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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of 

Appeals  

Appeal from Richland County Circuit Court 
The Honorable Jean Toal, retired Chief Justice  

Case No. 2024-001626 

Rhonda Meisner, 
Appellant, 

v. 

Grant Meisner, Grant Meisner, 
MD, LLC; Sheila Robinson; Erwin 
Mangubat, MD; Moore, Taylor, & 
Thomas, P.A.; Moore Taylor 
Lawfirm;Moore Bradley Myers Law 
Firm,LLC; Tricia L. Flowers; 
Flowers Consulting, LLC; Richard 
G. Whiting, Esquire; Law Offices of
Richard Whiting, P.A.; John Doe
(1-10) a fictional name assigned to
identify parties that are not yet
known or not yet determined.

Respondent
s. 

RETURN TO RESPONDENT WHITING’S MOTION FOR COSTS AND 
ATTORNEY’S FEES 

      _________ 
The Appellant, Rhonda Meisner timely files her response for attorney’s fees 

and costs considering December 24, 25, and 26, 2025 were holidays and December 

29, 2025 is the next business day.  

The Motion for attorney’s fees and costs is untimely and should be 
denied or significantly reduced for several reasons. 

The appellant respectfully requests this Honorable Court deny the untimely 

motion for costs (the request was filed before final disposition and as such, should 
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be denied as untimely) along with the requested attorney’s fees.1 The motion for 

costs and attorney’s fees is required to be submitted within 30 days of final 

disposition, not before final disposition of the appeal.2 

For additional reasons as outlined below, the untimely request should be 

denied in Toto or significantly reduced. 

Neither the attorney nor the firm submitting the request for 
reimbursement is licensed to operate commercially in Richland County 

and does not have the required City of Columbia business license- for law 
firms or attorneys- which preclude relief based on equitable tenets.3 

The appellant attached a declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1764 regarding  

the attorney,( Stephanie Burton) and her firm’s (Gibbes Burton, LLC) failure to 

obtain necessary licenses to do business in Richland County. Specifically, neither 

attorney Burton or her company acquired the required City of Columbia business 

license to operate. The declaration is supported with an email confirmation from the 

City of Columbia. The appellant urges this Court to deny any attempts to 

retroactively request fees after either entity acquires the appropriate business 

license, to gain commercially from their trade, retroactively. 

The attached Attorney Fee Affidavit does not support an award of 
attorney’s fees and costs because it is not supported with admissible 
evidence of the expenses or receipt of the payment of the attorney’s fees. 

As an initial matter, the costs associated with the motion have previously 

been submitted; however,  the appellant avers the affidavit submitted to this 
                                                           
1 There is a pending Petition for Rehearing and Rehearing en banc, that is currently pending before 
this Honorable Court of Appeals 
2 To the extent the Respondent believes the final disposition will be rendered within 30 days, the 
rules still require the submission to be within 30 days. 
3 Declaration of Rhonda Meisner 
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Honorable Court of Appeals in support of the requests for attorney’s fees does not 

evidence that Respondents Richard G. Whiting and the law offices of Richard G. 

Whiting are entitled to attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to SCACR Rule 222(b) 

because the affidavit does not state or affirm “the Respondents actually paid the 

attorney’s fees requested.” 

 SCACR Rule 222(b) entitles parties to be reimbursed costs and attorney’s 

fees actually “incurred.” The appellant avers in the context of contingency 

representation, those fees are not “incurred.” Also, the appellant avers the fees must 

be already “paid.”   The failure to affirm or even state that the attorney’s fees were 

“actually paid” instead of “necessarily incurred” from the Respondents’ attorney 

does not evidence reimbursement of fees not yet paid.  SCACR 222(b) is not a fee 

shifting Rule, but that appellant argues, it is rather a reimbursement for appellate 

attorney’s fees incurred. As such, the appellant avers there must be underlying 

proof the attorneys fees were actually paid, before SCACR Rule 222 (b) is invoked. 

The appellant avers the attorneys’ affidavit attached to the motion, must be 

supported by the actual ledger of payments made, by the Respondent or an 

affirmative/statement by the submitting attorney that the fees were previously 

paid. 

As an additional sustaining fact, the respondents’ requests for attorney’s fees 

should be denied or significantly reduced because no briefs have been submitted by 

these Respondents. 
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The appellant avers the submission of requests for reimbursements must be 

made by an entity legally allowed to operate and not an entity that is not permitted 

under law to participate in commercial activities in Richland County. While Richard 

G. Whiting and/or the Law Office of Richard G. Whiting does have a business 

license, upon information and belief, the Gibbes Burton law firm and Stephanie 

Gibbs does not have a business license to operate commercially in Richland County 

or the City of Columbia. As such, because the entity requesting payment is 

unlicensed, the payment should be denied based on equitable tenets. Should the 

Respondent’s acquire the business license in the future, the appellant avers the 

requests should still be denied because the work done was presumably done without 

a business license because the license was not in place the day of the hearing or 

when the attorney submitted the request for reimbursement.  

While Mr. Whiting does have a business license; however, he did not submit 

the request for reimbursement nor is he entitled to reimbursements for his own 

attorney’s fees or efforts pursuant to SCACR Rule 222(b). 

For the above reasons, the appellant respectfully requests this Honorable 

Court deny attorney’s fees and costs . 

     Respectfully Submitted, 
December 29, 2025 
     /s/ Rhonda Meisner 
     Rhonda Meisner 
     PO Box 689 
     Blythewood, SC 29016 
     Scorequipment @gmail.com 
     (803)206-3402 
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PROOF OF SERVICE-RETURN TO MOTION FOR COSTS 
WHITING DEFENDANTS 

Rhonda Meisner has electronically filed her RETURN TO MOTION FOR COSTS 
REPLY and proof of service and copied the following attorneys emailing 
michaelctannerllc@bellsouth.net;sburton@gibbesburton.com;ward@mbmlawsc.com
;jparham@jparhamlaw.com;scorequipment@gmail.com;murrell@smithrobinsonlaw
.com;ward@mbmlawsc.com;shanon.peake@smithrobinsonlaw.com;  Additionally, I 
mailed a copy postage prepaid by U.S. mail to : James Edward Bradley Post Office 
Box 5709 W.Columbia, SC 29171 Stephanie Burton 308 E. Saint John Street 
Spartanburg, SC 29302; Michael C. Tanner PO Box 1061 Bamberg, SC 29003 and 
Shannon Peake 2530 Devine Street Columbia SC 29205. 

DEC 29, 2025 /S/ Rhonda Meisner 

Rhonda Meisner 
PO Box 689 
Blythewood, SC 29016 
scorequipment@gmail.com 
(803)206-3402
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