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I. INTRODUCTION 


This appeal is before the Court on Appellee’s Motion to Dismiss the Appeal, which 


argues that the Form 4 Order, which announced the trial court’s final decision to grant 


Defendant’s Motion dismissing Plaintiff’s Complaint in its entirety, and its subsequent 


Memorandum of Decision, which merely explained the trial court’s reasoning for issuing the 


form order, were two separate orders or decisions, with the Form 4 Order being an 


“interlocutory” ruling which “cannot be properly appealed” as the final judgment, because the 


trial court tasked defense counsel with preparing a more complete decision to explain its 


reasoning for issuing the form order, which ended the case and finally adjudicated the parties’ 


rights leaving nothing else for the trial court to adjudicate. Appellee’s argument once again 


strikes a false note to the extent it flatly contradicts both the case cited by Appellee itself and the 


Rules of Appellate Procedure. For the reasons explained below, Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss 


Appeal is meritless.  


II. RELEVANT PROCEDURAL HISTORY 


The trial court issued a Form 4 Order denying Plaintiff’s Motion for Entry of Default and 


granting Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss the case in its entirety on August 6, 2024. Plaintiff 


timely noticed her appeal with the trial court that same day, and Defendant was e-service with 


the Notice of Appeal. On August 7, 2024, Plaintiff filed the Notice of Appeal with the Court of 


Appeals. Ten days later, on August 16, 2024, the trial court issued a more complete 


Memorandum of Decision. Upon reviewing the decision, Plaintiff determined that a Rule 59(e) 


Motion was warranted because the language of the trial court’s decision raised new issues for the 


first time in the course of the litigation, in order to preserve such new issues for appellate review. 


On August 18, 2024, Plaintiff timely filed a Rule 59(e) Motion. On August 29, 2024, the trial 
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court issued a Form 4 Order denying Plaintiff’s Motion 59(e). On September 20, 2024, Appellant 


filed an Amended Notice of Appeal to include the denial of the Rule 59 Motion in the scope of 


appellate review.  


III. APPLICALBE LAW 


Rule 203(b)(1), SCRAP states 


A notice of appeal shall be served on all respondents within thirty 


(30) days after receipt of written notice of entry of the order or 


judgment. When a timely motion for judgment n.o.v. (Rule 50, 


SCRCP), motion to alter or amend the judgment (Rules 52 and 59, 


SCRCP), or a motion for a new trial (Rule 59, SCRCP) has been 


made, the time for appeal for all parties shall be stayed and shall 


run from receipt of written notice of entry of the order granting or 


denying such motion. When a form or other short order or 


judgment indicates that a more full and complete order or 


judgment is to follow, a party need not appeal until receipt of 


written notice of entry of the more complete order or judgment.  


 


Id. (emphasis added). Further, Rule 203(d)(1)(B)(ii) instructs an appellant to include “[a] copy of 


the order(s) and judgment(s) to be challenged on appeal if they have been reduced to writing” 


with the notice of appeal filed with the Court of Appeals. Thus, according to the plain language 


of the rules, where the trial court announces its decision either orally or via a Form 4 order, an 


appellant may wait until a more full decision is issued to notice the appeal, but is not required to 


do so, and may submit the notice of appeal even before the trial court’s decision is reduced to 


writing. The South Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure do not address how the notice of 


appeal is treated, if it is filed after the trial court announces its decision but before it issues a 


formal decision. Nor do they address whether an amended notice of appeal is necessary to 


encompass the trial court’s ruling on a Rule 59 motion issued after the notice of appeal is filed. 


The Couth Carolina law, however, is clear that a Form 4 order is a final and fully appealable 


order and that the trial court is not required to make findings of fact or conclusions of law when 
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it rules on a Rule 12(b) or 56 motion, inter alia. See Rule 52(a), SCRCP (“Findings of fact and 


conclusions of law are unnecessary on decisions of motions under Rules 12 or 56…”). See also 


Santos v. Harris Inv. Holdings, LLC, 439 S.C. 214, 219-220 (Ct. App. 2023) (“the circuit court 


was not required to include specific findings of fact and conclusions of law in its order granting 


[]12(b)(6) motion”), Woodson v. DLI Props., LLC, 406 S.C. 517, 527, 753 S.E.2d 428, 433 


