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COMES NOW Respondents, by and through undersigned counsel, and file this, their Return to 

Appellant’s Motion to Strike dated June 25, 2025 and state: 

 
1. The crux of Appellant’s position regarding the grounds for striking the Respondents’ inclusion 

of the Appellant’s Affidavit to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and the Final Disposition of 

the Commission on Lawyer Conduct is that: 

a. The Affidavit and Final Disposition are immaterial;1 

b. The Affidavit and Final Disposition have no logical, legal bearing upon the issues;2 and 

c. The inclusion of the Affidavit and Final Disposition are scandalous and offered with 

the intent to unduly influence this Honorable Court.3 

2. While the Respondents disagree with all of the grounds stated in support of the Appellant’s 

Motion to Strike, the Respondents especially disagree with the Appellant’s assertion that this 

Honorable Court can be easily influenced by the Respondents or the Respondents’ counsel. 

3. Instead, the Respondents and the Respondents’ counsel offers the Appellant’s Affidavit to the 

Office of Disciplinary Counsel and the Final Disposition of the Commission on Lawyer 

Conduct in response to the many, many references that the Appellant makes in his Initial Brief 

and Reply Brief to the purported, unethical behavior of the Respondents’ counsel. 

4. In at least eighteen (18) separate instances in his Initial Brief and Reply Brief, the Appellant 

accuses the Respondents’ counsel of breaching his ethical obligations to the Court and to the 

 
1 Appellant’s Motion to Strike, p. 2. 
 
2 Id at p. 3. 
 

3 Id at p. 4. 
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Appellant4, but now the Appellant asks this Honorable Court to disallow a response from the 

Respondents’ counsel. 

5. The several accusations that the Appellant makes towards the undersigned have already been 

investigated and cleared by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel.5 

6. Appellant has made his continued accusations directed at the undersigned a key argument in 

his Initial Brief and Reply Brief; now Appellant argues that any reference to the underlying 

Affidavit to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel or the Final Disposition of the Commission on 

Lawyer Conduct is immaterial, irrelevant and even scandalous. 

7. The undersigned responded to these continued accusation very briefly and only by including 

the Appellant’s Affidavit to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and the Final Disposition of 

the Commission on Lawyer Conduct as a footnote to a single sentence in the Respondents’ 

entire Initial Brief. 

8. It is absolutely inconsistent—and frankly, absurd—for the Appellant to now argue that any 

reference to the Appellant’s Affidavit to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and the Final 

Disposition of the Commission on Lawyer Conduct is immaterial, irrelevant and scandalous 

when it is the Appellant that has introduced alleged unethical behavior by the undersigned as 

a cornerstone of his arguments to this Honorable Court. 

9. The undersigned must be allowed to respond to the Appellant’s frivolous allegations by 

allowing this Honorable Court the opportunity to review, at its own behest, the prior 

accusations by the Appellant as well as the findings of the Commission on Lawyer Conduct—

 
4 See Appellant’s Initial Brief, p. 2 ¶2 through page 3 ¶1, p. 10, p. 33 ¶2, p. 34 ¶1, p. 34 ¶3, p. 37 ¶1, p. 37 ¶3, 
p. 38 ¶3, p. 40 ¶3 and ¶4, p. 41 ¶2 and ¶3 and ¶4, p. 42 ¶3, p.45 ¶3; see also Appellant’s Reply Brief p. 11 ¶2, 
p. 20 ¶1. 
 
5 See Appellant’s Affidavit to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and the Final Disposition of the Commission on 
Lawyer Conduct attached as Exhibit A and B respectively. 
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especially where the Commission’s findings pertain to the very accusations that the Appellant 

has made part of his Initial Brief and Reply Brief. 

10. Further, the undersigned, in stark contrast to the Appellant, has complete confidence that this 

Honorable Court will give the Appellant’s Affidavit to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and 

the Final Disposition of the Commission on Lawyer Conduct its proper weight in maneuvering 

through the various issues before it. 

 

WHEREFORE, Respondents pray for an order from this Honorable Court denying the 

Appellant’s Motion to Strike, for attorney’s fees and costs, and for any further relief the Court 

deems just and proper. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
                                                                        
     Stephen N. Garcia, S.C. Bar No. 76191 

604 Pettigru Street 
Greenville, SC 29601 
Dial: (864) 271-7335 
Email: Stephen@scgarcialaw.com 
 
Attorney for Respondents 

June 30, 2025 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













































































  
 

5 of  5 
 

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 

_____________________________ 
 

APPEAL FROM SPARTANBURG COUNTY 
 

Court of Commons Pleas 
 

J. Derham Cole, Circuit Court Judge 
_____________________________ 

 
Appellate Case No. 2024-001239 

Case No. 2020-CP-42-00055 
_____________________________ 

 
 

Lad Santiago,      Appellant, 
 
 

v. 
 
 

Oscar Avila Hernandez, et. al.   Respondents. 
 

______________________________ 
 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
_______________________________ 

 
I certify that I have served the Respondents’ Return to Appellant’s Motion to Strike on Lad 
Santiago by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on June 30, 2025 
addressing to Lad Santiago, 5041 North Blackstock Road, Spartanburg, SC 29303 as well as by 
email to drladsantiago@gmail.com. 
 
    
 
 

                                                       
Stephen Garcia, Bar No. 76191 
Garcia Law, LLC 
604 Pettigru Street 
Greenville, South Carolina 29601 
(864) 271-7335 
Stephen@scgarcialaw.com 
Attorney for Respondent 

June 30, 2025 

Jun 30 2025


