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 INTRODUCTION 

COMES NOW, the Appellants, Elizabeth Ray and Melvin Ray, by and through their undersigned 

counsel, and submit this Reply Brief in response to Respondent Sunsetter Properties Initial Brief. 

This Reply Brief directly addresses the arguments raised by the Respondents and demonstrates 

why the lower court’s decision should be reversed. 

I. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN GRANTING SUMMARY JUDGMENT BEFORE 

THE COMPLETION OF DISCOVERY 

The Respondents argue that the trial court properly granted summary judgment because the 

Appellants failed to conduct discovery in a timely manner. This assertion cherry-picks facts from 

the record to support their contention while ignoring facts that justify the delay, such as counsel 

being written out of work due to a medical condition (Hearing Tr. at 12-13). The transcript 

further reflects that Appellants’ counsel explicitly raised to the court that the summary judgment 

motion was premature because depositions had been scheduled and a deposition notice had been 

issued, demonstrating ongoing efforts to gather material evidence (Hearing Tr. at 12-13, 18). 

Additionally, at the time of the motion hearing, there was no scheduling order in place, the case 

had not been called for trial, nor had there been any mediation conferences. These factors further 

demonstrate that the case was not at a procedural stage where summary judgment was 

appropriate (Hearing Tr. at 14-15). 

While the trial judge acknowledged that Appellants’ counsel had been out of work for six 

months, the court ultimately dismissed this justification, asserting that even accounting for the 

medical leave, three months remained for discovery to be completed (Hearing Tr. at 13-14). 
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However, this reasoning fails to consider that depositions were already in progress and that 

additional time was needed to complete a full and fair discovery process. 

Given these circumstances, the trial court should have exercised discretion to allow additional 

time for discovery before ruling on summary judgment, as required under Rule 56(f), SCRCP. 

South Carolina law holds that summary judgment should not be granted when relevant discovery 

is still pending. See Baughman v. AT&T, 306 S.C. 101, 410 S.E.2d 537 (1991) (summary 

judgment inappropriate when relevant facts could still be discovered). The trial court’s decision 

deprived Appellants of the ability to fully present their case, and summary judgment should be 

reversed. 

II. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN STRIKING APPELLANTS’ AFFIDAVIT 

The Respondents argue that the affidavit of Elizabeth Ray was untimely filed and should be 

disregarded. However, this mischaracterizes the procedural timeline. The affidavit was submitted 

two days before the hearing, which complies with Rule 6(d), SCRCP. The court's rigid 

interpretation failed to recognize that no prejudice resulted to Respondents from the filing. 

Additionally, South Carolina courts have not specifically applied the weekend service rule to 

affidavits under Rule 56 summary judgment proceedings. Rule 6(a), SCRCP, which excludes 

weekends when computing deadlines under seven days, was misapplied by the trial court. Rule 

6(d), which directly governs affidavit deadlines, does not prohibit service on weekends. The 

judge’s reliance on the weekend rule to exclude Appellants’ affidavit was a misinterpretation of 

the procedural rules. 
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Moreover, the Respondents suffered no prejudice from the affidavit’s submission. The record 

reflects that Respondents responded with their own affidavit before the hearing, attempting to 

rebut the issues raised in Appellant’s affidavit. This demonstrates that Respondents had sufficient 

time to counter Appellant’s arguments and were not unfairly surprised or disadvantaged. Courts 

have consistently held that procedural rules should not be rigidly applied to obstruct the fair 

presentation of claims, especially where the opposing party had the opportunity to respond. See 

Black v. Lexington School Dist. No. 2, 327 S.C. 55, 488 S.E.2d 327 (1997). 

Furthermore, by striking Elizabeth Ray’s affidavit, the trial court disregarded key factual disputes 

that should have precluded summary judgment. Without considering this evidence, the court 

failed to acknowledge material disputes regarding the property’s condition, the scope of repairs, 

and the presence of mold, which were central to Appellants’ claims. 

Accordingly, excluding the Appellant’s affidavit was improper, and the trial court’s decision 

should be reversed. 

III. THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN DENYING APPELLANTS’ REQUEST TO 

AMEND THE COMPLAINT 

The Respondents argue that it was too late for Appellants to amend their complaint at the 

summary judgment stage. However, South Carolina law does not impose a strict bar on 

amendments at this stage. Rule 15(a), SCRCP, provides that leave to amend should be “freely 

given when justice so requires.” Courts have recognized that amendments may be appropriate 

even at the summary judgment stage, especially when there is no prejudice to the opposing party. 

In Forrester v. Smith & Steele Builders, Inc., 294 S.C. 503, 369 S.E. 2d 156 (Ct. App.1988), the 
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South Carolina Court of Appeals reversed a denial of a motion to amend filed at the summary 

judgment stage, holding that amendments should be permitted absent a showing of prejudice. 

Additionally, the trial transcript demonstrates that Appellants made a global request to amend the 

complaint without distinction between defendants. The motions for summary judgment were 

scheduled for the same hearing, and both defendants presented their arguments consecutively. 