(2014) (“Rule 52, SCRCP, provides that ‘[f]indings of facts and conclusions of law are 


unnecessary on decisions of motions under Rules 12 or 56 . . . .’ Thus, such findings and 


conclusions are not required for appellate review.” (quoting Rule 52(a), SCRCP) (alteration in 


original). Lastly, Cheap-O's Truck Stop, Inc. v. Cloyd, 350 S.C. 596, 604-605 (Ct. App 2002), 


ironically relied on by Appellee to support its argument that the Form 4 Order issued by Judge 


Hall was not the final order, underscores the opposite notion, indicating  


The appellants misconstrue and misperceive the potency of a Form 


4 order. In effect, the argument of the appellants negates 


practicality and places form over substance. 


 


IV. ARGUMENT 


i. Appellee’s argument that the Form 4 Order “issued by Judge Hall on August 6, 2024, 


was not, and could not be, a final order” is without merit and contrary to the cases 


relied on by Appellee itself. 


 


In its Motion, Appellee argues that “[w]hile a Form 4 can be final, this is only the case if the 


order indicates that nothing else remains to be done after it is signed,” citing Cheap-O's Truck 


Stop, Inc. v. Cloyd, 350 S.C. 596, 600 (Ct. App 2002), which supposedly stands for this 


proposition. However, Cloyd did not state this anywhere in its decision. On the contrary. 


Appellee’s pinpoint citation refers to the following portion of the opinion: 


The appellants maintain the circuit court erred in holding Chris 


Cloyd in contempt because there was no final order. We disagree. 


We hold there is a final order in this case. The appellants 


misconstrue and misperceive the potency of a Form 4 order. In 
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effect, the argument of the appellants negates practicality and 


places form over substance. 


Facially, factually and legally, the Form 4 order issued by Judge 


Marc H. Westbrook is a FINAL ORDER. Absolutely nothing 


remained to be done by the circuit judge after the signing of the 


order.  


 


Cloyd, 350 S.C. 596, 604-605 (emphasis in original). Not only does Appellee “misconstrue 


and misperceive the potency of a Form 4 order,” it apparently misconstrues, misperceives, or 


purposefully misstates the plain language of Cloyd opinion, to the extent even the dissent 


authored by Judge Cureton did not quarrel with the majority’s holding that a form order was a 


final order. Id. at 611 (“I do not dispute that the Form 4 order is a final order of the court.”). 


Next, while our Supreme Court granted certiorari to review this Court’s decision in Cloyd, it 


subsequently dismissed it as improper. Cheap-O's Truck Stop, Inc. v. Cloyd, 356 S.C. 616, 617 


(2003) (“We granted this petition for a writ of certiorari to review the Court of Appeals' decision 


in Cheap-O's Truck Stop, Inc. v. Cloyd, 350 S.C. 596, 567 S.E.2d 514 (Ct. App. 2002). After 


careful consideration, we now dismiss certiorari as improvidently granted.”). It is unclear where 


Appellee got the language it purports to quote in its Motion arguing that “a Form 4 is NOT 


efficacious as a final order [if the order] specifically and with certitude signif[ies] (1) a more 


formal order is forthcoming; OR (2) the final order will be prepared by Attorney . . .,” but this 


quote did not come from Cloyd or any other decision issued by the higher courts of this State, to 


the extent it is entirely inconsistent with the Rules of Appellate Procedure, which expressly 


permit an appellant to notice its appeal before any order (be it a form order or a memorandum) is 


filed and expressly permit the appellant to wait until a more complete ruling is issued to file a 


notice of appeal but do not require the appellant to do so. SCRAP Rule 203(b)(1) (“When a form 


or other short order or judgment indicates that a more full and complete order or judgment is to 


follow, a party need not appeal until receipt of written notice of entry of the more complete order 
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or judgment.”) and (d)(1)(ii) (“A copy of the order(s) and judgment(s) to be challenged on appeal 


if they have been reduced to writing.”)(emphasis added). 


Next, because our appellate rules do not expressly address what happens when a notice of 


appeal is filed after the trial court announces its ruling on a dispositive motion but before a more 


complete formal decision is issued, the federal rules are persuasive. See Unisun Ins. v. Hawkins, 


342 S.C. 537, 539 (Ct. App. 2000) (“In the absence of prior state law on an issue in question, 


federal cases interpreting the rule are persuasive.”). See also Dunbar v. Vandermore, 295 S.C. 


