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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Perry H. Gravely, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2024-CP-40-03730

Appellate Case No.
Shirley Castillo and Charles COOPET, .......ccceecveeriierieeriienieeieeeieereeeiee e Respondents,
V.
Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc., a/k/a, Lake Carolina
Masters Association, Inc., and Richland County, .........c.ccccveeeiverieeiiennennen. Defendants,
Of which Richland County is .........cccceeviierieeciienieeiierie e Appellant.

RESPONDENTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS THE APPEAL OF RICHLAND COUNTY
AND MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

Respondents Shirley Castillo and Charles Cooper move under Rule 240, SCACR, to
dismiss the appeal of Appellant Richland County. The County appeals an order of the circuit court
that denies its motion for summary judgment. The denial of summary judgment is not appealable.
Olson v. Faculty House of Carolina, Inc., 354 S.C. 161, 167-68, 580 S.E.2d 440, 443—44 (2003);
Fay v. Total Quality Logistics, LLC, 419 S.C. 622, 633-34, 799 S.E.2d 318, 325 (Ct. App. 2017).
The appeal should be dismissed.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Respondents sued Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc. and Richland County

in the Richland County Court of Common Pleas, Civil Action No. 2024-CP-40-03730, for injuries

Shirley Castillo suffered when she fell on a sidewalk on March 20, 2024.





By order filed May 6, 2026, the circuit court granted the County’s motion for summary
judgment. Respondents moved for reconsideration, and the motion was heard on July 13, 2026.
By Form 4 order filed August 5, 2026, the circuit court found “that there are genuine issues of
material fact as to this Defendant and thus, summary judgment is not appropriate,” rescinded its
May 6, 2026 order, and “denie[d] this Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment.” (Ex. A.) The
form marks the order as one that “does not end the case.” (Id.)

Separately, Respondents appealed the circuit court’s grant of summary judgment to
Canterbury Park. That appeal is pending as Appellate Case No. 2026-001670.

On October 9, 2026, the County filed a Notice of Appeal from the “Form Order Granting
Motion for Reconsideration as issued by Circuit Court Perry H. Gravely as filed August 5, 2026.”
(Ex. B.) The County’s notice suggests that its appeal may be assigned the same appellate case
number as Respondents’ appeal or consolidated with it. (Id.)

ARGUMENT
I An order denying summary judgment is not appealable.

Our Supreme Court has long held that “the denial of summary judgment is not directly
appealable.” Olson v. Faculty House of Carolina, Inc., 354 S.C. at 167, 580 S.E.2d at 44344
(quoting Ballenger v. Bowen, 313 S.C. 476, 47677, 443 S.E.2d 379 (1994)). The reason is that
“the denial of summary judgment does not finally determine anything about the merits of the case
and does not have the effect of striking any defense since that defense may be raised again later in
the proceedings. Therefore, an order denying a motion for summary judgment is not appealable.”
1d. (quoting Ballenger,313 S.C. at 477-78, 443 S.E.2d 379). In Olson, the Court declined to depart

from that rule, holding that “the denial of a motion for summary judgment is not appealable, even





after final judgment,” and expressly overruling Court of Appeals decisions inconsistent with it. /d.
at 168, 580 S.E.2d at 443—44.

The order the County appeals is exactly that kind of order. The circuit court found genuine
issues of material fact, denied the County’s motion for summary judgment, and left the case
pending for trial. (Ex. A.) It decides nothing about the merits of Respondents’ claims against the
County and strikes none of the County’s defenses, each of which remains available to the County
at trial. Because the denial of summary judgment is not reviewable even after final judgment, it
cannot be reviewed now, before one.

I1. Respondents’ pending appeal does not make the County’s appeal proper.

The County’s notice points to Respondents’ earlier appeal and asks that the two be given
one number or consolidated. That does not help the County. “The denial of summary judgment is
not appealable even when accompanied by a proper appeal of the grant of summary judgment on
a separate issue.” Fay v. Total Quality Logistics, LLC, 419 S.C. at 634, 799 S.E.2d at 325 (citing
Olson, 354 S.C. at 167-68, 580 S.E.2d at 443—44). In Fay, the plaintiff properly appealed a partial
grant of summary judgment, and the defendant cross-appealed the denial of summary judgment on
its counterclaims. This Court decided the plaintiff’s appeal and dismissed the defendant’s cross-
appeal “because a party may not appeal the denial of summary judgment.” /d. at 634, 799 S.E.2d
at 325; see also AJG Holdings LLC v. Dunn, 392 S.C. 160, 167, 708 S.E.2d 218, 222 (Ct. App.
2011) (“Because the circuit court denied summary judgment, we are prohibited from reviewing
that ruling pursuant to [Olson].”) (quoted in Fay, 419 S.C. at 634, 799 S.E.2d at 325).

