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The South Cavolina Court of
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Appeals

Chester County School District, Defender Services, Inc.,

and Steve M. Bright, individually and as agent
Defender Services, Inc., Respondents,

Of whom Tanya Murphy is the Appellant.

Appellate Case No. 2021-000102

ORDER

Appellant has filed a motion, which this Court construes as

of

a petition to rehear the

dismissal of this appeal. After careful consideration of the petition for rehearing,
the Court is unable to discover that any material fact or principle of law has been
either overlooked or disregarded, and hence, there is no basis for granting a
rehearing. Accordingly, the petition for rehearing is denied.
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Columbia, South Carolina

ce:
Tanya Murphy

Cory E. Manning, Esquire

Adam Jesse Hegler, Esquire
Joseph Alexander Sherard, Esquire
Ashley Cole Story, Esquire
Andrea Eaton White, Esquire
Edward Scott meurn Esquire
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The South Cavelina Court of ppeals

Tanya Murphy, Appeilant,
v.
Hest Way Iun, Respondent.

Apnellate Case No. 2026-000315

ORDER

After careful consideration of the petition for rehearing, the Court is waable to
discaver that ony material fiaet or principle of law has been either ovariooked or
disregarded, and kence, there is no basis for granting a rehearing. Acecordingly, the
petition for vehearing is denied,
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