493, 497, 369 S.E.2d 150, 152 (Ct. App. 1988) (finding federal case law persuasive in 


interpreting the federal rules (citing Harry M. Lightsey & James F. Flanagan, South Carolina 


Civil Procedure 7 (1st ed. 1985)). Fed. R. App. P. 4 states that “[a] notice of appeal filed after 


the court announces a decision or order—but before the entry of the judgment or order—is 


treated as filed on the date of and after the entry.” In the case at bar, Form 4 Order announced the 


trial court’s rulings on the pending motions, which ended the case and adjudicated the parties’ 


respective rights. In essence, the Form Order was analogous to an oral announcement, to the 


extent it clearly articulated the outcome of the motions. And because our rules also expressly 


permit an appellant to notice an appeal before an order or decision is reduced to writing, while 


explaining that an appellant “need not” appeal the form order and may, but does not have to, wait 


until a more complete decision is issued, a notice of appeal filed after a form order is filed but 


before a more complete decision is issued should be treated as filed on the date of the entry of a 


more complete decision. Moreover, the federal rules also explain that the notice of appeal filed in 


response to an announcement is effective to appeal the subsequently entered formal decision 


(i.e., no separate notice of appeal is necessary). See Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(4) (B)(i) (“If a party 


files a notice of appeal after the court announces or enters a judgment—but before it disposes of 
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any motion listed in Rule 4(a)(4)(A)—the notice becomes effective to appeal a judgment or 


order, in whole or in part, when the order disposing of the last such remaining motion is 


entered.”). This Court should find the federal rules that address precisely what happened in this 


case persuasive, and treat Appellant’s Notice of Appeal filed in response to Form 4 Order that 


announced the trial court’s rulings as filed on the date the Memorandum of Decision was issued 


and effective to cover it, to the extent the subsequently issued decision merely explained the 


previously announced rulings.  


Lastly, Defendant itself concedes that a form order is in itself sufficient to serve as the trial 


court’s appealable final order, while misquoting the law to support its plainly frivolous argument 


that it is only true if no more formal decision is forthcoming. See Rule 52(a), SCRCP (Findings 


of fact and conclusions of law are unnecessary on decisions of motions under Rules 12 or 56.). 


See also Kinghorn as Tr. for the Mildred Ann Kinghorn Tr. dated 28 Apr. 2004 v. Sakakini, 426 


S.C. 147, 151, 825 S.E.2d 748, 750 (Ct. App. 2019) (finding Rule 52(a), SCRCP does not require 


the circuit court “to state its findings of fact and conclusions of law in decisions on motions to  


dismiss, summary judgment motions, or any other motion except those dealing with involuntary 


dismissal”); Woodson v. DLI Props., LLC, 406 S.C. 517, 527, 753 S.E.2d 428, 433 (2014) (“Rule 


52, SCRCP, provides that ‘[f]indings of facts and conclusions of law are unnecessary on 


decisions of motions under Rules 12 or 56 . . . .’”) (quoting Rule 52(a), SCRCP). Under South 


Carolina law, “findings and conclusions are not required for appellate review.” Id.  See also 


Easterling v. Burger King Corp., 416 S.C. 437, 453, 786 S.E.2d 443, 452 (Ct. App. 2016) 


(disagreeing with the argument that the appellate court was “unable to ascertain the basis behind 


the circuit court's order because the circuit court ruled upon the motion for summary judgment 


via Form 4 order” and finding “the parties provided an ample record for [the appellate] court to 
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conduct meaningful appellate review”) (internal quotations omitted). Thus, under the law of this 


State, a form order granting a 12(b) motion to dismiss is sufficient to stand on its own four 


corners as the trial court’s final order and it is fully appealable to and reviewable by this Court. 


In addition to being contrary to the plain language of the appellate rules, Appellee’s forced 


construction of the appellate rules would turn them into hidden traps designed to trip up 


meritorious claims based on mere technicalities, prioritizing form over substance. See infra. 