Olson itself followed the same course. There, the plaintiff’s appeal of a grant of summary
judgment was properly before the courts, and the defendant asked for review of the denial of its

own summary judgment motion in the same proceeding. The Supreme Court affirmed the Court





of Appeals’ refusal to reach the merits of the defendant’s appeal. 354 S.C. at 167-68, 580 S.E.2d
at 443—44. The County stands where the defendants in Fay and Olson stood. Respondents’ appeal
of the separate summary judgment ruling in favor of Canterbury Park gives the County no right to
appeal the denial of its own motion, whether its appeal proceeds on its own or is consolidated with
Respondents’.

II.  The County’s description of the order does not change what it does.

The County’s notice describes the August 5, 2026 order as a “Form Order Granting Motion
for Reconsideration.” (Ex. B.) Whatever it is called, the order does one thing: it “denies this
Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment,” and it does not end the case. (Ex. A.) The rule of
Ballenger and Olson turns on what the order does, and an order that leaves the County’s defenses
to be tried is not one this Court may review.

CONCLUSION

Richland County has appealed the denial of its motion for summary judgment, an order
that is not appealable. Olson, 354 S.C. at 168, 580 S.E.2d at 443-44; Fay, 419 S.C. at 634, 799
S.E.2d at 325. Respondents respectfully ask the Court to dismiss the County’s appeal.

Respectfully submitted,

By:  /s/Morgan Y. Drapeau
Morgan Y. Drapeau (S.C. Bar No. 103313)
Robert F. Goings (S.C. Bar No. 74855)
GOINGS LAW FIRM, LLC
1510 Calhoun Street
Post Office Box 436 (29202)
Columbia, South Carolina 29201
Phone: (803) 350-9230
Fax: (877) 789-6340
Email: mdrapeau@goingslawfirm.com

rgoings@goingslawfirm.com
Attorneys for Respondents

October 12, 2026





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Perry H. Gravely, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2024-CP-40-03730

Appellate Case No.
Shirley Castillo and Charles COOPET, .......ccceecueeriiinieiiiieiieieese e Respondents,
V.
Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc., a/k/a, Lake Carolina
Masters Association, Inc., and Richland County, .......c.cccocoeviiiniinienninnnen. Defendants,
Of which Richland County i .........cccceeviienieiiiienieeeee e Appellant.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to Section (d)(1) of the Supreme Court’s Order Re: Methods of Electronic Filing
and Service Under Rule 262 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, the undersigned
employee of Goings Law Firm, LLC, counsel for Respondents, certifies that RESPONDENTS’
MOTION TO DISMISS THE APPEAL OF RICHLAND COUNTY AND MEMORANDUM
IN SUPPORT, with its exhibits, was served on all counsel of record by email on this 12" day of

October 2026, as follows:

Andrew F. Lindemann, Esq.
Lindemann Law Firm, P.A.

5 Calendar Court, Suite 202

Post Office Box 6923

Columbia, South Carolina 29260
Email: andrew@ldlawsc.com

Counsel for Appellant Richland County





John M. Grantland, Esquire

Andrew D. Balcerzak, Esquire

Murphy & Grantland, P.A.

Post Office Box 6648

Columbia, South Carolina 29260

Email: jgrantland@murphygrantland.com
abalcerzak@murphygrantland.com

Counsel for Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc.

OO A% 8

Deanne Peele
Paralegal
October 12, 2026

Columbia, South Carolina






FORM 4 Exhibit A

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Richland

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2024CP4003730

Shirley Castillo et al Lake Carolina Masters Association Inc
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):

HAffirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;

10

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:

See Page 2 for Order of Court.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order[_] ends ] does not end the case. [O] 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 08/05/2026

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.

Plaintiffs filed a Motion to Reconsider the Court’s Order issued on May 6, 2026 granting
Summary Judgment for Richland County. The Motion was heard via WebEx on July 13,
2026.

Initially, Defendant argued that the Court did not have jurisdiction because Plaintiffs
failed to serve the Motion to Reconsider within the 20 days as required by Rule 59(e),
SCRCP. Plaintiffs’ Counsel presented an email showing that the Motion had been
emailed to the Court with a copy to all Defendants’ counsel on May 26, 2026. For some
reason, the efiling system failed to include Defendant’s counsel on the distribution of the
filed Motion, but it had already been emailed which the Court finds satisfies the rule for
service. Therefore, the Court finds that Defendant’s counsel was timely served with the
Motion.

In a Motion for Summary Judgment, the Court must determine if “any triable issues of
fact exist [and] the evidence and all reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light
most favorable to the non-moving party.” Simmons v. Berkeley Elec. Coop., Inc. 419 S.
C. 228 (2016). Upon further consideration of the record and arguments of counsel, the
Court finds that there are genuine issues of material fact as to this Defendant and thus,
summary judgment is not appropriate. Therefore, the Court rescinds its Order of May 6,
2026 and denies this Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment. It is so Ordered.

