From: Jesse Sanchez

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: Dan; Steve Slotchiver; Kali Bravo; Michelle Stith

Subject: Athena Irland, Appellant v. Brandy S. Culp, Respondent - App. Case No. 2023-001852
Date: Monday, August 11, 2025 9:54:49 AM

Attachments: Culp - Addendum to Motion for Costs w Exhs.pdf

Culp - Proof of Service 20250811.pdf
Culp - Letter to Kitchings 20250811.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Dear Ms. Kitchings,
Attached for filing on behalf of Respondent Brandy S. Culp, please find:

1. Respondent Brandy S. Culp’s Addendum to Motion for Taxation of Costs
pursuant to Rule 222, SCACR and Motion for Sanctions pursuant to Rule 269,
SCACR,

2. Proof of Service, and
3. Cover Letter.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. As always, please let us know if
you have any questions or wish to discuss the filing.

Respectfully,

Jesse Sanchez (SC Bar #101906)
Attorney for Respondent Brandy S. Culp
Jesse Sanchez

The Law Office of Jesse Sanchez, LLC
751 Johnnie Dodds Blvd., Suite 200
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464

Direct: (843) 814-8181

Fax: (843) 284-3953

jesse@jessesanchezlaw.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This electronic mail transmission and any accompanying documents constitute information belonging to the sender and may be confidential and legally
privileged. This information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, any
disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information contained in this transmission is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (843) 814-8181 and delete the message. Thank you.
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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,

Brandy S. Culp, Respondent.

RESPONDENT BRANDY S. CULP’S ADDENDUM TO
MOTION FOR TAXATION OF COSTS PURSUANT TO RULE 222, SCACR
AND MOTION FOR SANCTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 269, SCACR

Respondent Brandy S. Culp respectfully submits this Addendum to her pending Motion
for Taxation of Costs and Motion for Sanctions to bring to the Court’s attention Appellant’s latest
attempt to perpetuate her campaign of frivolous litigation and delay.
Appellant’s Pattern of Abuse Continues

On August 4, 2025—while this motion for sanctions remains pending—Appellant filed a
“Motion to Declare Order Void for Lack of Compliance with Statutory Requirements” in
Charleston County Circuit Court. (Exhibit A). This motion attacks the validity of the July 13, 2022
Probate Court Order, advancing the sovereign citizen-styled argument that the order is “not a

legally enforceable document” because it allegedly lacks a court seal pursuant to S.C. Code § 14-
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23-1120. Notably, Appellant filed this motion in Circuit Court despite this being a probate
matter—and despite the Circuit Court having already dismissed her appeal from this very order on
October 2, 2023.

This is the Same Order Appellant Has Already Unsuccessfully Appealed Twice.

The July 13, 2022 Probate Court Order is the very order from which Appellant filed her
Notice of Appeal on July 22, 2022, launching the frivolous appellate litigation detailed in
Respondent’s motion. Both the Circuit Court (October 2, 2023) and this Court (via Remittitur July
15, 2025) have dismissed Appellant’s appeals from this order.

The Order Bears Proper Authentication.

The certified copy of the July 13, 2022 Order bears the official stamp of the Charleston
County Clerk of Court, attesting it is a true copy, with the Charleston County Probate Court
designation and the Clerk’s signature. (Exhibit B, page 7). The order clearly identifies that it is
from the Charleston County Probate Court, is initialed on every page by Judge Kirchner, and is
signed by her. The order is valid and enforceable. Notably, Appellant cites no South Carolina case
holding that a probate court order would be rendered void ab initio without a seal, and even the
statute she cites—S.C. Code § 14-23-1120—does not state that orders lacking seals are void.
Moreover, even if the order lacked a seal—which it does not—S.C. Code § 30-5-60 expressly
provides:

Validity of instruments recorded without impressed seals of officers

administering oaths. Any instrument heretofore or hereafter recorded in this State,

which does not have affixed the impressed seal of the authorized officer who

administered the oath or affirmation contained therein, shall be valid and constitute

notice as though such impressed seal were affixed.

