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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals  

________ 

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Bentley D. Price 
Circuit Court Judge 

_________  

Appellate Case No. 2023-001852 
_________ 

Athena Irland, Appellant, 

v. 

Brandy S. Culp, Respondent. 

_________ 

REPLY TO APPELLANT’S RETURN TO MOTION TO DISMISS 
_________ 

Respondent Brandy S. Culp, through her undersigned counsel, hereby respectfully submits 

this Reply to Appellant’s Return to the Motion to Dismiss Appeal.  In addition to the enumerated 

grounds set forth in Respondent’s Motion, the appeal should be dismissed for each of the following 

reasons: 

1. Appellant’s Return fails to set forth a single argument or provide any evidence that

she complied with the statutory requirements for perfecting an appeal from probate court.  This 

alone is sufficient grounds for dismissing the appeal.  As reflected by the unresponsive nature of 

Appellant’s Return, Ms. Irland did not serve or file a Statement of Issues on Appeal with the Circuit 

Court within the time prescribed by S.C. Code § 62-1-308(b).  She did not serve or file a 

Designation of Matter to Include in the Record on Appeal on any party as required by S.C. Code 
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§ 62-1-308(d), no such Designation even appears within the public index.  Ms. Irland did not serve 

or file an Appellate Brief with the Circuit Court as required by S.C. Code 62-1-308(e).  Ms. Irland 

did not file and serve a Record on Appeal on any party as required by S.C. Code § 62-1-308(f).  

Most importantly, having failed to file an Appellate Brief with the Circuit Court as required by 

S.C. Code § 62-1-308(e), Ms. Irland failed to preserve any issues for further appellate review; she 

did not even brief a single argument to which Ms. Culp’s counsel could respond or on which the 

Court could rule.  Ms. Irland’s failure to comply with the statutory requirements enacted by our 

legislature are the very reasons why the Circuit Court dismissed and denied Ms. Irland’s appeal 

with prejudice. (Order, Exhibit A).   

“It is well-established that ‘[t]he cardinal rule of statutory construction is to ascertain and 

effectuate the intent of the legislature.’”  Grier v. Amisub of S.C., Inc., 397 S.C. 532, 725 S.E.2d 

693, 695 (2012), quoting 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 of the legislative intent or 

will. Therefore, the courts are bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature. 

Id. (quotation omitted). Thus, we must follow the plain and unambiguous language in a statute and 

have ‘no right to impose another meaning.’” Id. [Emphasis added]. Further, where the statute is 

unambiguous, “we are confined to what the statute says, not what it ought to say, for we have no 

right to modify a statute’s application ‘under the guise of judicial interpretation.’” Id. at 725 S.E.2d 

698, citing, Coker v. Nationwide Ins. Co., 251 S.C. 175, 182, 161 S.E.2d 175, 178 (1968). 

Here, it is indisputable that Ms. Irland did not comply with the statutory requirements for 

perfecting her appeal from the Probate Court.  Accordingly, the appeal must be dismissed.  
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2. Appellant’s Return incorrectly states that John Psaras and Christina Culp are not 

parties to this appeal.  

As set forth in the Motion to Dismiss Appeal, Ms. Irland sought to appeal the Probate 

Court’s order, dated July 13, 2022, by filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal with the Circuit Court on 

July 22, 2022.  Respondents Brandy S. Culp, Christina D. Culp, and Isadore John Psaras are 

specifically identified and as parties in the Order and taken into account by the Court. (Probate 

Court Order, Exhibit B, pp. 1 and 4).  Further, Ms. Irland specifically named Brandy S. Culp, 

Christina D. Culp, and John Psaras, as Respondents in her Notice of Intent to Appeal. (Notice 

of Intent to Appeal, Exhibit C).  Ms. Irland, however, failed to serve the Notice of Intent to Appeal 

on each of the Respondents within the ten (10) day statutorily-required period of time set forth 

under S.C. Code § 62-1-308(a).  Specifically, Ms. Irland did not serve her Notice of Intent to 

Appeal on Respondents Isadore John Psaras and Christina D. Culp. (Proof of Service, Exhibit D; 

