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Exhibit 5 - 2026.01.21 - Amended Notice of Appeal.pdf
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*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Good Morning Ms. Kitchings,

Attached hereto and for filing, please find Plaintiff/Respondent's Return to Motion to Reinstate
Appeal, Exhibits 1-5 and Proof of Service in connection with the above-referenced matter. 
 
By copy of this email, I am serving a copy of this correspondence on all counsel of
record, by email and U.S. Mail, pursuant to Section (d)(1) of the Supreme Court’s
Order Methods of Electronic Filing and Service Under Rule 262 of the South Carolina
Appellate Court Rules (As Amended April 24, 2024).

Should you have any questions or require any additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact our office.

Thank you,

Ashley M. Cashdollar
Senior Litigation Paralegal
HINSON, HILLER, & PADGET
HHP Law Group, LLC
2020 Assembly Street
Columbia, SC 29201
803-400-8277 (Main) Ext. 1005
803-845-4900 (Facsimile)
ashley@hhplawgroup.com
www.hhplawgroup.com
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Ashley M. Cashdollar 
Litigation Paralegal  


ashley@hhplawgroup.com 
 


 
 


 


________________________________________________________________________________ 
 


     Physical Address                 HHP LAW GROUP, LLC Mailing Address 
    2020 Assembly St.           HINSON, HILLER, & PADGET    P.O. Box 83 
  Columbia, SC 29201       803.400.8277 / www.hhplawgroup.com  Columbia, SC 29202 


March 30, 2026 
 
 


Via Email Only 
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings 
Clerk of Court 
South Carolina Court of Appeals 
Email: ctappfilings@sccourts.org 
 


Re: Ex Parte: Mandy Matney; David Voros and Alexandra Stasko v. Allison Dunavant 
Appellate Case No. 2025-002585 
Civil Action No.: 2022-CP-40-01390 


 
Dear Ms. Kitchings, 


 
Enclosed and for filing, please find the Plaintiff/Respondent’s Return to Motion to Reinstate 


Appeal, Exhibits 1-5 and Proof of Service in connection with the above-referenced matter.  
 
 Should you have any questions or require any additional information, please do not hesitate 
to contact our office directly. 
 


With kind regards, I remain,  
 


Kindest regards, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Ashley M. Cashdollar 
 
Enclosure(s): as stated 
 
cc: Samantha Albrecht, Esquire (via email at salbrecht@burnetteshutt.law) 
 Rebeca Lindahl, Esquire (via email at rebecca.lindahl@kannen.com) 
 Meredith Bannon, Esquire (via email at meredith@bannonlawgroup.com) 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 


__________ 
 


APPEAL FROM Richland COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


 
The Honorable Thomas W. McGee III, Circuit Court Judge 


__________ 
 


Case No. 2022-CP-40-01390 
 


Appellate Court Case No. 2025-002585 
__________ 


 
Ex Parte: Mandy Matney ………………………………………………………….…….Appellant 
 
David Voros and Alexandra Stasko.…………….…………………………Plaintiffs, Respondents, 


 
v. 


 
Allison Dunavant…..……………..………….……………………………Defendant, Respondent. 
 


__________ 
 


PLAINTIFFS/RESPONDENT’S  
RETURN TO MOTION TO REINSTATE APPEAL 


__________ 
 


Respondents maintain there is no good reason to reinstate Appellant’s untimely and 


procedurally defective appeal. On May 27, 2025, Plaintiffs/Respondents served Appellant with a 


Notice of Deposition (via zoom) and subpoena to take place on June 26, 2025. (Exhibit 1 – NOD, 


with subpoena packet). Appellant filed a Motion to Quash that subpoena on June 20, 2025. 