Appellant’s argument is thus triply frivolous: the order has a seal, no authority supports her void

ab initio theory, and statutory law directly contradicts her position.
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This Filing Demonstrates Appellant’s Continued Bad Faith.

Having failed to prevail through two appeals spanning 1,088 days, Appellant now attempts
a collateral attack on the same order through specious arguments about court seals—arguments
that even basic legal research would reveal are meritless under S.C. Code § 30-5-60. By filing in
Circuit Court rather than Probate Court, Appellant either completely misunderstands basic
jurisdictional principles or, more evidently, is deliberately attempting delay resolution of this estate
matter. This latest filing—made after both appeals were dismissed and while sanctions are being
sought—demonstrates that Appellant will continue her pattern of frivolous litigation absent
meaningful sanctions.

The timing is particularly egregious: filed three weeks after the Remittitur issued (July 15,
2025) and while Respondent’s motion for sanctions remains pending before this Court. As the
South Carolina Supreme Court recognized in City of Columbia v. Assa’ad-Faltas, 800 S.E.2d 782,
420 S.C. 28 (2017), “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.”

This new filing underscores the necessity of substantial sanctions to deter Appellant’s
abuse of the judicial process. Without consequences, Appellant will continue filing meritless
motions, forcing Respondent to incur additional attorney’s fees and consuming judicial resources
indefinitely. Indeed, Appellant’s immediate filing of this motion following the dismissal of her
appeals makes clear that she will pursue yet another appeal from any adverse ruling unless this

Court imposes meaningful sanctions to finally end this cycle of vexatious litigation.
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CONCLUSION
This latest filing confirms that Appellant’s appeals were “frivolous” and “taken solely for

purposes of delay” as contemplated by Rule 269, SCACR, and that these are “the most
extraordinary of circumstances” warranting additional costs under Rule 222, SCACR. Appellant’s
post-remittitur attack on a thrice-adjudicated order demonstrates she will never accept finality
absent substantial financial consequences. Respondent has already incurred $40,634.56 in
attorney’s fees and costs solely for defending against appeals filed since July 22, 2022 (not
including costs incurred in drafting this Addendum), and this latest filing threatens to add even
more costs. Respondent respectfully urges this Court to impose the requested sanctions and costs
to protect the integrity of the judicial process and prevent further abuse, and to grant such other
and further relief as this Court deems just and proper.

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

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

August 11, 2025
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina

Page 4 of 4





EXHIBIT A

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT o

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON CASE NO.: 2022-CP-10-3304

Athena Irland N

Pro Se Plaintiff/Petitioner MOTION TO DECLARE ORDER VOID_-,FOR‘J}
LACK OF COMPLIANCE WITH STATUTORY
V. REQUIREMENTS

Brandy S. Culp,
Defendant/Respondent

e = e e Y e e e e e N

Petitioner Athena Irland, a pro se litigant, hereby respectfully moves the court to vacate
the order issued by the Honorable Judge Lena Kirchner in the matter of The Estate of Dolly
Legare Coleman, Case No, 2019-ES-10-1368. The grounds for this motion is that the Order
issued by the Probate Court dated the 13" day of July 2022 signed by Lenna Kirchner is invalid
pursuant to Section 14-23-1120 which spéciﬁcally states, “The court of probate shall be a court
of record and shall have a seal bearing the name of such court, which seal shall be impressed
upon all orders, decrees and licenses issued by such court.” Said Order bears no such seal which
renders it void ab initio. Without the seal of the Probate Court, said Order is not a legally
enforceable document because it does not follow the rule.

