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! Dear Ms. Howard: ;

" We Hope you and yours were safe and sound'through'theHurrieane.' Thank you fofyhur letter -

of September 29, 2022. We are following up because case law provides that jurisdiction can be raised "

at any time and jurisdiction cannot be waived. Jurisdiction is raised in the petition for rehearing,

. innlnrlino but ’nnf' limited ta i11riquirfinn under the S(‘A(‘R and nrbpr whirh was nntjrlrlrpqqed hvjhp

Court of Appeals (COA) Because 1t was, not addressed in the Court of Appeals 1t 1s not prohtb1ted by
o L Rule 242 SCACR .‘Further there is no flnal dec151on on the pendmg Court of Appeals Rule 221

petmon for rehearmg, l3ecause there Is no fmal decrs1on on the pendlng Court of Appeals Rule 221

pet1t10n for rehearmg, Wthh is challenged Rule 242 SCACR does not apply Moreover the matter |

x

mcludes a request for unlfonmty 1n the mterpretatton and apphcatton of the SCACR whlch agam is not

proh1b1ted by Rule 242 SCACR and in fact is in the purv1ew of the Supreme Court. S. C Const Art

'




V, § 4; see Stokes v. Denmark Emer Servs 315 S. C 263, 433 S.E. 2d 850 (1993); Toal et al. Appellate |

Practzce In South Carolma Thlrd Edrtlon (2016) p- 15 16 In addlnon challenge to the

consntunonahty of conversron by the. lower appellate court of unearned fees pa1d in. good falth is not

proh1b1ted by Rule 242 SCACR Ifit were, the letter sp1r1t and Leg1slat1ve 1ntent of the statutory '

scherne would be frustrated leadlng to an absurd result in the State court of last resort. "The touchstone

- Article III; U.S. Const, amend. I, IV, V, VII, and XIV.

N

“
2y A

McDonneII 418 U S 539 558 (1974) or demal of fundamental procedural falrness see e g Fuentes R

of due process is protect10n of the md1v1dual agalnst arbltrary actton of government," Wolﬁ V..

,.‘ L s... ?

V. Shevm 407 Us. 67 82 (1972) (the procedural due process guarantee protects a6a1nst' "arbltrary N
taklngs") County of Sacramento v. Lewis, 523 U.S. 833 118 S.Ct. 1708 140 L.Ed. 2d 1043 (1998)
" See Moore v. Moore, 376 S.C. 467, 657 S. E 2d 743 (2008) (procedural due process requrres €y

adequate notice; (2) adequate opportumty for a hearmg, (3) the nght o mtroduce ev1dence and (4) the

_ nght t0 c'onfront and cross_—examlnemmesses)'. See 'U.S. Const., Article 1 sec. 9 and 10; U.S. Const:, B

(I
o

Again, thank you for your help. By copy of this letter, the other side is notified. With best

... ' personal regards,Iam . -

Very truly yours,

NOV 16 2022
. -S.C. SUPF{EME COURT,' |
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