Affidavit of Christina D. Culp, Exhibit E). 1   

Having failed to serve Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp within the statutorily required 

period of time, and realizing that this failure is fatal to her appeal, Ms. Irland now seeks exclude 

them from the appeal altogether.  Ms. Irland contends that Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp are 

not parties to this appeal because they entered into a private settlement agreement with Respondent 

Brandy Culp.  (Agreement, Exhibit F).  Ms. Irland’s arguments are unavailing for several reasons:  

First, Ms. Irland is not a party to the settlement agreement. Mr. Psaras and Ms. Culp have 

not released any rights, claims, and/or defenses as they relate to Appellant Athena Irland. In fact, 

 
1 As set forth in Respondent’s Motion, Isadore John Psaras is the son of Decedent; Christina D. 
Culp is a daughter of Decedent; and Brandy S. Culp is the granddaughter of Decedent. (Order, 
Exhibit B, pp. 1 and 4).  Respondents are each necessary parties to the appeal, each being a named, 
undismissed party to the underlying probate action as well as intestate beneficiaries and listed 
devisees under the subject wills. (Ibid.). 
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the Settlement Agreement specifically states that the releases set forth therein do not apply to 

Athena Irland. See Exhibit F, Settlement Agreement, para. 5, stating, “This release specifically 

does not apply to Athena Irland.”  While the Settlement Agreement provides Respondent Brandy 

Culp with certain enforceable rights as it relates to Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp, it does not 

remove them from the action, nor does it divest them as parties to the appeal.   

Second, the Agreement and corresponding Order Approving Agreement do not dismiss 

Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp as parties to the underlying Probate Court matter.  Indeed, Mr. 

Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp continued to be clearly identified as parties and taken into account 

in the Probate Court’s subsequent July 13, 2022 Order (Order, Exhibit B, pp. 1 and 4).  Ms. Irland 

sought to appeal this Order, specifically naming Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp as Respondents 

on her Notice of Intent to Appeal, but then failed to serve them with the Notice as required by the 

statute.   

Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp were also specifically identified as Respondents in the 

Circuit Court’s Order Denying and Dismissing Appeal from Probate Court, entered October 2, 

2023. (Order, Exhibit A).  Despite the clear identification of Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp as 

Respondents and parties to the appeal, Ms. Irland once again failed to serve a Notice of Appeal on 

either of them. (Notice of Appeal and Proof of Service, Exhibit G).   

Ms. Irland’s repeated failure to serve Mr. Psaras and Ms. Christina Culp with Notices of 

her Appeals is fatal to her appeal.  “The requirement of service of the notice of appeal is 

jurisdictional, i.e., if a party misses a deadline, the appellate court lacks jurisdiction to consider the 

appeal and has no authority or discretion to “rescue” the delinquent party by extending or ignoring 

the deadline for service of the notice.”  USAA Property and Cas. Ins. Co. v. Clegg, 661 S.E.3d 

791, 795, 377 S.C. 643 (2008), quoting Elam v. S.C. Dep’t of Transp., 351 S.C. 9, 14-15, 602 
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S.E.2d 772, 775 (2004).  Because Ms. Irland has failed to serve all necessary parties to the appeal, 

including parties which she specifically identified as Respondents in her Notice of Intent to Appeal 

and who are specifically identified as parties in the Court’s underlying orders, the appeal must be 

dismissed.2 

3. Pro Se litigants do not have license to ignore statutory requirements set forth by our 

legislature.   

Ms. Irland’s Return cites Haines v. Kerner, a 1972 United States Supreme Court case, for 

the generalized proposition that “a pro se litigant is not held to the same strict standards as a 

licensed attorney.”  (Return, p. 1, citing Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519 (1972).  Haines is a 1972 

United States Supreme Court case arising out of a lawsuit filed by a pro se inmate who had been 

placed in solitary confinement after striking another inmate in the head with a shovel.  The U.S. 