Respondent has incessantly argued that Appellant’s motions be denied for failure to
follow court rules, Haines v Kerner U.S. 404 U.S. 519 (1972) clearly states that pro se litigants
arc granted some leeway and held to less stringent standards. Those in the legal profession
however, are not granted such leeway and therefore it stands to reason that Judge Kirchner’s

Order is invalid on its face because it does not comport with South Carolina Code Of Laws





Section 14-23-1120. As a result, all subsequent decrees and orders related to said order are
void.
Therefore, Appellant respectfully moves the court to vacate the order issued on July 13,

2023 and remand the entire case back to the Probate Court for a rehearing.

Athena Irland August 4, 2025
186 Dolly Dimples Trail

Huger, SC 29450

(843) 697-3631





EXHIBIT B

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE PROBATE COURT
)
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.: 2019-ES-10-1368
- )
IN THE MATTER OF: THE ESTATE OF DOLLY )
LEGARE COLEMAN )
)
JOHN SINCLAIRE, III, in his capacity as Personal ) ORDER
Representative for the Estate of Dolly L. Coleman, )
)
Petitioner, )
)
vs. )
)
ATHENA L. IRLAND, CHRISTINA D. CULP, )
ISADORE JOHN PSARAS, and BRANDY S. CULP, . )
)
Respondents. )
)
Hearing Date: April 7,2022
Presiding Judge: Lenna S. Kirchner
Petitioner: John a/k/a “Jack™ Sinclaire, Esq.
Petitioner’s Attorney: David Michel, Esq.
Respondents: Athena L. Irland
Christina D. Culp
Isadore John Psaras
Brandy S. Culp
Respondents’ Attorney: Daniel S. Slotchiver, Esq. and Stephen M.
Slotchiver, Esq. for Brandy S. Culp
Court Reporter: Ashley Manini

THIS MATTER came before the court upon the filing of a Summons and Petition for a
Declaratory Judgment filed by David Michel, Esq. on behalf of Personal Representative John,
a/k/a “Jack” Sinclaire, Esq, on September 8, 2021.

Present were John, a/k/a "Jack" Sinclaire, Esq. as Personal Representat}ive of the Estate, as

well as his counsel, David Michel, Esq.; Athena Ireland, without legal counsel; Christina Culp,
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- without legal counsel; and Brandy Culp, represented by Daniel S. Slotcﬁiver, Esq. and Stephen M.
Slotchiver, Esq.

Prior to the presentation of testimony, Daniel Slotchiver, Esq., on behalf of Brandy S. Culp,
moved for Summary Judgment on the issue of reinstating the Last Will and Testament drafted by
John Lynn McCants based on the argument that this Court had previously determined and ruled in
an Order dated June 29, 2017, from a hearing held on October 18, 2016, that 1) Athena Irland had
exercised Undue Influence on the same day of the alleged destruction of her Last Will (October
28, 2014), in the presence of John Lynn McCants, 2) Athena Irland owed a fiduciary duty to the
Decedent under a Confidential Relationship, which was breached, andvthat on that same date the
Decedent was medically incapacitated prior to the tearing up of said Will, and as such would not
have had the Capacity to destroy said Will, thus rendering said will her testamentary desire. This
Motion was denied.

Upon review of the file and after hearing testimony of the parties, the Court makes the
following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. This Court has jurisdiction over this matter and venue is prbper pursuant to S.C. Code
Ann. §§62-1-302 and 62-3-201(a)(1).

2. This Court finds that proper notice was given to all parties with an interest in this matter
pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-401.

3. Dolly Dimples Legare Coleman (“Decedent”) died on March 21, 2019.

4. Decedent was adjudiéated as incapacitated in Charleston County Probate Court Case
No. 2014-GC-10-0210.

5. During a hearing in the Guardianship and Conservatorship case on October 18, 2016,

the Court heard arguments regarding allegations of undue influence by Athena Irland
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10.

11.

on Decedent in regard to the execution of two deeds of conveyance on October 28,
2014. This Court takes judicial notice of the file and proceedings from the
Guardianship and Conservatorship case (2014-GC-10-0210) of Decedent.

