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Dear Ms. Kitchings,
Attached, please find the Notice of Appeal for the above-referenced case along with the Exhibits.

Thanks,

Stacey Hardwick, Paralegal
Bellamy, Rutenberg, Copeland, Epps, Gravely & Bowers, P.A.

Physical: Mailing:
1000 29th Avenue North P.O. Box 357
THE Myrtle Beach, SC 29577 Myrtle Beach, SC 29578
BELLAMY ot o ssseco
LAW FIRM Direct Dial: (843) 916-7169
www.BellamyLaw.com

This email and all attachments are confidential, may be legally privileged, and are intended solely for the individual or entity to whom this email is

t he intended recipient. Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorized. If you believe that you are not an intended recipient, please stop reading
immediately and do not open or download any attachments or copy or forward this email or any of its contents or attachments. Please notify the sender
and then delete or destroy all copies of this email and its attachments. The Bellamy Law Firm reserves and asserts all rights to confidentiality, including
any and all privileges that may apply. To the extent this communication is from a debt collector, and any information obtained may be used to affect
collection of the debt.


mailto:SHardwick@bellamylaw.com
mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org
mailto:ZCrowl@bellamylaw.com
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___https://www.bellamylaw.com/___.YzJ1OnNjanVkaWNpYWw6YzpvOjdjNzU4ZjIwMTA1MzYwOTM5NWFhMTEzMmEwYTFkNTQ4Ojc6MGE2MTo5NDEyODFkOTM1ZjdiZDMxOWI2NWM0YmRlMGFkMjBkMjcwYTM2OThhNGQ1ZGRmMTc4YjEwY2RhN2RkZmRiOGRmOmg6VDpO





M. EDWIN HINDS, JR.

DAVID B. MILLER"

C. WINFIELD JOHNSON, 111
DOUGLAS M. ZAYICEK
MARTIN C. DAWSEY*

ROBERT S, SHELTON'
HOWELL V. BELLAMY, Il
GEORGE W, REDMAN, IT1 ¥ **% +*
BENJAMIN A, BAROODY * #** *+
PHILLIP H. ALBERGOTTI* **
HAYES K. STANTON ¥ **

KARA J. KEITH **

LAUREN B. BENTON

* LLM TAXATION

** LICENSED IN SC & NC

* CERTIFIED MEDIATOR

** CERTIFIED ARBITRATOR

THE

BELLAMY
LAW FIRM

OFFICES IN MYRTLE BEACH & PAWLEYS ISLAND

WWW.BELLAMYLAW.COM

HOLLY M. LUSK
JON CRAIG HOWELL, JR.
ZACHARY J. CROWL**

BRICE A. BERTSCHIN

ALLIE BARTH TILLER

W. PIERCE HAAR

MACKENZIE PEARSON ADAMS

RETIRED:
HOWELL V., BELLAMY, JR.

JOIN K. RUTENBERG (1939-2012)
JOHN E. COPELAND

CLAUDE M. EPPS, JR.

DAVID R. GRAVELY

EDWARD B. BOWERS, JR.*
BRADLEY D. KING

JILL F. GRIFFITH

PosT OFrFICE Box 357 (29578) » 1000 29™ AVENUE NORTH * MYRTLE BEACH, SC 29577

VIA EMAIL & US MAIL

TELEPHONE (843) 448-2400 « FACSIMILE (843) 448-3022

August 28, 2026

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

P.O.Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211
ctappfilings(@sccourts.org

Re:  Ryan Homes v. Deborah Dorsey
Horry County Case Number; 2026-CP-26-00422

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Regarding the above-referenced matter, enclosed please find a Notice of Appeal (with
exhibits), Proof of Service, and this firm’s check in the amount of $250.00 for the filing fee.

Should you have any questions regarding the enclosed, please give me a call. Thank you
for your assistance with this matter.

Very truly yours,

BELLAMY, RUTENBERG, COPELAND,
EPPS, GRAVELY & BOWERS, P.A.

Zggkdry J. Crowl

ccC: The Honorable Renee Elvis
Deborah Dorsey






THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Benjamin H. Culbertson, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2026-CP-26-00422

Ryan HOmES, .....oieiiiii e e Appellant,

Deborah DOTSEY, . ...uveneiiiiiiii e RESPONAEN,

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Ryan Homes, by and through its undersigned counsel, hereby appeals the judgment of the
Little River Magistrate Court received December 4, 2025 (attached hereto as Exhibit A) the
Order of the Little River Magistrate Court Denying Ryan Homes’ Motion to Reconsider on
January 7, 2026 (attached hereto as Exhibit B) the Order of the Honorable Benjamin H.
Culbertson Affirming the Magistrate Court Judgment, filed June 4, 2026 (attached hereto as
Exhibit C) and the Order of the Honorable Benjamin H. Culbertson Denying Appellant’s Motion
to Reconsider, filed August 12, 2026 (attached hereto as Exhibit D).