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

Case Caption: Shirley Castillo, plaintiff, et al vs Canterbury Park At Lake Carolina
Association Inc , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2024CP4003730
Type: Order/Electronic Form 4
So Ordered

s/ Honorable Perry H. Gravely, #2755

Electronically signed on 2026-08-05 09:38:00 page 3 of 3
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Exhibit B

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Oct 09 2026
In The Court of Appeals
SC Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Perry H. Gravely, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2024-CP-40-3730

Shirley Castillo and Charles COOPET,.........cccvieeiiiieriiieeeiieeciee e Respondents,

Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc., a/k/a, Lake Carolina
Masters Association, Inc., and Richland County, ...................oooiin Defendants,

Of which, Richland County 1S ...........cooiiiiiiiiiii e Appellant.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

The Appellant Richland County hereby appeals the Form Order Granting Motion for
Reconsideration as issued by Circuit Court Perry H. Gravely as filed August 5, 2026.

The Appellant’s counsel received written notice of entry of the Form Order Granting
Motion for Reconsideration on September 11, 2026, upon receipt of an email from Respondents’
counsel on that date. The Appellant’s counsel did not receive a copy of the Form Order through
the South Carolina E-filing System because, unbeknownst to him, counsel had been marked as
“inactive” by the Clerk’s Office. This Notice of Appeal has been filed within thirty days of

receipt of written notice of entry of the Form Order Granting Motion for Reconsideration.





The Court should note that there is an earlier appeal filed by the Respondents in this same

litigation which is assigned Appellate Case Number 2026-001670. This appeal may be assigned

that same appellate case number or be consolidated with that appeal.

October 9, 2026

Other Counsel of Record:
ROBERT F. GOINGS #74855
MORGAN Y. DRAPEAU #103313

GOINGS LAW FIRM, LLC

1510 Calhoun Street

Post Office Box 436

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
(803) 350-9230

Email: rgoings@goingslawfirm.com
Email: mdrapeau@goingslawfirm.com

Counsel for Respondents

JOHN M. GRANTLAND #64158
MURPHY & GRANTLAND, P.A.
Post Office Box 6648

Columbia, South Carolina 29260
(803) 782-4100
Email: jgrantland@murphyerantland.com

s/ Andrew F. Lindemann

ANDREW F. LINDEMANN #13030
LINDEMANN LAW FIRM, P.A.

5 Calendar Court, Suite 202

Post Office Box 6923

Columbia, South Carolina 29260
(803) 881-8920

Email: andrew(@ldlawsc.com

Counsel for Appellant Richland County

Counsel for Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc.





RECEIVE
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Oct 09 2026
In The Court of Appeals
SC Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Perry H. Gravely, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2024-CP-40-3730

Shirley Castillo and Charles COOPET,.........cccvieeiiiieriieeciieeiee e Respondents,

Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc., a/k/a, Lake Carolina
Masters Association, Inc., and Richland County, .................c.ooiiin Defendants,

Of which, Richland County 1S ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiii e Appellant.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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), the undersigned employee of Lindemann Law Firm, P.A., counsel for the Appellant
Richland County, does hereby certify that service of the Notice of Appeal in the above-
captioned matter was made upon all counsel of record by email only this the 9th day of October
2026, as follows:

Robert F. Goings, Esquire
Morgan Y. Drapeau, Esquire
Goings Law Firm, LLC
Email: rgoings@goingslawfirm.com
Email: mdrapeau@goingslawfirm.com

John M. Grantland, Esquire
Murphy & Grantland, P.A.
Email: jgrantland@murphygrantland.com

s/ Andrew F. Lindemann






FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Richland

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2024CP4003730

Shirley Castillo et al Lake Carolina Masters Association Inc
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):

HAffirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;

10

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:

See Page 2 for Order of Court.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order[_] ends ] does not end the case. [O] 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 08/05/2026

RECEIVE
Oct 092026

SC Court of Appeals

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.

Plaintiffs filed a Motion to Reconsider the Court’s Order issued on May 6, 2026 granting
Summary Judgment for Richland County. The Motion was heard via WebEx on July 13,
2026.

Initially, Defendant argued that the Court did not have jurisdiction because Plaintiffs
failed to serve the Motion to Reconsider within the 20 days as required by Rule 59(e),
SCRCP. Plaintiffs’ Counsel presented an email showing that the Motion had been
emailed to the Court with a copy to all Defendants’ counsel on May 26, 2026. For some
reason, the efiling system failed to include Defendant’s counsel on the distribution of the
filed Motion, but it had already been emailed which the Court finds satisfies the rule for
service. Therefore, the Court finds that Defendant’s counsel was timely served with the
Motion.