(Exhibit 2 – Motion to Quash). The parties fully briefed the matter, and a hearing took place on 


August 20, 2025 before the Honorable Thomas W. McGee, III. Appellant’s motion was denied via 


Form 4 Order on August 20, 2025 and a formal order was entered on September 4, 2025. On 
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September 15, 2025, Appellant filed1 a motion to reconsider which was subsequently denied on 


November 13, 2025. On November 24, 2025, Appellants e-filed a Notice of Appeal with the circuit 


court. (Exhibit 3 – Notice of Appeal). On December 29, 2025, Appellant e-filed her Notice of 


Appeal with the Court of Appeals (Exhibit 4 – Email filing with Court of Appeals, stamped 


copy). On January 21, 2026, Appellant filed an Amended Notice of Appeal with the Court of 


Appeals (Exhibit 5 – Amended Notice of Appeal, stamped copy).  


On February 24, 2026, this Court dismissed Appellant’s appeal. On March 11, 2026, 


Appellant filed a motion to reinstate the Appeal, to which Plaintiffs/Respondents file this subject 


return.   


1. This appeal was untimely filed with the Court of Appeals and therefore dismissal was 
proper. 
 


Rule 203(a), SCACR provides “A party intending to appeal must serve and file a notice of appeal 


and otherwise comply with these rules.” See Rule 203(b), (d), SCACR (providing a party serves the notice 


of appeal on the respondent(s), and files the appeal with the clerk of the appellate court and the clerk of the 


lower court) (emphasis added); see also Rule 262, SCACR (defining generally the separate acts of serving 


and filing in the appellate courts). “The appellant should strictly adhere to service and filing requirements, 


as well as form and content requirements contained in the SCACR.” Jean Hoefer Toal et. al., Appellate 


Practice in South Carolina 289 (3d ed. 2016).  


 In addition to serving the notice of appeal, an Appellant must file the notice of appeal with the 


clerk of the appellate court and the clerk of the lower court within ten (10) days after serving the notice of 


appeal in an appeal from the circuit court. Rule 203(d)(1)(B), SCACR. That is because “the time for filing 


[a] notice of intent to appeal is jurisdictional and may not be extended by consent or order.” Rule 6, SCRCP.  


 
1 The record contains no record of Appellant serving the circuit court judge with the motion to 
reconsider in accordance with Rule 59(g), SCRCP.  
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 Accordingly, in this case, the time for filing the notice of appeal with the court of appeals was due 


on or before December 4, 2025. According to this Court’s filings, the Notice of Appeal was filed on 


December 29, 2025. Therefore, this Appeal is untimely and must be dismissed.  


2. The record contains numerous deficiencies, which warrant dismissal. 


In Henning v. Kaye, 307, S.C. 437, 437, 415 S.E.2d 794, 794 (1992) our Supreme Court cautioned 


the bar that “the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules are not mere technicalities but provide the parties 


and this Court with an orderly mechanism through which to guide appeals in this State.” In that case, the 


Supreme Court gave the appellant the proverbial break, but strongly noted that “this Court would be 


completely justified in dismissing this appeal based on appellant’s numerous violations of the Rules.”  


This Court was entirely justified in this case in dismissing this appeal, due to the deficiencies 


notated in this Court’s February 24, 2026 Order. In addition to those reasons and the jurisdictional defect 


described above, there are other deficiencies which provide additional sustaining grounds to dismiss this 


Appeal for failure to comply with the Appellate Court Rules which include not properly ordering the 


transcript in this matter.  


Rule 207(a)(1), SCACR requires transcripts be ordered “within ten (10) days after the date of 


service of the notice of appeal.” Further “appellant shall contemporaneously furnish all counsel of record, 


the Office of Court Administration, and the clerk of the appellate court with copies of all correspondence 


with the court reporter . . . appellant must order a transcript of the entire proceeding below.” Id. (emphasis 


added). In this case, the record reflects no transcript being ordered, nor any communication whatsoever 


with the circuit court or Court Administration. In a cover letter filed on January 21, 2026, Appellant notes 


“no court reporters were present, and no transcripts were prepared for the hearings giving rise to the orders 


being challenged, therefore no transcript is being ordered.” This is simply inaccurate and incomplete and 


fails to note that the hearing was recorded electronically for later transcription in accordance with prevailing 


orders of the South Carolina Supreme Court. The record contains no record of any correspondence with 
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Court Administration (which this Court and opposing counsel are required to be cc’d on). The record 


contains no Transcript Request Form.2 For this alternative reason, the dismissal of the appeal was proper.  