BELLAMY, RUTENBERG, COPELAND,
EPPS, GRAVELY & BOWERS, P.A.

P.O. Box 357

Myrtle Beach, SC 29578

(843)448-2400

zcrowl@bellamylaw.com

Attorneys for Appellant

s/ Zachary J. Crowl

Zachary J. Crowl, SC Bar #103617
Mpyrtle Beach, South Carolina
August 28, 2026
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Respondent:
Deborah Dorsey

2301 Aralyn Drive
Longs, SC 29568
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

COUNTY OF HORRY ) In The Magistrates Court
) District Seven
Deborah Dorsey } Case #2025CV261030568
Plaintiff )
Vs. )
Ryan Homes )
Defendant )

This matter came before me, the Honorable William L Lynch, on December 3rd, 2025, in a non-jury,
Summons and Complaint action. Present were both the Plaintiff and the Defendant, Dean Trent for Ryan
Homes and representing Ryan Homes and Dean Trent was attorney Zachary Crow! of the Bellamy Law Firm.

The Plaintiff alleges that shortly after purchasing a new home from the builder, Ryan Homes, several of
"the palm trees that were planted in her yard as part of the landscape package, appeared to have died and
subsequently, she had them removed at her own expense due to her belief that the HOA was going to fine her
for having dead palm trees in her yard as well as her understanding that her palm trees were not covered by
the new home warranty. Plaintiff alsc alleges that after having the trees removed, Ryan Homes began a
preject to replace dead palm trees throughout the neighborhoed and that the Plaintiff was not going to be
included in the replacement project due to having already removed her trees. Plaintiff is seeking restitution
for the cost of the tree removal she paid for as well as replacement cost for the trees that were removed or
have new trees replaced at Ryan Homes's expense. Ryan Homes claims that there was no warranty extended
to the landscaping of the Plaintiff's residence and that due to her removing her palm trees before they could
be inspected by the replacing landscaper to determine if they were indeed dead, the Plaintiff was not eligible
to participate in the “beautification” project.

The Plaintiff provided testimony, pictures and other documentation to the court by way of her original
complaint. Some of the documents that were provided to the court were objected to as they were considered
hearsay. The documents included social media posts and text messages from other individuals who were not-
present in the courtroom to authenticate the messages. These messages and posts are not being considered
by the court. The Plaintiff was also cross-examined by attorney Crowl. Crowl introduced documents and
questioned the Plaintiff about the home warranty she had signed when purchasing the home. Plaintiff agrees
to home warranty not covering landscaping and Plaintiff also agreed that there was no past or current
arbitration regarding the home warranty.

Attorney Crowl then directed Dean Trent to explain his position within Ryan Homes and to explain the
replacement process of the palm trees in the neighborhood deemed a “beautification project”. Trent
explained that Ryan Homes had a trusted landscaper evaluate all the front facing {front of residence} palm
trees in the neighborhood that needed to be replaced. Once it was determined which trees were dying or
dead, they would be replaced one time, with no warranty attached. This was considered phase 1. Trent
advised the Plaintiff that since she had removed her trees on her own, there was no way for the landscaper to
evaluate the trees to see if they were indeed dead.
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The court questioned Trent about how many homes were in that neighborhood in which he replied to
roughly 200 homes. The court also inquired about the number of palm trees that were replaced. Trent replied
with approximately 100 +/- trees were replaced. The court lastly inquired about “Phase 2” of the
“heautification” project and what it entailed. Trent responded that Phase 2 included palm trees that were not
forward facing and deemed to have died.

The court agrees that the replacement of the palm trees is not covered under the Plaintiff’s warranty.
This fact was also presented in an email from Dean Trent to the Plaintiff. The issue at hand is not with the
warranty, the issue is should the Plaintiff have been afforded the same opportunity to have her palm trees
replaced even though she had them removed before the “beautification project” had started? It is apparent
that there was either an issue with the trees or with the installation of the trees by the original landscaper.
This is evidenced by way of the pictures presented by the Plaintiff as well as the number of trees that had to be
replaced throughout the neighborhood as testified to by Trent. Even though the Plaintiff had her trees
removed prior to being examined by a licensed landscaper, it is apparent from the pictures that at least one
tree was dead (had collapsed in the yard) and most likely, the other trees the plaintiff had removed were dead
or dying as well as evidenced by pictures presented by Plaintiff.

Based on evidence and testimony provided to the court, the court awards the Plaintiff $1755.00 (One
Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty-Five Dollars and Zero Cents), which includes $275.00 for reimbursement to
the Plaintiff for the cost of removing four palm trees, $1400.00 for (4) palm trees replaced at $350.00 per
tree, and $80.00 in court costs.

