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Subject: Justin McGee v. Lindsay McGee Appellate Case No. 2023-001376
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Dear Counsel:

Attached please find correspondence from the Court of Appeals.

Please do not respond to this email. Send all correspondence to ctappfilings@sccourts.org.
Any parties not included in this email will receive the attached correspondence via US Mail.

Lynn Falin
Court Solutions Manager
SC Court of Appeals
1220 Senate Street
Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 734-1895



mailto:LFalin@sccourts.org
mailto:matt.abee@nelsonmullins.com
mailto:ml@ramsdalelaw.com
mailto:nick@theoslaw.com
mailto:pete@mscmlaw.com
mailto:dick.whiting@whitinglawsc.com
mailto:kim.smith@nelsonmullins.com
mailto:janet@theoslaw.com
mailto:keri.hannon@whitinglawsc.com
mailto:liz@stringerlaw.us
mailto:legalassistant@stringerlaw.us
mailto:arichterj@sccourts.org
mailto:sferderigosj@sccourts.org
mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org

The South Carolina Court of Appeals

Justin McGee, Respondent
V.
Lindsay F. McGee, Petitioner.

Appellate Case No. 2023-001376

ORDER

Respondent has filed a motion requesting this court dismiss Petitioner's motion to
suppress intercepted communications, asserting this court lacks original
jurisdiction over Petitioner's motion. He further requests that if this court denies
his motion to dismiss it alternatively grant him an extension of time to file a return
to Petitioner's motion. In response, Petitioner filed a motion requesting this court
confirm the automatic stay of the underlying case in the family court.

Respondent's motion to dismiss is denied. See S.C. Code Ann. § 17-30-110(A)
(2014) (explaining a motion to suppress intercepted communications "must be
made before the reviewing authority and must be decided on an expedited basis); -
S.C. Code Ann. § 17-30-15(9) (defining "reviewing authority" as "a panel of three
judges of the South Carolina Court of Appeals designated by the Chief Judge of
the South Carolina Court of Appeals"); State v. Whitner, 399 S.C. 547, 551, 732
S.E.2d 861, 863 (2012) ("[T]he Wiretap Act requires that a motion to suppress be
made before a panel of judges of the court of appeals."). Further, all proceedings
in the family court are stayed pending this court's review of Petitioner's motion to
suppress. See § 17-30-110(A) ("All proceedings requiring the use of the contents
of any intercepted communication that are the subject of the motion to suppress
pursuant to this section are automatically stayed pending the determination of the
motion to suppress."). Respondent's request for an extension of time to file his
return is granted and his return is due September 25, 2023,

K Roe OO0

FOR THE COURT

C.J.

" FILED
Sep 14 2023






Columbia, South Carolina

cc:
Nicholas Jerry Theos, Esquire
Marie-Louise Ramsdale, Esquire
Matthew A. Abee, Esquire

Peter George Currence, Esquire
Richard Giles Whiting, Esquire
Julie J. Armstrong

Elizabeth J. Stringer, Esquire

The Honorable Alice Anne Richter