In a Motion for Summary Judgment, the Court must determine if “any triable issues of
fact exist [and] the evidence and all reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light
most favorable to the non-moving party.” Simmons v. Berkeley Elec. Coop., Inc. 419 S.
C. 228 (2016). Upon further consideration of the record and arguments of counsel, the
Court finds that there are genuine issues of material fact as to this Defendant and thus,
summary judgment is not appropriate. Therefore, the Court rescinds its Order of May 6,
2026 and denies this Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment. It is so Ordered.

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

Case Caption: Shirley Castillo, plaintiff, et al vs Canterbury Park At Lake Carolina
Association Inc , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2024CP4003730
Type: Order/Electronic Form 4
So Ordered

s/ Honorable Perry H. Gravely, #2755

Electronically signed on 2026-08-05 09:38:00 page 3 of 3
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Re: Shirley Castillo and Charles Cooper v. Canterbury Park at Lake Carolina Association, Inc.
C/A No.: 2024-CP-40-03730

Attached, for filing in the above-referenced matter, please find Respondents’ Motion to Dismiss the
Appeal of Richland County and Memorandum in Support.

This firm’s check for the $50.00 motion filing fee will be mailed to the Court.

By copy of this letter, | am serving a copy on all counsel of record by email only.
With best regards, | remain,

Sincerely,

Deanne Peele

Paralegal

Goings Law Firm, LLC

1510 Calhoun Street

Post Office Box 436 (29202)
Columbia, South Carolina 29201
(803) 350-9230 (ph)

(877) 789-6340 (fax)
dpeele@goingslawfirm.com

TRIAL ATTORNEYS
Real Lawyers — Real Results

CATASTROPHIC INJURY | WRONGFUL DEATH | WORKERS’ COMPENSATION

Confidentiality Note: The preceding message may be confidential or protected by the attorney-client privilege. It is not intended

for transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized persons. If you have received this message in error, please (i) do not read it, (ii) reply
to the sender that you received the message in error, and (iii) erase or destroy the message. Legal advice contained in the

preceding message is solely for the benefit of the Goings Law Firm, LLC client(s) represented by the firm in the particular matter that is
the subject of this message, and may not be relied upon by any other party.

From: Robert F. Goings <rgoings@goingslawfirm.com>

Sent: Friday, October 9, 2026 4:48 PM

To: Ceanne Beale <cbeale@goingslawfirm.com>

Subject: FW: Castillo v. Lake Carolina Masters Association/Richland County



From: Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
Sent: Friday, October 9, 2026 4:46:42 PM (UTC-05:00) Eastern Time (US & Canada)

To: Andrew Lindemann <Andrew@Idlawsc.com>; Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
Cc: Morgan Drapeau <mdrapeau@goingslawfirm.com>; Robert F. Goings
<rgoings@goingslawfirm.com>; John M. Grantland <jgrantland@murphygrantland.com>

Subject: RE: Castillo v. Lake Carolina Masters Association/Richland County

The Court has received your filing. A stamped copy is attached for your records.

Thank you!

From: Andrew Lindemann <Andrew@Idlawsc.com>

Sent: Friday, October 9, 2026 4:42 PM

To: Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>

Cc: Morgan Drapeau <mdrapeau@goingslawfirm.com>; Robert F. Goings

<rgoings@goingslawfirm.com>; John M. Grantland <jgrantland@murphygrantland.com>
Subject: Castillo v. Lake Carolina Masters Association/Richland County

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

Ms. Kitchings:
Pursuant to Section (b)(2) of the Supreme Court’s Order RE: Methods of Electronic Filing and Service
Under Rule 262 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (as Amended April 24, 2024), please find

attached for filing the Notice of Appeal with regard to the above referenced litigation. | am also
including proof of service and a copy of the Order being appealed.

The Court should note that there is an earlier appeal filed by the Respondents Shirley Castillo and
Charles Cooper in this same litigation which is assigned Appellate Case Number 2026-001670.
This appeal may be assigned that same appellate case number or be consolidated with that
appeal.

By copy of this letter, | am serving copies on all counsel of record by email only pursuant to Section
(d)(1) of the same Supreme Court Order.

| am forwarding the $250.00 filing fee to the Court via U.S. Mail.
Thank you for your assistance.

Andrew

Andrew F. Lindemann
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Lindemann Law Firm, P.A.

5 Calendar Court, Suite 102
Post Office Box 6923

Columbia, South Carolina 29260
Direct Dial: 803-881-8921
Email: andrew@Idlawsc.com

~~r~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and
may contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not
read, copy, retain, or disseminate this message or any attachment. If you have received
this message in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of
the message and any attachments.
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