Note: There was some testimony provided by Plaintiff about the possibility of a fifth tree that was
dead or dying. The court asked Trent if the landscaper had determined if the tree had been evaluated or
replaced in the Phase Il project. Trent was unsure and the Plaintiff also did not know if the tree had been
replaced or not. The court is not going to award monies for the fifth tree as it has either been replaced
without the Plaintiff's knowledge, or it was not deemed dead or dying by the landscaper.

Also, if the Plaintiff and Ryan homes come to an alternate resolution about the replacement of the
palm trees, this judgment will be considered void and the case considered settled.

Respectfully-Submitted,

William L Lynch

Little River Magistrate
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This matter came before me, the Honorable William L Lynch, on December 3rd, 2025, in a non-
jury, Summons and Complaint action. Present were both the Plaintiff and the Defendant, Dean Trent
for Ryan Homes and representing Ryan Homes and Dean Trent was attorney Zachary Crow! of the
Bellamy Law Firm.

The Plaintiff alleges that shortly after purchasing a new home from the builder, Ryan Homes,
several of the palm trees that were planted in her yard as part of the landscape package, appeared to
have died and subsequently, she had them removed at her own expense due to her belief that the
HOA was going to fine her for having dead palm trees in her yard as well as her understanding that her

palm trees were not covered by the new home warranty. Plaintiff also alleges that after having the
trees removed, Ryan Homes began a project to replace dead palm trees throughout the neighborhood
and that the Plaintiff was not going to be included in the replacement project due to having already
removed her trees. Plaintiff is seeking restitution for the cost of the tree removal she paid for as well

as replacement cost for the trees that were removed or have new trees replaced at Ryan Homes's
expense. Ryan Homes claims that there was no warranty extended to the landscaping of the Plaintiff’s
residence and that due to her removing her palm trees hefore they could be inspected by the replacing
landscaper to determine if they were indeed dead, the Plaintiff was not eligible to participate in the

“beautification” project.
The Plaintiff provided testimony, pictures and cther documentation to the court by way of her

original complaint. Some of the documents that were provided to the court were objected to as they
were considered hearsay. The documents included social media posts and text messages from other
individuals who were not present in the courtroom to authenticate the messages. These messages
and posts are not being considered by the court. The Plaintiff was also cross-examined by attorney
Crowl. Crow!introduced documents and questicned the Plaintiff about the hame warranty she had
signed when purchasing the home. Plaintiff agrees to home warranty not covering landscaping and
Plaintiff also agreed that there was no.past or current arbitration regarding the home warranty.
Attorney Crowl then directed Dean Trent to explain his position within Ryan Homes and to
explain the replacement process of the palm trees in the neighborhood deemed a “beautification
project”. Trent explained that Ryan Homes had a trusted landscaper evaluate all the front facing (front
of residence} palm trees in the neighborhood that needed to be replaced. Once it was determined
which trees were dying or dead, they would be replaced one time, with no warranty attached. This
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was considered phase 1. Trent advised the Plaintiff that since she had removed her trees on her own,
there was no way for the landscaper to evaluate the trees to see if they were indeed dead.

The court questioned Trent about how many homes were in that neighborhood in which he
replied to roughly 200 homes. The court also inquired about the number of palm trees that were
replaced. Trent replied with approximately 100 +/- trees were replaced. The court lastly inquired
about “Phase 2" of the “beautification” project and what it entailed. Trent responded that Phase 2
included palm trees that were not forward facing and deemed to have died.

The court agrees that the replacement of the palm trees is not covered under the Plaintiff’s
warranty. This fact was also presented in an email from Dean Trent to the Plaintiff. The issue at hand
is not with the warranty, the issue is should the Plaintiff have been afforded the same opportunity to
have her palm trees replaced even though she had them removed before the “beautification project”
had started? It is apparent that there was either an issue with the trees or with the installation of the
trees by the original landscaper. This is evidenced by way of the pictures presented by the Plaintiff as
well as the number of trees that had to be replaced throughout the neighborhood as testified to by
Trent. Even though the Plaintiff had her trees removed prior to being examined by a licensed ‘
landscaper, it is apparent from the pictures that at least one tree was dead (had collapsed in the yard)
and most likely, the other trees the plaintiff had removed were dead or dying as well as evidenced by
pictures presented by Plaintiff. The court feels that the Plaintiff should have been afforded the same
remedy of having her palm trees replaced as all the other residents in the neighborhood that had not
previously had their trees removed prior to the “beautification project”

Based on evidence and testimony provided to the court, the court awards the Plaintiff
$1755.00 (One Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty-Five Dollars and Zero Cents), which includes $275.00
for reimbursement to the Plaintiff for the cost of removing four palm trees, $1400.00 for (4) palm
trees replaced at $350.00 per tree, and $80.00 in court costs.

