ 27-40-210(6).  An “owner” is defined as “one or more persons, jointly or severally, in 

whom is vested (i) all or part of the legal title to property or (ii) all or part of the beneficial 

ownership and a right to present use and enjoyment of the premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 

27-0-210(8).  A “tenant” is defined as “a person entitled under a rental agreement to 
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occupy a dwelling unit to the exclusion of others.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-210(15).  A 

“rental agreement” is defined as “all agreements, written or oral, and valid rules and 

regulations adopted under § 27-40-520 embodying the terms and conditions concerning 

the use and occupancy of a dwelling unit and premises.”  S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-

210(12).  Absent a rental agreement which fixes a definite term, a tenancy is month to 

month.  S.C. Code § 27-40-310(d).  All that is required to terminate a month-to-month 

tenancy is written notice to the tenant thirty days before the termination date in the notice.  

S.C. Code § 27-40-770(b). 

 Smith owns the Property at issue here.  Smith holds recorded title to the Property, 

proof of which he presented to the Magistrate and which is included in the Magistrate’s 

Court Return for Appeal.  Although the Rivers attempted to challenge Smith’s title to the 

Property, this challenge was dismissed by the Master in Equity for failure to state a claim 

upon which relief could be granted.  There is no evidence in the record that would indicate 

that Smith is not the owner of the Property.    

 Until July 2, 2018, Smith permitted the Rivers to occupy the Property without a 

written lease, to the exclusion of others, without a definite term.  Thus, the Rivers are the 

tenants of Smith.  The Magistrate’s Court properly determined there was a landlord-tenant 

relationship between the parties.   

 THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that the decision of the Magistrate’s 

Court is hereby affirmed, and the Writ of Ejectment should be issued.  I further order the 

rental payments currently held in the Orangeburg County Magistrate’s Court’s registry be 

disbursed to Smith James Smith, Jr. at the earliest possible date. 
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 IT IS SO ORDERED.  

      ____________________________ 
      The Honorable Edgar W. Dickson. 
      Presiding Judge 
 
_________________, South Carolina 
December ___, 2019 
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Orangeburg Common Pleas

Case Caption: Rufus  Rivers  , plaintiff, et al VS James  Smith Jr.

Case Number: 2018CP3801339

Type: Order/Other

So Ordered

s/ Edgar W. Dickson #2153

Electronically signed on 2020-01-06 12:40:28     page 7 of 7
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EXHIBIT H 
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Orangeburg County 
First Judicial Circuit 

Public Index

Orangeburg County Home Page South Carolina Judicial Department Home Page SC.GOV Home Page

Switch View

James Smith Jr VS Rufus Rivers , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2018CV3810702780 Court

Agency:
Central Region
Magistrate Filed Date: 08/06/2018

Case Type: Civil Case Sub
Type: Rule to Vacate $40 File Type:

Status: Appeal Assigned
Judge:

Clariday, Robert
Neal

Disposition: Find for Plaintiff Disposition
Date: 09/18/2018 Disposition

Judge:
Mckune-Grant (Magistrate),
Stephanie

Original Source
Doc:

Original Case
#:

Judgment
Number: Court Roster:

Case Parties Judgments Tax Map Information Associated Cases Actions Financials

Summary

Fine/Costs: $11,260.00 Total Paid for
fine/costs: $11,260.00 Balance Due: $0.00

Costs
Description Cost Code Amount Charge Action Disbursed Amount

Civil Filing Fee County
44%/100% CVFFCN $20.00 $20.00

Service Fee $10 SRVFEE $10.00 $10.00
SCJD Filing Fee Other
Summary $10 SCJDFF $10.00 $10.00

Service Fee $10 SRVFEE $10.00 $10.00
Service Fee $10 SRVFEE $10.00 $10.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00
Escrow for Civil Case ESCROW $700.00 $700.00

Payments

Payment Date Receipt Number Entered By Transaction Type
Code Payment Amount

03/09/2020 372390 c38swhite CV $10.00
02/07/2020 371987 c38sedward ES $700.00
01/06/2020 371419 c38swhite ES $700.00
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12/06/2019 371077 c38sedward ES $700.00
11/08/2019 370720 c38lprovea ES $700.00
10/04/2019 370153 c38swhite ES $700.00
09/06/2019 369654 c38bfranks ES $700.00
08/02/2019 369112 c38sedward ES $700.00
07/02/2019 368617 c38swhite ES $700.00
05/31/2019 368145 c38swhite ES $700.00
05/02/2019 367662 c38lprovea ES $700.00
04/02/2019 367165 c38swhite ES $700.00
03/01/2019 366656 c38lprovea ES $700.00
02/01/2019 366187 c38lprovea ES $700.00
01/02/2019 365637 c38lprovea ES $700.00
11/30/2018 365196 c38sedward ES $700.00
11/09/2018 364857 c38bfranks ES $700.00
08/20/2018 363401 c38swhite CV $10.00
08/06/2018 363088 c38sedward CV $40.00

CMSWeb 6.1 © 2019 South Carolina Judicial Branch • All rights reserved
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EXHIBIT I 
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EXHIBIT J 











 

 

 

EXHIBIT K 





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

                   

APPEAL FROM ORANGEBURG COUNTY 

The Honorable Edgar W. Dickson, Circuit Court Judge 

___________________ 

Case No. 2018-CP-40-01318 
Appellate Case No. 2020-000451 

___________________ 
 

Rufus Rivers and Merle Rivers, pro se . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .              Appellant, 

v. 

James Smith, Jr.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Respondent. 

______________ 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
______________ 

 

 I do hereby certify that I have served a copy of the following as indicated herein 

below, by mailing a copy of same by first class U.S. Mail postage pre-paid on the date 

below to the following: 

DOCUMENT SERVED: Respondent’s Return to Appellants’ Emergency Motion for 

Stay or an Injunction Pending Appeal 

PARTIES SERVED:  Rufus and Merle Rivers 
    1429 Legrand Smoak Street 
    Cordova, SC 29039 
    Pro Se Appellants 
 

 

Traci Wolfe, PP 
 

 
 

Columbia, South Carolina 
May 4, 2020 

May 04 2020