The trial court did not bifurcate its rulings but issued a global decision denying the amendment 

request and granting summary judgment to both defendants (Hearing Tr. at 18-21). At no point 

did the court indicate that the amendment denial applied solely to Home Inspection One, 

confirming that the ruling impacted both defendants equally. 

The timing of a case should not unduly restrict a party's ability to amend their complaint, 

especially in the absence of demonstrated prejudice to the opposing party. Because no such 

prejudice was shown here, the trial court erred in denying leave to amend. 

IV. SUMMARY JUDGMENT WAS IMPROPER DUE TO DISPUTED MATERIAL 

FACTS 

Respondents argue that it fully disclosed all property conditions and completed all necessary 

repairs before closing. However, the affidavit of Elizabeth Ray directly refutes these claims, 

asserting that several key repairs, including leaks, moisture issues, and insulation defects, were 

never fixed. Respondents failed to disclose that the sunroom was an unpermitted addition, 

meaning the property was not in compliance with building codes. Moisture and leaks persisted, 

leading to the development of mold, which a November 2019 inspection confirmed. 

Additionally, Respondents attempted to negotiate away its repair obligations by offering to install 

a microwave instead of fixing leaks and drywall damage. 
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Further, Greg Langjahr’s affidavit contradicts Elizabeth Ray’s affidavit on multiple key issues, 

creating material disputes. Langjahr claims that all repairs in the repair addendum were 

completed, while Ray states that several major issues were left unresolved. Langjahr asserts that 

Respondents had no duty to check for permits, while Ray contends that Respondents knowingly 

failed to disclose an unpermitted sunroom. Langjahr denies any effort to negotiate out of repairs, 

but Ray states that Respondents tried to substitute structural repairs with a microwave 

installation. (See the Attached affidavit of Elizabeth Ray). 

These contradictions alone should have precluded summary judgment, as credibility 

determinations and disputed material facts are matters for a jury to resolve. See Hancock v. 

Mid-South Mgmt. Co., Inc., 381 S.C. 326, 673 S.E.2d 801 (2009). Additionally, credibility 

determinations are improper at this stage. See Cothran v. Brown, 357 S.C. 210, 592 S.E.2d 629 

(2004). A jury should determine whether Respondents’ failure to disclose and repair constituted 

negligent misrepresentation. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Appellants respectfully request that this Court reverse the trial court’s 

grant of summary judgment, reinstate their claims against Respondents, permit the amendment of 

their complaint, and remand for further proceedings. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
​ /s/ Reagan Singletary 

The Singletary Group 
S.C. Bar No. 77541 
297 South Metts Street 
St. George, South Carolina 29377 
(803) 552-6957 
Attorney for Appellant 
 

 
 
March 10, 2025 
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Attachment A 
 

Affidavit of Elizabeth Ray 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2024 A

pr 14 10:14 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2024 A

pr 14 10:14 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2024 A

pr 14 10:14 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 A

ug 09 3:43 P
M

 - R
IC

H
LA

N
D

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2022C
P

4002713
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 A
pr 14 10:14 P

M
 - R

IC
H

LA
N

D
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2022C

P
4002713



 

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 

________ 
 

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

 
Joycelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge 

_________  
 
​                  Case No. 2022-CP-40-02713 

Appellate Case No. 2024-000995 
 
​                         _________ 

 
Elizabeth Ray and Melvin 
Ray, 

  
Appellant, 

 
 
​ v. 
 
Sunsetter Properties, LLC, 
Nancy Warner, agent for 
Coldwell Banker Residential 
Brokerage,  Home Inspection 
One, LLC 

  Respondents. 

 
__________ 

 
PROOF OF SERVICE 

__________ 
 
 
 

I hereby certify that, on March 11, 2025, I caused a copy of the Appellants’s Reply Brief 
(Sunsetter Properties, LLC) to be served on the following counsel of record, either via first 
class mail with postage prepaid, by hand delivery or by electronic mail at the address listed 
below: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Mar 11 2025



 
Jim Koutrakos 
Callison Teague, Robinson 
jimkoutrakos@callisonttighe.com 
1812 Lincoln Street, 2nd Floor 
Post Office Box 1390 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Attorney for Respondent 
 
Derek Michael Newberry 
dnewberry@hallboothsmith.com 
111 Coleman Boulevard, Suite 301 
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464  
Attorney for Respondent 
 
Mark Shantar Schaparro 
schaparro@hallboothsmith.com  
111 Coleman Boulevard, Suite 301 
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464                                                   

                          ​ ​ ​ Attorney for Respondent 
 

By: s/Reagan Singletary  
Reagan Singletary, Esq 
THE SINGLETARY GROUP, LLC 
685 Highway 15 South 
St. George, SC 29477 
803.552.6957 

                                                     ​ reagan@thesingletarygroup.com 
 
 

2 of 2 


	insertPDFBuffer
	 
	 
	THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
	APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
	    REPLY BRIEF  OF APPELLANT 
	TABLE OF CONTENTS 