Supreme Court considered whether the lower court had erred in dismissing a civil rights lawsuit 

filed by Mr. Haines against the Governor, state officers, and other penitentiary officials, in which 

Mr. Haines had complained of alleged physical injuries resulting from the solitary confinement he 

received following the shovel incident.  Citing the since-abrogated cases of Conley v. Gibson, the 

Supreme Court found that given the allegations contained in Mr. Haines’ complaint, it was error 

 
2 Curiously, this is not the first time that Ms. Irland has run into jurisdictional issues.  During a 
related guardianship action involving the parties, Ms. Irland was found to have exercised undue 
influence over Decedent with regard to the execution of two deeds of conveyance. (Order, Exhibit 
H). As a result, the Probate Court rescinded the subject deeds by Order dated June 29, 2017, finding 
that Decedent lacked the requisite capacity on October 28, 2014 to execute the deeds of 
conveyance and that Ms. Irland had exercised undue influence over decedent on that date. (Ibid).   
 
Ms. Irland attempted to appeal this Order.  However, on August 22, 2017, the South Carolina Court 
of Appeals dismissed the Appeal on jurisdictional grounds. (COA Order, Exhibit I). Specifically, 
the Court of Appeals found that Ms. Irland had failed to provide proof that the parties consented 
in writing or on the record to directly appeal the matter to the Court of Appeals.  As a result, it is 
the law of that case, that Decedent was incapacitated on October 28, 2014 and that Ms. Irland 
exercised undue influence over her on that date. 
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for the lower court to dismiss the complaint under Rule 12(b)(6), FRCP, without first providing 

Mr. Haines an opportunity to offer evidence in support of the allegations.  In rendering its decision, 

the Supreme Court noted that complaints drafted by pro se litigants are generally held to “less 

stringent standards than formal pleadings drafted by lawyers.”   

Unlike Haines, however, the instant appeal does not concern the sufficiency of pleadings 

or a 12(b)(6) dismissal of a pro se litigant’s complaint, but rather the dismissal of Ms. Irland’s 

appeal due to her indisputable failure to comply with the statutory requirements for perfecting 

an appeal from Probate Court pursuant to S.C. Code § 62-1-308, et seq.  While pro se parties may 

be granted some leeway with regard to construction of their pleadings, this leeway does not extend 

to a party’s failure to comply with statutory requirements enacted by our legislature.   

Further, a litigant’s pro se status does not afford her the right to abuse the judicial process.  

See City of Columbia v. Assa'ad-Faltas, 800 S.E.2d 782, 420 S.C. 28  (2017), noting, “Appellant's 

unrelenting inappropriate conduct in the South Carolina courts necessitated that certain restrictions 

be placed upon Appellant's pro se access to the courts to curb her abuse of the judicial process.”  

Here, Ms. Irland withheld information from the Probate Court and other parties, resulting in the 

unnecessary expenditure of time, money, and judicial resources.  Specifically, as noted in 

Respondent’s Motion, the present case involves the alleged revocation of Decedent’s 2009 Will at 

Ms. Irland’s behest on October 28, 2014, the same date that Decedent was previously adjudicated 

to have lacked capacity and Ms. Irland was found to have exercised undue influence. It was 

unknown by the parties or the Probate Court during the initial guardianship proceeding that Ms. 

Irland had engaged in these additional acts on October 28, 2014.  As before, the Probate Court 

found, after holding another full hearing on the merits and hearing testimony from the parties and 

witnesses, that Decedent lacked capacity to revoke the 2009 Will and that Ms. Irland had exercised 
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undue influence over Decedent. (Order, Exhibit B). 

 Since then, Ms. Irland has taken every opportunity to delay the inevitable, filing frivolous 

appeals, which she then failed to pursue or perfect pursuant to the probate statute or the South 

Carolina Appellate Court Rules.   Respondent respectfully requests that this Honorable Court bring 

an end to Ms. Irland’s dilatory tactics and dismiss the appeal.  Her status as a pro se litigant does 

not confer special privileges which allow her to ignore the statutory requirements enacted by our 

legislature or skirt the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.  

4. The Appeal should be dismissed because Appellant failed to appeal each and every

independent ground cited by the Circuit Court for dismissing the instant appeal. 