On June 29, 2017, the Court issued an Order from theAOctober 18, 2016 hearing
rescinding the subject deeds due to lack of requisite capacity by Decedent on the date
of execution (October 28, 2014) and undue influence exercised by Respondent Athena
Irland on Decedent. The Order vincluded excerpts from extensive live testimony and/or
testimony from depositions taken from several professionals, including Decedent’s
treating physician, Guardian, and Conservator.

Respondent Athena Irland filed a Notice of Appeal in regard to the June 29,2017 Order
with the South Carolina Court of Appeals on July 27, 2017. The South Carolina Court
of Appeals dismissed the matter on August 22, 2017 due to Appellant’s failure to
provide proof that the parties consented in writing or on the record to appeal directly to
said court as set forth in S.C. Code Ann. 862-1-308(1). No additional appeals or
Motions for Reconsideration regarding the June 29, 2017 Order have been filed.

John, a/k/a "Jack" Sinclaire, Esq. (“Petitioner”), previously served as Decedent’s
Guardian and was appointed as the Personal Representative of her Estate on August 8,
2019, with the consent of the Respondents.

Petitioner filed a Summons and Petition seeking a Declaratory Judgment from the
Court on September 8, 2021.

Respondents are Decedent’s children and grandchild.

Decedent executed a Last Will and Testament on October 20, 2008 (“2008 Will”), and

executed a subsequent Last Will and Testament on August 31, 2009 (“2009 Will”).
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Respondent Athena Irland is a daughter of Decedent, an intestate beneficiary, and a
listed devisee under both the 2008 Will and the 2009 Will.

Respondent Christina D. Culp is a daughter of Décedent, an intestate beneficiary, and
a listed devisee under both the 2008 Will and the 2009 Will.

Respondent Isadore John Psara is a son of Decedent, and intestate beneficiary, and a
listed devisee under the both the 2008 Will and the 2009 Will.

Respondent Brandy S. Culp is a granddaughter of Deccdentv and a listed devisee under
both the 2008 Will and the 2009 Will.

The 2008 Will was executed by Attorney Heyward Carter and the 2009 Will was
executed by Attorney Lynn McCants.

The 2009 Will revokes all Wills and Codicils that Decedent had previously made.

It is undisputed by the parties that Decedent was taken to the office of Lynn McCants,
Esq., by Respondent Athena Irland on October 28, 2014, stated that it was her intention
to revoke the 2009 Will, and physically tore the 2009 Will in half in the presence of
Mr. McCants.

Petitioner originally sought a ruling from the Court that Decedent died intestate due to
the destruction of the 2009 Will; which had revoked the 2008 Will, and the lack of any
subsequent Last Will and Testament. After learning of additional information to be
presented by counsel for Respondent Brandy S. Culp at the hearing, Petitioner infonnéd
the Court that he was no longer taking a position as the validity of the 2009 Will and/or
the possibility that Decedent died intestate and would instead allow the Court to hear
the arguments of the Respondents on those issues.

During arguments presented by Respondent Brandy S. Culp, an original transcript

wherein Andrew Chandler, an estate planning attorney in Charleston, South Carolina,
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21.

22.

23.

24,

had previously testified at the October 18, 2016 hearing, was handed to the Court for
its review and made a part of the Record as Exhibit 1. Mr. Chandler testified and that
he had reviewed the transcript of hié testimony from the last hearing regarding
Decedent and confirmed that it was truthful and accurate.

John, a/k/a “Jack” Sinclaire was then called to testify: He testified that in his
investigation as to the facts surrounding the destruction 6f the 2009 Last Will and
Testament, drafted by Lynn McCants, he was advised by attorney McCants that the
destruction took place on October 28, 2014. This Court takes notice of the fact that
this is the same day on which this Court previously determined the invalidity of a deed
based on Undue Influence, breach of a Confidential Relatiohship, and lack of capacity
of Decedent.