In short, the Appellee’s argument that Judge Hall’s Form 4 Order, which granted Appellee’s 


Motion to Dismiss the case in its entirety, was not the “final order” and that Appellant had to 


either wait until the Memorandum of Decision was issued or file another notice of appeal after it 


was entered is not warranted under well-settled law of this State. Lastly, Appellee’s approach 


actually penalizes diligence, contrary to the strong policy of streamlining litigation. 


ii. Appellee’s argument that the “Form 4 issued by Judge Hall, was an interlocutory 


order and was not immediately appealable” is likewise without merit because the form 


order left nothing else to be done prior to the determination of the parties’ rights. 


 


Appellee next argues that the Form 4 order was an “interlocutory” order, citing Mid-State 


Distribs. v. Century Imps., 310 S.C. 330, 335 (1993) which held that “[i]f there is some further 


act which must be done by the court prior to a determination of the rights of the parties, then the 


order is interlocutory.” Id. (emphasis added). Once again Appellee plainly misconstrues the plain 


language of the opinion, which does not stand for the proposition that reducing the trial court’s 


announced ruling embodied in a Form 4 order to a more complete writing is an act to be done 


“prior to the [final] determination of the rights of the parties.”  In the case at bar, the Form 4 


Order1 did finally determine the rights of the parties, leaving nothing else for the trial court to 


adjudicate, and only left something to be done subsequently to such determination, not prior to it. 


Drafting a memorandum of decision, which was not even required under South Carolina law, 
 


1 The Form 4 Order itself properly noted that it “end[ed]” the case. 
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was a ministerial task, because Form 4 Order had already determined the parties’ respective 


rights ending the case. To the extent Appellee attempts to argue that the Form 4 Order that 


announced the trial court’s decision and its subsequently issued Memorandum that more fully 


articulated the same decision are two separate orders or judgments, its argument is void of merit. 


Nor is it supported by any authority. Mid-State Distribs. v. Century Imps., which involved a 


denial of a Rule 12 motion to dismiss, does not stand for the proposition that the issuance of a 


more complete memorandum of decision turns the trial court’s announcement of such decision 


made via a form order into an “interlocutory” order.  


Lastly, Metts v. Mims, 384 S.C. 491, 497, 682 S.E.2d 813, 816 (2009) is also clearly 


distinguishable, to the extent it involved an unsigned Form 4 order which the parties were 


expressly instructed to disregard. Next, Metts determined the issue of whether the trial court had 


jurisdiction to consider a motion for summary judgment, in light of the pending appeal of its 


contempt order. Citing Rule 205, SCRAP, which states that the service of a notice of appeal 


gives the appellate court exclusive jurisdiction over the appeal, but also provides that a trial court 


may proceed with matters not affected by the appeal, the Supreme Court answered in the 


affirmative, finding that the appeal of the contempt decision did not divest the trial court of its 


jurisdiction to hear the motion for summary judgment. Metts, 384 S.C. at 498, 682 S.E.2d at 817 


(“We find the summary judgment matter was unaffected by the appeal of the contempt order.”).  


While Metts did state that a decree leaving some further act to be done by the trial court is not 


final, it was referring to an unsigned form order that held the motion for summary judgment in 


abeyance (as opposed to a Form 4 Order which ended the case and tasked the prevailing party 


with a ministerial task of drafting a proposed order, as in the case at bar), which clearly was not 


the court’s “final order” as it did not rule on the motion for summary judgment. Id. at 498-499.  
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In short, Appellee’s argument that the Form 4 Order was an interlocutory order because 


defense attorney was tasked with drafting a more complete memorandum of decision, not 


required under South Carolina law, is without merit and contrary to both the Rules of Appellate 


Procedure and case law cited by Appellee itself. 


iii.  In addition to being meritless, Appellee’s Motion is now moot in light of the 


Appellant’s Amended Notice of Appeal. 


 


While meritless in terms of defense counsel’s argument, Appellee’s Motion, however, 


brought to the undersigned’s attention a separate issue that actually warrants some discussion. In 


the case at bar, Appellant noticed her appeal in response to the trial court’s Form 4 Order, which 


announced that the court decided to grant Appellee’s Motin to Dismiss the case in its entirety. At 


the time her notice of appeal was filed, Appellant did not contemplate a Rule 59 motion, to the 


extent she believed that her previous filings adequately preserved the issues for appellate review. 


Upon reviewing the trial court’s Memorandum of Decision, Appellant discovered additional 


issues which were brought to light for the first time in light of the trial court’s reasoning 


contained in its more complete decision, which warranted a Rule 59(e) motion to preserve these 


new issues for appellate review. See Doe v. Doe, 370 S.C. 206, 212, 634 S.E.2d 51, 55 (Ct. App. 