Ms. Irland’s Return contends that “Counsel for Respondent falsely claims that I have failed 

to address each independent ground cited,” and that, “The Initial Brief of Appellant received by 

the Court on March 27, 2024 answers these ‘grounds.’”  (Return, p. 1).  Respectfully, even a 

cursory review of the latest Initial Brief filed by Appellant demonstrates this is false.  (App. Initial 

Brief, Exhibit J). With regard to the five independent grounds for dismissal cited by the Circuit 

Court as basis for its denial and dismissal of the appeal, Ms. Irland summarily states, “the record 

will show that Ms. Irland did, in fact follow correct procedure.” (Exhibit J, p. 4).  She offers no 

argument or evidence that she properly filed a Statement of Issues on Appeal (in a format described 

in Rule 208(b)(1)(B), SCACR) with proof of service and a copy served on all parties as prescribed 

by S.C. Code § 62-1-308(b).  Ms. Irland also offers no argument or evidence that she filed a 

Designation of Matter to Include in the Record on Appeal on any party as required by S.C. Code 

§ 62-1-308(d), no such Designation even appears within the public index.  Ms. Irland offers no

argument or evidence that she filed and served a Record on Appeal on any party as required by 

S.C. Code § 62-1-308(f).  Most importantly, Ms. Irland offers no argument or evidence that she
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even filed an Appellate Brief with the Circuit Court as required by S.C. Code § 62-1-308(e); she 

did not even brief a single argument to which Ms. Culp’s counsel could respond or on which the 

Court could rule.   

“Under the two[-]issue rule, whe[n] a decision is based on more than one ground, the 

appellate court will affirm unless the appellant appeals all grounds because the unappealed ground 

will become the law of the case.” Skywaves I Corp. v. Branch Banking & Trust Co., 814 S.E.2d 

643 (Ct. App. 2018) (citations omitted).  Because Ms. Irland has failed to appeal each and every 

independent ground cited by the Circuit Court as a basis for dismissing the instant appeal, 

Respondent respectfully submits that the Appeal must be dismissed.  

Conclusion 

Respondent Brandy Culp respectfully requests that this Honorable Court dismiss the 

instant appeal. The appeal should be dismissed because Ms. Irland has failed to comply with the 

statutory requirements for pursuing and perfecting an appeal from the probate court, as set forth 

under S.C. Code § 62-1-308.  She has also failed to serve all necessary parties to the appeal, thereby 

depriving the Circuit Court and all higher courts of appellate jurisdiction.  The appeal should also 

be dismissed because Ms. Irland has repeatedly failed to adhere to the South Carolina Appellate 

Court Rules by (a) failing to file an Initial Brief that complies with Rule 208(b), SCACR, and (b) 

failing to file a Designation of Matter that complies with Rule 209, SCACR.  Additionally, the 

appeal should be dismissed because Ms. Irland has failed to appeal each and every independent 

ground cited by the Circuit Court as the basis for its dismissal of the instant appeal.  Finally, the 

appeal should be dismissed because the record reflects that Ms. Irland has filed the instant appeal 

for the impermissible purpose of delay.   
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Respectfully submitted, 

 
THE LAW OFFICE OF JESSE SANCHEZ, LLC 

s/Jesse Sanchez________________________ 
Jesse Sanchez, Esquire (SC Bar No. 101906) 
751 Johnnie Dodds Boulevard, Suite 200 
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 
jesse@jessesanchezlaw.com 
(843) 814-8181 
 
and 
 
SLOTCHIVER & SLOTCHIVER, LLP  

 
s/Daniel S. Slotchiver________________________ 
Daniel S. Slotchiver, Esquire (SC Bar No. 15129) 
Stephen M. Slotchiver, Esquire (SC Bar No. 65477) 
751 Johnnie Dodds Boulevard, Suite 100  
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464  
(843) 577-6531 (Phone)  
dan@slotchiverlaw.com  
steve@slotchiverlaw.com 

 
 
 ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT BRANDY S. CULP 

 
 
May 10, 2024 
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
      ) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON  ) CASE NO.:  2022-CP-10-3304 
      )    

   )    
Athena Irland     ) 
      ) 
  Pro Se Plaintiff/Appellant, ) ORDER DENYING AND DISMISSING  
      ) APPEAL FROM PROBATE COURT 

v.     )        
      )    

     )   
Isadore John Psaras, Christina D. Culp )   
Brandy S. Culp,    ) 

)  
Defendants/Respondents. ) 