John Lynn McCants, a lawyer in Mount Pleasant, testified that he had drafted the 2009
Will of Decedent, that he witnessed the destruction of the Will, wherein both Decedent
and Ms. Irland were present at his office, that he does not dispute the purported
destruction date of October 28, 2014, that he was not aware of the Court rulings about
other events that occurred on that date, but had he known of the same, he would have
had concern about the ability and correctness of Decedent destroying her Will.

Mr. McCants presented the actual torn will, as well as a living will, healthcare power
of attorney and a general durable power of attorney, all likewise destroyed on that
same date. Mr. McCants also testified that Decedent told him "I'll get back with you,
we’ll do another Will...", but this act never took place.

When asked if it was customary for a client to create a new Will before destroying an

old one, Mr. McCants testified that it was not.
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25. Mr. McCants further testified that he did not have medical training to assist in
determining capacity or undue influence and that with regard to Decedent, that he was
"surprised" when he learned that Decedent had gone to another lawyer regarding an
attempted deed transfer, an action later explained by Ms. Irland when she testified that
"...it was my decision to go to Jack Williams." This Court notes that Mr. Williams is
the lawyer who drafted the vacated deed and notes the représentation of "imy decision"
in the testimony provided as evidence that Ms. Ireland had exerted control over
Decedent.

26. The Court finds that its ruling on June 29,2017, that Decedent was unduly influenced
by Respondent Irland and that Decedent lacked capacity to execute deeds of
conveyance on October 28, 2014, which has not been oveﬁumed or amended, would
logically extend to the alleged revocation of the 2009 Will on that same day under
similar circumstances. The case law and statutory law cited in the June 29, 2017 Order
are equally applicable here.

27. The Court therefore finds that Decedent lacked the capacity to revoke the 2009 Last
Will and Testament and that the 2009 Will represents the Decedent’s testamentary
desires.

Based on the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Last Will and Testament of the

Decedent executed on August 31, 2009 was not effectively revoked due to lack of capacity of the
Decedent and undue influence at the hands of Respondent Irland. It is ordered that the Last Will and
Testament of the Decedent executed on August 31, 2009 shall be re-assembled, copied, and admitted

to the Court as an original Last Will and Testament of Dolly Legare Coleman; it is further
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ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Estate of Dolly Legare Coleman shall
be administered as a testate estate in accordance with the South Carolina Probate Code; it is further

ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that this Order shall be subject to such further
Orders of this Court as may become necessary.
IT IS SO ORDERED.
Lenna S Airchner

Associate Judge of Probate
Charleston County

5 =
This I day of July, 2022
Charleston, South Carolina.

south Carolina

s
Wy
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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 S. CULP’S
ADDENDUM TO MOTION FOR TAXATION OF COSTS PURSUANT TO RULE 222, SCACR
AND MOTION FOR SANCTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 269, SCACR on Appellant Athena
Irland via United States Certified Mail, postage prepaid, on August 11, 2025, at the address set
forth below:

Athena L. Irland
186 Dolly Dimples Trail

Huger, SC 29450
Pro Se Respondent

[Signature on following page]
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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

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT BRANDY S. CULP

August 11, 2025
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina
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From: DoNotReply@ereceipt.usps.gov
Subject: USPS eReceipt
Date: August 11, 2025 at 9:43AM
To: JESSE@jessesanchezlaw.com JESSE@JESSESANCHEZLAW.COM

~ UNITED STATES
POSTAL SERVICE &

0AKBROOK
10070 DORCHESTER RD
SUMMERVILLE, SC 29485-9998
WWW. USPS . com
08/11/2025 09:43 AM

TRACKING NUMBERS
9507 1066 2221 5223 0481 04

TRACK STATUS OF ITEMS BY LINK
(Up to 25 items)
Click to track items

TRACK STATUS BY TEXT MESSAGE
Send tracking number to 28777 (2USPS)
Standard message and data rates may apply