CONCLUSION 
 
 In sum, no good cause has been shown to reinstate this untimely and procedurally defective 


appeal. For the reasons stated herein, the Court properly dismissed this Appeal, and should deny 


Appellant’s request to reinstate the appeal.  


 
 
 
 
March 30, 2026                                                   __s/ William R. Padget__________________ 
Columbia, South Carolina                                    William R. Padget  (SC Bar #72579) 
                                                                              Christina M. Brown (SC Bar #104085) 
                                                                              HHP LAW GROUP, LLC 
                                                                              2020 Assembly Street                                                              
                                                                              Columbia, South Carolina 29201 


  Email: christina@hhplawgroup.com 
  Email: bill@hhplawgroup.com 


                                                                              T: (803) 400-8277 
                                                                              Attorneys for Appellant 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 


.  


 


 


 
2 Even if there was no Court Reporter or audio recording of the hearing that could be transcribed, 
our Rules provide a process to recreate the transcript.  








THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals 


__________ 
 


APPEAL FROM Richland COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


 
The Honorable Thomas W. McGee III, Circuit Court Judge 


__________ 
 


Case No. 2022-CP-40-01390 
 


Appellate Court Case No. 2025-002585 
__________ 


 
Ex Parte: Mandy Matney ………………………………………………………….…….Appellant 
 
David Voros and Alexandra Stasko.…………….…………………………Plaintiffs, Respondents, 


 
v. 


 
Allison Dunavant…..……………..………….……………………………Defendant, Respondent. 
 


__________ 
 


PROOF OF SERVICE 
__________ 


 
I certify that I have served Plaintiffs/Respondents Return to Motion to Reinstate Appeal on 


March 30, 2026 by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on Mandy 


Matney, addressed to her attorneys of record Rebecca Lindahl at 615 South College Street, Suite 


1700, Charlotte, N.C. 28202 and Meredith Bannon at 10 Westbury Parkway, Suite A, Bluffton, 


S.C. 29910 as well as by sending a courtesy copy to counsel via email at 


rebecca.lindahl@kannen.com and meredith@bannonlawgroup.com. 


 


<Signature on Following Page> 


 
 



mailto:rebecca.lindahl@kannen.com

mailto:meredith@bannonlawgroup.com





March 30, 2026                                                    __s/ William R. Padget__________________ 
                                                                              William R. Padget  (SC Bar #72579) 
                                                                              Christina M. Brown (SC Bar #104085) 
                                                                              HHP LAW GROUP, LLC 
                                                                              2020 Assembly Street                                                              
                                                                              Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
                                                                              T: (803) 400-8277 
                                                                               bill@hhplawgroup.com 
                                                                               christina@hhplawgroup.com 
                                                                              Attorneys for Appellant 
 
 
 
OTHER COUNSEL OF RECORD: 
 
Samantha Albrecht, Esq. (S.C. Bar # 102642) 
912 Lady Street 
P.O. Box 1929 
Columbia, S.C. 29202 
Phone: 803-850-0912 
salbrecht@burnetteshutt.law 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


 


 








 


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


COUNTY OF RICHLAND  


 


DAVID VOROS and ALEXANDRA 


STASKO, 


Plaintiffs, 


 


vs. 


 


ALLISON DUNAVANT, 


Defendants. 


