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I certify that I have served the Respondents’ Return to Petitioner’s Petition for Writ of
Certiorari by emailing a copy on October 26, 2023, addressed to counsel for Petitioner at the
following email address:  Steve R. Kropski, Esq. (Steve.Kropski@EarhartOverstreet.com).

Pursuant to Rule 262(C)(3), SCACR, and the Order of the Supreme Court of South
Carolina, RE: Methods of Electronic Filing Under Rule 262 of the South Carolina Appellate Court
Rules (as Amended May 6, 2022), a copy of the email to counsel is attached.

Respectfully submitted,

BELLAMY, RUTENBERG, COPELAND,
EPPS, GRAVELY & BOWERS, P.A.
P.O. Box 357
Myrtle Beach, SC  29578
(843) 448-2400
Attorneys for Respondents

 /s George W. Redman, III
George W. Redman, III, Esq., SCB # 72365
GRedman@BellamyLaw.com

October 26, 2023.
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Redman, George W

From: Redman, George W
Sent: Thursday, October 26, 2023 6:39 PM
To: Steve.kropski@earhartoverstreet.com
Cc: Meier, Len
Subject: Onions, et al. v. Isaac, et al.; Return to Petition for Certiorari
Attachments: 2023-10-26 Return to Petition for Certiorari v5.pdf

Hi Steve,

AƩached for service upon you please find Respondents’ Return to PeƟƟon for a Writ of CerƟorari.  Should you have any
quesƟons, please advise.

Kindest regards,

George.

George W. Redman III
Bellamy, Rutenberg, Copeland, Epps, Gravely & Bowers, P.A.

Office: (843) 448-2400
Direct Dial: (843) 916-7160
Mobile: (843) 446-7906

This email and all aƩachments are confidenƟal, may be legally privileged, and are intended solely for the individual or enƟty to whom this email is
the intended recipient. Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorized. If you believe that you are not an intended recipient, please stop reading
immediately and do not open or download any aƩachments or copy or forward this email or any of its contents or aƩachments. Please noƟfy the sender
and then delete or destroy all copies of this email and its aƩachments. The Bellamy Law Firm reserves and asserts all rights to confidenƟality, including
any and all privileges that may apply. To the extent this communicaƟon is from a debt collector, and any informaƟon obtained may be used to affect
collecƟon of the debt.
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