Note: There was some testimony provided by Plaintiff about the possibility of a fifth tree that
was dead or dying and had not been originally removed by the Plaintiff. The court asked Trent if the
landscaper had determined if the tree had been evaluated or replaced in the Phase Il project. Trent
was unsure and the Plaintiff also did not know if the tree had been replaced or not. The court is not
going to award monies for the fifth tree as it has either been replaced without the Plaintiff’s
knowledge, or it was not deemed dead or dying by the landscaper.

*On January 7%, 2026, a Motion Hearing was held where both the Plaintiff, Dorsey, and Zachary
Crowl, attorney for Dean Trent and Ryan Homes, were present.

Crowl presented a motion to dismiss based on the fact that the Plaintiff's palm trees were not
covered by the home warranty and that the Plaintiff did not file for arbitration as directed in her home
warranty.

- Plaintiff responded by agreeing that the palm trees were not part of the home warranty and
referred to the fact that Trent sent an email to all residents describing the “Beautification Project” was
not a home warranty issue.

The court denied the Motion to Reconsider again since the matter at hand was not considered

a warranty issue as stated in Trent’s email to the residents as well as the fact that “Landscaping” is not
referenced in the New Home Warranty Guide. The court also does not believe that this is an
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arbitration issue, again citing that landscaping is not considered a warranty item and it was a-project
that was initiated by the builders themselves. Lastly, the Plaintiff did present a picture to the court
which clearly showed a dead tree as evidenced by its “collapse” in the yard. The other pictures
showed standing trees that had brown fronds, with no green showing, indicating the possibility of
dying or disease. Lastly, the Plaintiff relied on the email sent by Trent stating what “additional” trees
would cost residents if thay wanted to purchase them during the “Beautification Project” timeline. If
residents waited after a certain date, the trees would cost more. The Plaintiff used those numbers to
determine her damages when she filed her itemization of accounts with the court. At the initial
hearing, the Plaintiff attempted to revise those numbers based on an estimate from another
landscaper who was not present at the hearing. This estimate was objected to as the author of that
estimate was not present. The court relied on the original numbers provided the Plaintiff in her
complaint as well as the email written by Trent.

Audio recording is available for both hearings.

Respectfully Submitted,

L0 f Lk

William L Lynch

Little River Magistrate
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FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Horry

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASENO. 2026CP2600422
Ryan Homes Deborah Dorsey
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
E] JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
E] 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.

E] ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): E] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; E] Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [_] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);
[ ] Other
E] ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):E] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; E] Bankruptcy;
E] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;
[ ] other
E] 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: E] See attached order (formal order to follow) @ Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

Judgment of magistrate is AFFIRMED.
Action was brought for violation of "beautification project" and not under warranty.
Therefore, mediation provision in warranty does not apply.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order[T] 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 06/03/2026 .

Deborah Dorsey

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 1 of 2
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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.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 of 2
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Horry Common Pleas

Case Caption: Ryan Homes VS Deborah Dorsey
Case Number: 2026CP2600422

Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

Presiding Circuit Court Judge

s/Benjamin H. Culbertson, Judge Code 2148

Electronically signed on 2026-06-03 16:17:38 page 3 of 3
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FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Horry

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2026CP2600422
Ryan Homes Deborah Dorsey
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
E] 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.

E] ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): E] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; E] Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [_] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);
[ ] Other
E] ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):E] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; E] Bankruptcy;
E] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;
[ ] other
E] STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
E] 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: E] See attached order (formal order to follow) @ Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

Appellant's Motion to Reconsiders Pursuant to Rule 56(e) is DENIED.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order[T] 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 08/10/2026

Deborah Dorsey for Deborah Dorsey
Deborah Dorsey for Deborah Dorsey

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 1 of 2
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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.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 of 2
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Horry Common Pleas

Case Caption: Ryan Homes VS Deborah Dorsey
Case Number: 2026CP2600422
Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

Presiding Circuit Court Judge
s/Benjamin H. Culbertson, Judge Code 2148

Electronically signed on 2026-08-10 17:19:49 page 3 of 3
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Benjamin H. Culbertson, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2026-CP-26-00422

Ryan HOmES, ....o.oiiiiii i e Appellant,

Deborah DOTSEY, . ...uveniiiiiii i RESPONAEN,

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal to the Respondent Deborah Dorsey by
depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid on August 28, 2026 and
addressed as follows:

Deborah Dorsey
2301 Aralyn Drive
Longs, SC 29568

BELLAMY, RUTENBERG, COPELAND,
EPPS, GRAVELY & BOWERS, P.A.

P.O. Box 357

Myrtle Beach, SC 29578

(843)448-2400

zcrowl@bellamylaw.com

Attorneys for Appellant

s/ Zachary J. Crowl

Zachary J. Crowl, SC Bar #103617
Mpyrtle Beach, South Carolina
August 28, 2026
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