 


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS  


FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


 


Civil Action No.: 2022-CP-40-01390 


 


      


      


    MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA 


 


 


          


  


 


Mandy Matney, a non-party, by and through undersigned counsel, moves to quash the subpoena 


issued by Plaintiffs’ counsel, William R. Padgett, Esquire, on May 27, 2025, for Matney’s 


deposition scheduled for June 26, 2025, pursuant to SCRCP Rule 45(c)(3). Ms. Matney was 


employed as a reporter by FitsNews at the time of the relevant article and is protected by South 


Carolina’s reporter’s privilege. The grounds for this Motion are as follows: 


1. Reporter’s Privilege (S.C. Code Ann. § 19-11-100): Movant, Ms. Matney, was a 


journalist under the employ of FitNews at the time of the article was published, and the 


information or documents sought by the attached amended notice of deposition (Exhibit 


A) was obtained in the process of gathering or dissemination of news and is privileged 


under S.C. Code Ann. § 19-11-100 (Supp. 2001), as well as protections under the First 


Amendment of the U.S. Constitution and Article I, § 2 of the South Carolina State 


Constitution. 


Under these laws, no reporter may be compelled to disclose any information obtained in 


the course of newsgathering unless the party seeking the information proves 


(1) it is highly material and relevant; 


(2) it is critical or necessary to the maintenance of the claim; 


(3) it is not obtainable from alternative sources.  


Plaintiffs have made no such showing.   


2. Undue Burden (SCRCP Rule 45(c)(3)(A)(iv)): As a non-party dismissed as a defendant 


in 2024, Ms. Matney faces undue burden from the deposition, which imposes time, cost, 
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and emotional stress. The notice’s vague scope suggests a fishing expedition, 


unwarranted given her dismissal. 


3. Lack of Relevance (SCRCP Rule 26(b)(1)): The subpoena seeks irrelevant testimony, 


as Ms. Matney’s dismissal indicates her knowledge is not material to current claims. The 


notice’s lack of specific topics violates Rule 26(b)(1)’s proportionality requirement. 


4. Non-Party Residence (SCRCP Rule 45(c)(3)(A)(ii)): Ms. Matney resides in Bluffton, 


SC, over 100 miles from Columbia. Despite the Zoom format, her non-party status and 


dismissal amplify the subpoena’s burden absent substantial need, which Plaintiffs have 


not shown as required by SCRCP Rule 45(c)(3)(B)(iii).  


 


WHEREFORE, Ms. Matney requests that the Court enter an Order to quash the subpoena for 


her deposition in its entirety and grant such other relief as deemed just. 


 


THE BANNON LAW GROUP, LLC 


s/Meredith Bannon 


Meredith Bannon, Esq.  


S.C. Bar No.: 77415 


10 Westbury Parkway, Suite A 


Bluffton, South Carolina 29910 


June 20, 2025     Meredith@bannonlawgroup.com 


Bluffton, SC     Attorney for Mandy Matney 
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EXHIBIT A
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND 
 


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


David Voros and Alexandra Stasko, 
 


Plaintiffs,  
 
v. 
 
Allison Dunavant,  
 


Defendant.   
 


Civil Action No. 2022-CP-40-01390 
 
 
 


NOTICE OF APPEAL OF ORDER 
DENYING MOTION TO 


RECONSIDER ORDER DENYING 
MOTION TO QUASH DEPOSITION 


SUBPOENA 


 


Pursuant to Rule 203 of the South Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure, non-party Mandy 
Matney, by and through undersigned counsel, hereby gives Notice of Appeal of the Order Denying 
Ms. Matney’s Motion to Quash Deposition Subpoena and subsequent Order Denying Ms. 
Matney’s Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motion to 
Appeal, entered by Judge Thomas W. McGee III on November 13, 2025, a copy of which is 
attached hereto. 


 This the 24th day of November, 2024.  
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SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017)                                                                                                                    Page 1 of 2  
  


  


  


  


FORM 4  


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF       


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 


 


      


  


      


PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 


 


DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE) 


 JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury.  The issues 


have been tried and a verdict rendered. 
 


 DECISION BY THE COURT.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court. 


The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.  
 


 ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):  Rule 12(b), SCRCP;  Rule 41(a), 


SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);  Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); 


 Other       
 


 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):  Rule 40(j), SCRCP;  Bankruptcy; 


 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify 


      arbitration award;  


   Other       
 


  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY 


 


  DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX): 


   Affirmed;   Reversed;   Remanded;   


 Other        
   


  NOTE:  ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR 


ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.  


IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:  See attached order (formal order to follow)  Statement of Judgment 


by the Court:  


 


ORDER INFORMATION 


This order  ends  does not end the case.                                                   See Page 2 for additional information.  


  


For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 


 


This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a 


copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on                         . 


 


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 


11/13/2025


✔


2022CP4001390


This matter is before the Court on Ms. Matney's Motion for Reconsideration. The Motion asks this court to
alter, amend, or reconsider its Order Denying the Motion to Quash. After reviewing the applicable law and
Mr. Voros' Memo in Opposition and considering arguments raised in the Motion, the Court is unable to
discover any material fact or principle of law that has either been overlooked or disregarded, and further
finds no error of law or fact not appropriately considered. Therefore, the Motion is DENIED.


Ms. Matney shall be deposed no later than fourteen days from the entry of this Order.


Allison Dunavant et alDavid Voros et al


Richland


✔


✔
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Court Reporter:       
 
E-Filing Note:  The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk's 


entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to 


parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  
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Richland Common Pleas


Case Caption: David  Voros , plaintiff, et al vs Allison  Dunavant , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2022CP4001390


Type: Order/Electronic Form 4


So Ordered


s/ Thomas W. McGee III, Judge Code 2786


Electronically signed on 2025-11-13 10:27:59     page 3 of 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND 


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


David Voros and Alexandra Stasko, 


Plaintiffs,  


v. 


Allison Dunavant,  


Defendant.   


Civil Action No. 2022-CP-40-01390 


NOTICE OF APPEAL OF ORDER 
DENYING MOTION TO 


RECONSIDER ORDER DENYING 
MOTION TO QUASH DEPOSITION 


SUBPOENA 


Pursuant to Rule 203 of the South Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure, non-party Mandy 
Matney, by and through undersigned counsel, hereby gives Notice of Appeal of the Order Denying 
Ms. Matney�s Motion to Quash Deposition Subpoena and subsequent Order Denying Ms. 
Matney�s Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motion to 
Appeal, entered by Judge Thomas W. McGee III on November 13, 2025, a copy of which is 
attached hereto. 


 This the 24th day of November, 2024.  


EXHIBIT 4












THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 


________________ 


APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Hon. Thomas W. McGee III, Circuit Court Judge 
__________________ 


Appellate Case No. 2025-002585 
Case No. 2022-CP-40-01390 


__________________ 


Ex Parte: Mandy Matney, Appellant, 


David Voros and Alexandra Stasko,  Plaintiffs 


v.


Allison Dunavant, Defendant. 


__________________ 


AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL 
__________________ 


Mandy Matney appeals the Order Denying Ms. Matney’s Motion to Quash 


Deposition Subpoena, and subsequent Order Denying Ms. Matney’s Motion to 


Reconsider Order Denying Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Motion to Appeal, 


entered by Judge Thomas W. McGee III on November 13, 2025.  Appellant received 


written notice of the Order Denying the Motion to Quash on September 4, 2025. 


Appellant received written notice of the Order Denying Motion to Reconsider on 


November 13, 2025. 


January 21, 2026.  


s/ Rebecca K. Lindahl 


Jan 21 2026


EXHIBIT 5







Rebecca K. Lindahl 
Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP 
615 South College Street Suite 1700 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28202 
(704) 344-3141 
Attorney for Appellant 


Other Counsel of Record: 
Meredith Bannon 
10 Westbury Parkway, Suite A 
Bluffton, South Carolina 29910 
(843) 815-4505 


EXHIBIT 5












From: Meredith Bannon
To: Sandy Witherspoon
Cc: Samantha Albrecht; Tasha Smith; Bill Padget
Subject: Re: Voros/Stasko v. Dunavant
Date: Tuesday, May 27, 2025 4:10:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Received. 


On Tue, May 27, 2025 at 4:03 PM Sandy Witherspoon <sandy@hhplawgroup.com> wrote:


Good afternoon.