2006) (“[W]hen an appellant neither raises an issue at trial nor through a Rule 59(e), SCRCP, 


motion, the issue is not preserved for appellate review.”). Appellant then filed a Rule 59(e) 


Motion and asked this Court to stay the appeal until the trial court ruled on the motion. In light of 


this procedural history, the issue is whether Appellant’s original Notice of Appeal encompassed 


the trial court’s denial of the Rule 59(e) Motion. 


While Rule 203(b)(1) makes it clear that a Rule 59 motion stays the appeal, which is how the 


federal appellate rules work as well, our rules are once again silent as to what happens when a 


notice of appeal is filed before the trial court rules on a Rule 59(e) motion and whether an 
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amended notice of appeal is necessary to include the trial court’s ruling on such motion in the 


scope of appellate review. Therefore, it is proper to look to federal rules for guidance. See supra. 


Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(4)(B) states 


(ii) A party intending to challenge an order disposing of any 


motion listed in Rule 4(a)(4)(A), or a judgment’s alteration or 


amendment upon such a motion, must file a notice of appeal, or an 


amended notice of appeal—in compliance with Rule 3(c)—within 


the time prescribed by this Rule measured from the entry of the 


order disposing of the last such remaining motion. 


 


Id. (emphasis added). Under the federal rules, the motions referred to as motions “listed in 


Rule 4(a)(4)(A)” include a motion analogous to South Carolina Rule 59(e) motion. Thus, the 


federal rules make it clear that unless another notice of appeal or an amended notice of appeal is 


filed in a timely manner to contest the trial court’s ruling on the Rule 59 motion, the original 


notice of appeal does not include the trial court’s ruling on a Rule 59 motion.  


In the case at bar, Appellant timely filed her Rule 59(e) Motion to preserve new issues on 


August 18, 2024, after the trial court issued its Memorandum of Decision on August 16, 2024, 


raising a myriad of additional issues. See SCRCP 59(e) (requiring a motion to be filed within 10 


days). The trial court denied the Rule 59(e) Motion via Form 4 Order on August 29, 2024. 


Appellant filed an Amended Notice of Appeal on September 20, 2024, which expressly noted 


that it was being submitted to include the trial court’s ruling on the Rule 59(e) Motion as one of 


the orders being appealed. The Court should permit an amended notice of appeal, where, as here, 


a memorandum of opinion itself raises new issues for the first time, which makes it imperative to 


file a Rule 59 motion.  This approach is particularly proper, where the original notice of appeal 


does not encompass the new issues, which come to life only after the notice of appeal is filed. 


Under Rule 205, SCRAP, the trial court has jurisdiction to rule on a Rule 59 motion that 


concerns such new issues, despite the filing of a notice of appeal. See also Metts v. Mims, 384 
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S.C. 491, 682 S.E.2d 813. Disallowing an amended notice of appeal to include the trial court’s 


ruling on a Rule 59 motion under the circumstances, would render the new issues contained in 


the trial court’s memorandum of decision unreviewable. Lastly, while our rules do not expressly 


require an amended notice of appeal, they also do not prohibit it. See e.g., Eberly v. Advanced 


Flooring & Design Div. of ISI, LLC, 442 S.C. 656, 658 (2024) (the court accepted appellant’s 


amended notice of appeal filed to correct several deficiencies contained in the original notice).   


In sum, the Amended Notice of Appeal was warranted under the circumstances and 


disallowing it would prevent Appellant from challenging new issues contained in the trial court’s 


decision, making the trial court’s reasoning unreviewable. Lastly, the Amended Notice of Appeal 


rendered Appellee’s Motion to Dismiss the Appeal moot. See Cheap-O's Truck Stop, Inc. v. 


Cloyd, 350 S.C. 596, 600 (“An appellate court will not pass on moot and academic questions or 


make an adjudication where there remains no actual controversy.”).   


iv. The Court of Appeals should adopt the same liberal approach to the rules of appellate 


procedure employed by the federal courts. 


 


Once again, no South Carolina decision has clearly considered how the rules of appellate 


procedure are to be interpreted, which makes it appropriate to look to federal law for guidance. 