TRACK STATUS ONLINE
Visit https://www.usps.com/tracking
Text and e-mail alerts available

PURCHASE DETAILS

Product Qty Unit Price
Price

First-Class Maile 1 $2.44
Large Envelope
Huger, SC 29450
Weight: 3.10 oz
Estimated Delivery Date
Thu 08/14/2025

Tracking #:
9507 1066 2221 5223 0481 04
Certified Mail® $5.30
e-Return Receipt $2.82
Total $10.56
Grand Total: $10.56
Credit Card Remit $10.56

Card Name: VISA

Account #: XXXXXXXXXXXX0500

Approval #: 027886

Transaction #: 606

Receipt #: 000606

AID: AQ000000980840 Chip
AL: US DEBIT

PIN: Not Required

Use Tracking # for inquiry on Return
Receipt (Electronic).

TO REPORT AN ISSUE
Visit https://emailus.usps.com

For Return Receipt (by email), visit
USPS.com, click on Track & Manage and
enter Tracking number; click on drop-down
arrow under Return Receipt Electronic;
enter name and email address and click on
Request Email.

PREVIEW YOUR MAIL AND PACKAGES
Sign up for FREE at
https://informeddelivery.usps.com

All sales final on stamps and postage.
Refunds for guaranteed services only.
Thank you for your business.

Customer Service
1-800-ASK-USPS
Agents do not have any additional
information other than what is provided on
USPS. com.

Tell us about your experience.
Go to: https://postalexperience.com/ssk?mt=13

UFN: 458481-9551
Receipt #: 840-12900497-1-7606252-1
Clerk: 00

Privacy Act Statement: Your information will be used to provide you with an
electronic receipt for your purchase transaction via email. Collection is
authorized by 39 USC 401, 403, and 404. Providing the information is
voluntary, but if not provided, we will be unable to process your request to
receive an electronic receipt. We do not disclose your information to third
parties without your consent, except to facilitate the transaction, to act
on your behalf or request, or as legally required. This includes the
following limited circumstances: to a congressional office on your behalf;
to financial entities regarding financial transaction issues; to a U.S.
Postal Service auditor; to entities, including law enforcement, as required
by law or in legal proceedings; to contractors and other entities aiding us
to fulfill the service (service providers); to process servers; to domestic
government agencies if needed as part of their duties; and to a foreign
government agency for violations and alleged violations of law. For more
information on our privacy policies visit

Www.Usps.com/privacypolicy.






This is an automated email. Please do not reply to this message. This
message is for the designated recipient only and may contain privileged,
proprietary, or otherwise private information. If you have received it in
error, please delete. Any other use of this email by you is prohibited.






August 11, 2025

VIA EMAIL (ctappfilings@sccourts.org)

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals
1220 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE:  Athena Irland, Appellant v. Brandy S. Culp, Respondent
App. Case No. 2023-001852

Dear Ms. Kitchings:
Attached for filing on behalf of Respondent Brandy S. Culp, please find:
1) Respondent Brandy S. Culp’s Addendum to Motion for Taxation of Costs
pursuant to Rule 222, SCACR and Motion for Sanctions pursuant to Rule 269,
SCACR, and
2) Proof of Service.
Enclosed is a $50.00 law firm check to cover filing fees, if required for the

addendum. Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. As always, please let me
know if you have any questions or would like to discuss this filing.

Sincerely,

s/Jesse Sanchez

Jesse Sanchez (SC Bar No. 101906)

Cc:  Athena L. Irland (Via United States First Class Certified Mail)
Daniel S. Slotchiver, Esq. (Via Email)
Stephen M. Slotchiver, Esq. (Via Email)

THE LAW OFFICE OF JESSE SANCHEZ, LLC
751 Johnnie Dodds Blvd., Suite 200, Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 P:843.814.8181 F: 843.284.3953

jesse@jessesanchezlaw.com jessesanchezlaw.com