____________________________________) 
 
 THIS MATTER CAME before the Court pursuant to Respondent Brandy S. Culp’s Rule 

59(e) Motion to Alter or Amend Order and Rule 221(a) Petition for Rehearing, filed November 

21, 2022 and subsequently heard on January 26, 2023. On July 14, 2023, this Court issued an 

Order granting Respondent’s request for a hearing on the appeal.  As set forth below, Ms. Irland’s 

Appeal is hereby DENIED and DISMISSED with prejudice pursuant to her failure to perfect her 

appeal in compliance with S.C. Code § 62-1-308, et seq. and failure to set forth a basis for reversal 

of the Probate Court’s underlying order.    

1. An appeal from Probate Court is governed by S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308, which 

sets forth various procedural requirements to perfect an appeal. 

2. An appellant who fails to follow the procedural requirements strips the court of 

appellate jurisdiction. State v. Brown, 358 S.C. 382, 387, 596 S.E.2d 39, 41 (2004); Great Games 

Inc. v. S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 339 S.C. 70, 83 n. 5, 529 S.E.2d 6, 8 n. 5 (2005); see also Rule 

260(a), SCACR (requiring dismissal of an appeal when an appellant fails to comply with the 

appellate court rules).  
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3. Here, the Court finds that appellant did not comply with the statutory requirements 

of S.C. Code Ann § 62-1-308, et seq., based on each of the following, independent grounds: 

(a) Appellant did not file nor serve a Statement of Issues on Appeal within the time 

prescribed by S.C. Code § 62-1-308(b) (“Within forty-five days after receipt of written notice of 

the order, sentence or decree of the probate court, the appellant must file with the clerk of the 

circuit court a Statement of Issues on Appeal (in a format described in Rule 208(b)(1)(B), 

SCACR), with proof of service and a copy served on all parties.”).  Appellant’s Notice of Appeal, 

filed July 22, 2022, states Appellant received written notice of entry of the probate court order on 

July 14, 2022.  Pursuant to subsection (b) of the statute, Appellant was required to file and serve a 

Statement of Issue on Appeal on or before August 29, 2022.  A review of the public index in this 

case establishes that Appellant failed to meet either of these requirements. 

(b) As a separate and independent basis for dismissal, Appellant did not file nor serve a 

Designation of Matter to Include in the Record on Appeal on any party as required by S.C. Code § 

62-1-308(d).  No such Designation even appears within the public index. 

(c) As a separate and independent basis for dismissal, Appellant did not file nor serve 

an appellate brief as required by S.C. Code 62-1-308(e) (“At the same time the appellant serves his 

Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal, the appellant shall serve one copy 

of his brief on all parties to the appeal, and filed with the clerk of the circuit court one copy of the 

brief with proof of service.  The appellant’s brief shall be in a format described in Rule 208(b)(1), 

SCACR.”)  A review of the public index in this case establishes that Appellant failed to meet any 

one of these statutory requirements. 

(d) As a separate and independent basis for dismissal, Appellant did not file and serve 

a Record on Appeal on any party as required by S.C. Code § 62-1-308(f) (“[A]ppellant shall serve 
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a copy of the Record on Appeal (in a format described in subsection (c), (e), (f), and (g) of Rule 

210, SCACR.”).  

4.  Finally, as a separate and independent basis for denial of the appeal, this Court 

finds that Appellant has failed to set forth any grounds and/or caselaw warranting reversal of the 

probate court’s underlying order, having failed to even brief her appeal as required by S.C. Code 

62-1-308. 

THEREFORE, it is ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED: 

Appellant Athena Irland’s Appeal from Probate Court is hereby DENIED and 

DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.    

 

______________________________________  
The Honorable Bentley D. Price 
Circuit Court Judge 

 

September_____, 2023  
Charleston, South Carolina  
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Charleston Common Pleas

Case Caption: Athena L Irland , plaintiff, et al VS Isadore John Psaras , defendant, et
al

Case Number: 2022CP1003304

Type: Order/Other

IT IS SO ORDERED!