 


Please find attached Amended Notice of Deposition of Mandy Matney and Amended
Subpoena in connection with the above-referenced matter.


 


Thank you.


 


 


 


Sandy Witherspoon


HHP Law Group, LLC


2020 Assembly Street


Columbia, SC 29201


(phone) 803-400-8277 ext.1008


(fax) 803-845-4900


Sandy@HHPLawGroup.com


www.HHPLawGroup.com


 


 


DISCLAIMER: The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or
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HHP LAW
GROUP. LLC








legally privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of this information, directly or indirectly, by persons or entities other
than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipients please contact the sender and delete the material from all computers in
which it resides.


 


-- 
Meredith Bannon, Esq.
Bannon Law Group LLC


Bluffton Location:
10 Westbury Park Way, Suite A, Bluffton, SC 29910
(P) 843-815-4505 / (F) 843-277-6803


Pooler Location:
2201 Pooler Parkway, Suite 200, Pooler, GA 31322
Phone: (912) 239-6610


Charleston Location: 
78 Ashley Point Drive, Suite 201, Charleston, SC 29407
Phone: (843) 815-4505


*Due to recent warnings from the South Carolina Bar Association, all wiring
instructions sent from the Bannon Law Group LLC shall be sent via a secured
link with a password provided in a separate message.  Further, we ask that all
wire instructions are confirmed telephonically at (843) 815-4505 prior to
initiating a transfer. *


PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL: This electronic message (including any attachments) is intended
only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
attorney-client privileged, may be confidential work product, or may be exempt from disclosure under
applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or agent
responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is wrongful, is strictly prohibited, and may
subject you to civil liability. If you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify us
by telephone at 843-815-4505 or by return e-mail, and destroy any copies (electronic, paper, or
otherwise) that you may have of this communication.


DEBT COLLECTOR: This firm collects debts for mortgage lenders and other creditors. Any information
obtained will be used for that purpose. However, if you have previously received a discharge in
bankruptcy, this message is not and should not be construed as an attempt to collect a debt, but only as
an attempt to enforce a lien.


NON-SOLICITATION:   This message and its contents is not intended nor should it be construed as a
solicitation of representation.   If this message is sent to a represented party, please disregard.   
Additionally, an attorney client relationship is not created through any electronic communications and
nothing contained in this communication is intended to create an attorney client relationship unless
expressly stated to the contrary.


   The Bannon Law Group LLC, P.O. Box 3691, Bluffton, SC 29910, www.bannonlawgroup.com
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________________________________________________________________________________ 
 


     Physical Address          HINSON, HILLER, & PADGET Mailing Address 
    2020 Assembly St.                 HHP Law Group, LLC   P.O. Box 83 
  Columbia, SC 29201       803-400-8277 / www.hhplawgroup.com  Columbia, SC 29202 


  Sandy Witherspoon  
 Litigation Paralegal 


Sandy@HHPLawGroup.com 
 


 May 27, 2025 
 
Via U.S. Certified Mail and E-mail 


 


The Bannon Law Group, LLC 
Attn: Meredith Bannon, Esquire 
10 Westbury Park Way, Suite A 
Bluffton, SC 29910 
E: meredith@bannonlawgroup.com 
 
 
 Re: David Voros and Alexandra Stasko v. Allison Dunavant 
   C/A No.: 2022-CP-40-01390 
    
 
Dear Counsel, 
 
 Enclosed and for service upon you, please find Amended Notice of Deposition of Mandy 
Matney with Subpoena in connection with the above-referenced matter and our Certificate of Service 
for the same. Please note that this will be a Zoom videoconference deposition scheduled for June 26, 
2025 at 10am.  
 
 If you have any questions or require any additional information, please do not hesitate to 
contact our office. Thank you. 
 


Kind regards, 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 


Sandy Witherspoon 
 
 
Enclosures: as stated 
 
cc: Samantha Albrecht, Esquire (samantha@justiceislovely.com) 
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