See Maybank v. BB&T Corp., 416 S.C. 541, 565 (2016) (looking for guidance to cases 


interpreting the federal rules, where no South Carolina case has addressed the issue). The federal 


courts, including the United States Supreme Court, interpreting the rules of appellate procedure 


have embraced liberal construction, explaining that 


The Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure are not meant to create a 


byzantine system that only the cleverest litigants can navigate. To 


the contrary, “the requirements of the rules of procedure should be 


liberally construed and . . . ‘mere technicalities’ should not stand in 


the way of consideration of a case on its merits.”  


 


Wall Guy, Inc. v. FDIC, 95 F.4th 862, 877 (4th Cir. 2024) (quoting Foman v. Davis, 371 U.S. 
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178, 181, 83 S. Ct. 227, 9 L. Ed. 2d 222 (1962)). This is particularly relevant because Appellee’s 


urged interpretation of the rules would create a “byzantine system” designed to trip up litigants 


with meritorious claims. While the federal court also noted that “neither may the Rules be 


ignored,” the Appellant is most certainly not ignoring the rules and is trying to comply with the 


rules in good faith and to the best of her ability, as reflected in her filings, which explain her 


interpretation of the rules, show that the Appellant has conducted a considerable research to 


understand how the appellate rules are supposed to function, and seek guidance from the Court 


of Appeals when the rules are not clear despite the Appellant’s diligent efforts to educate herself. 


Next, the federal court also identified circumstances where liberal construction is particularly 


warranted explaining that 


In some cases, we may find it appropriate to “rescue” an appellant 


so as to avoid a circumstance where “a slip of the pen,” the 


appellant's pro se status, or a similar factor results in a notice of 


appeal that is deficient only in a technical sense, or where we are 


faced with compelling merits arguments that support such a 


“rescue” for reasons of justice.  


 


Id. (quoting Town of Norwood v. New Eng. Power Co., 202 F.3d 408 (1st Cir. 2000)) (and citing 


e.g., Torres v. Bella Vista Hosp., Inc., 914 F.3d 15, 19 (1st Cir. 2019) (opting to “exercise [the 


court's] discretion to review [a particular] ruling notwithstanding the lack of clarity in the notice 


of appeal”). While the court noted that it does not have to rescue an appellant or make arguments 


for them, the undersigned is not asking the Court of Appeals to make arguments for her but 


comes forward with reasoned arguments supported by authority. If Appellant is in need of a 


rescue, it is not from the operation of the rules, but from Appellee’s unfair and oppressive 


litigation tactics designed to circumvent and misconstrue the rules in order to put up barriers of 


technicalities framed with such cunning adroitness as to mislead the tribunal.  


While the Court should construe the rules liberally, it should not ignore the frivolous 
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nature of Appellee’s argument and its attempt to misconstrue the decisions to veil its otherwise 


baseless argument with some superficial validity, to the extent the language of the decisions it 


cited is unambiguous and not subject to different interpretations. See infra. Cloyd clearly does 


not contain the language Appellee attempts to pass off as the Court’s reasoning that tasking the 


opposing counsel with preparing a proposed order made the trial court’s announced rulings on 


the motions “interlocutory.” Cloyd’s reasoning and its conclusion that a form order was the final 


order is simply too conspicuous to be overlooked, to the extent it stated so in all caps and used 


bold as well italicized font. Cheap-O's Truck Stop, Inc. v. Cloyd, 350 S.C. 596, 604-605. Under 


the circumstances, no reasonable attorney would believe that Appellee’s argument was warranted 


under the law cited by Appellee itself. See S.C. Code Ann. §15-36-10(A)(4)(a). The Court 


should recognize Appellee’s Motion for what it is - a ploy designed to buy additional time.  


V. CONCLUSION 


As the United States Supreme Court put it, “[t]he rules of practice and procedure are 


devised to promote the ends of justice, not to defeat them.” Hormel v. Helvering, 312 U.S. 552, 


557, 61 S. Ct. 719, 85 L. Ed. 1037 (1941). Appellant respectfully asks the Court to deny 


Appellee’s Motion as frivolous or dismiss it as moot, in light of the filing of the Amended Notice 


of Appeal. 
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Please find attached Appellant's Return to Appellee's Motion to Dismiss. Thank you
for your assistance.

Respectfully submitted,
September 20, 2024.
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Ina Shtukar Steinberg, Esquire
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