/s Hon. Bentley D. Price, Circuit Judge 2766

Electronically signed on 2023-10-02 14:43:04     page 4 of 4
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals  

________ 

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Bentley D. Price 
Circuit Court Judge 

_________  

Appellate Case No. 2023-001852 
_________ 

Athena Irland, Appellant, 

v. 

Brandy S. Culp, Respondent. 

_________ 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
_________ 

I, the undersigned, certify that I have served Respondent Brandy Culp’s Reply to 

Appellant’s Return to Motion to Dismiss and Exhibits on all Pro Se parties to this Appeal via 

United States Certified Mail, postage prepaid, on May 10, 2024, at the addresses set forth below. 

Parties Served: 

Athena L. Irland  
186 Dolly Dimples Trail 
Huger, SC 29450  
Pro Se Respondent 

Christina D. Culp 
198 Lower Cherokee Road 
Neeses, SC 29107 Isadore  
Pro Se Party of Record 

May 09 2024
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John Psaras 
1586 Hidden Bridge Drive 
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 
Pro Se Party of Record 

Respectfully submitted, 

THE LAW OFFICE OF JESSE SANCHEZ, LLC 

s/Jesse Sanchez________________________ 
Jesse Sanchez, Esquire (SC Bar No. 101906) 
751 Johnnie Dodds Boulevard, Suite 200 
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 
jesse@jessesanchezlaw.com 
(843) 814-8181

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT BRANDY S. CULP 

May 10, 2024 
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 



From: DoNotReply@ereceipt.usps.gov
Subject: USPS eReceipt

Date: May 10, 2024 at 2:47 PM
To: JESSE@jessesanchezlaw.com JESSE@JESSESANCHEZLAW.COM

MOUNT PLEASANT
1050 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD

MOUNT PLEASANT, SC 29464-9998
(800)275-8777

05/10/2024                                                         02:46 PM
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Product                                      Qty            Unit      Price

Price
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Priority Mail®                               1                       $11.00
    Columbia, SC 29201
    Weight: 1 lb 1.10 oz
    Expected Delivery Date

Mon 05/13/2024
    Tracking #:

9505 5124 6925 4131 0140 89
    Insurance                                                         $0.00

Up to $100.00 included
Total $11.00

Priority Mail® 1 $10.35
    Huger, SC 29450
    Weight: 1 lb 0.20 oz
    Expected Delivery Date

Sat 05/11/2024
    Insurance $0.00

Up to $100.00 included
    Certified Mail® $4.40

Tracking #:
70121010000022214803

Total $14.75

Priority Mail® 1 $9.25
    Mount Pleasant, SC 29464
    Weight: 1 lb 00.00 oz
    Expected Delivery Date

Sat 05/11/2024
    Insurance $0.00

Up to $100.00 included
    Certified Mail® $4.40

Tracking #:
70121010000022214797

Total $13.65

Priority Mail® 1 $9.25
    Neeses, SC 29107
    Weight: 1 lb 00.00 oz
    Expected Delivery Date

Mon 05/13/2024
    Insurance $0.00

Up to $100.00 included
    Certified Mail® $4.40

Tracking #:
70121010000022214780

Total $13.65

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Grand Total:                                                         $53.05
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Debit Card Remit                                                     $53.05
    Card Name: VISA
    Account #: XXXXXXXXXXXX0500
    Approval #: 099800
    Transaction #: 391
    Receipt #: 048959
    Debit Card Purchase: $53.05
    AID: A0000000980840          Chip
    AL: US DEBIT
    PIN: Verified
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

In a hurry? Self-service kiosks offer
quick and easy check-out. Any Retail

Associate can show you how.

Text your tracking number to 28777 (2USPS)
to get the latest status. Standard Message

and Data rates may apply. You may also
visit www.usps.com USPS Tracking or call

1-800-222-1811.

Save this receipt as evidence of
insurance. For information on filing an

insurance claim go to
https://www.usps.com/help/claims.htm

or call 1-800-222-1811

Preview your Mail
Track your Packages
Sign up for FREE @

https://informeddelivery.usps.com

All sales final on stamps and postage.
Refunds for guaranteed services only.

Thank you for your business.

Tell us about your experience.
Go to: https://postalexperience.com/pos?mt=9
or call 1-800-410-7420.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------

May 09 2024






