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

Good Afternoon,

Please see the attached Petition for Rehearing in the above-referenced matter. Please be
advised the check for the filing fee is being sent via Federal Express to your office and a hard
copy is being mailed to all Counsel of Record.

Thank you,

Will Connors

Will Connors
Legal Assistant

CS LAW

CLAWSON & STAUBES

P: 843.577.2026 Ext. 2300
F: 843.722.2867
W: cslaw.com

126 Seven Farms Drive, Suite 200 | Charleston, SC | 29492-8144

This e-mail and the information transmitted contains PRIVILEGED and CONFIDENTIAL information and is the property of the
sender. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you
are notified that any dissemination or copying of this information, or the taking of any action in reliance on the content of this
information, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, immediately contact Will Connors with CLAWSON
& STAUBES at (843) 577-2026 and delete the original transmittal of this information.

Disclaimer

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by
the recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any
disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful.

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast,
a leader in email security and cyber resilience. Mimecast integrates email defenses with brand protection,
security awareness training, web security, compliance and other essential capabilities. Mimecast helps protect
large and small organizations from malicious activity, human error and technology failure; and to lead the
movement toward building a more resilient world. To find out more, visit our website.
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March 13, 2026
File No.: 20231301.000

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

The Honorable Jenny Kitchings
South Carolina Court of Appeals
1220 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29201

Re: Jennifer Pringle, et. al. vs. Thomas Newman, et. al.
Case No.:  2024-000677

Dear The Honorable:

Enclosed please find the Petition for Rehearing, Proof of Service of Petition for
Rehearing, and our firm check in the amount of $50.00 for the filing fee.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

CLAWSON and STAUBES, LLC

Megan E. Corrie —

MEC/wpc

Enclosure

ee! Robert Critzer, Esq.
Kaye Hearn, Esq.
Jonathan Riddle, Esq.

WWW.CSLAW.COM
126 SEVEN FARMS DRIVE | SUITE 200
CHARLESTON SC | 29492-8144
(843)577-2026





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas
The Hon. Heath P. Taylor, Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No. 2024-000677

Jennifer Pringle and Dewayne Pringle, ... Plaintiffs,

Of Wivorr Jermifer Prngle: is g <. s s 155 s oo o 5 ssonmamen s 15 5 somamm v 1155 wspse Appellant,
V.

Mackenzie Alice Hunt and Thomas Christopher Newman, .................... Respondents.

PROOF OF SERVICE

| certify that | have served the Respondents’ Petition for Rehearing upon the
Appellant by mailing a copy of the same in the United States mail, with sufficient postage
affixed thereto and return address clearly marked on the date indicated below to the
individuals and addresses as follows:

Brian Critzer, Esq.

Kaye Hearn, Esq.

WYCHE, P.A.

807 Gervais Street, Suite 301
Columbia, SC 29201

Jonathan Riddle, Esq.
The Jeffcoat Firm Injury & Accident Lawyers, PA

1333 Main St., #510
AL e <

Columbia, SC 29201
Megan E. Corrie

Charleston, South Carolina

March |, 2026





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas
The Hon. Heath P. Taylor, Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No. 2024-000677

Jennifer Pringle and Dewayne Pringle, .........ccoovviiviiiiiinn,

Of Whom Jennifer Pringle isthe ...........cocoviviiiiiiiiii,

V.

Mackenzie Alice Hunt and Thomas Christopher Newman, .....................

PETITION FOR REHEARING

Megan E. Corrie

CLAWSON AND STAUBES, LLC
126 Seven Farms Drive, Suite 200
Charleston, South Carolina 29492-8144

Phone: (843) 577-2026

Email: megan@cslaw.com

Attorney for Respondents





PETITION FOR REHEARING

Pursuant to South Carolina Appellate Court Rules 221 and 240, Respondents Mackenzie
Alice Hunt and Thomas Christopher Newman hereby petitions this Court for a rehearing following
its Opinion dated March 4, 2026 (Unpublished Opinion No. 2026-UP-103). Respondents
respectfully request rehearing on the basis that this Court has misapprehended the material terms
of the demand letter and overlooked the alleged “purpose” of settling the claims together is a
nonsensical post hoc rationalization for this appeal.

ARGUMENTS
I. Because Appellant’s intention must be governed by their outward expression in
the document, a purported term that is not even stated in the Offer cannot be a
material term.

This Court concluded that the Pringles intended their Offer of Compromise to settle both
Dewayne and Jennifer’s claims together. This Court — as well as both Appellant and Respondents
— all conceded that the starting point is to look to the language of the document itself to determine
the intention of the parties. Ecclesiastes Prod. Ministries v. Outparcel Assocs., LLC, 374 S.C. 483,
497, 649 S.E.2d 494, 501 (Ct. App. 2007) (citing Jacobs v. Service Merch. Co., 297 S.C. 123, 375
S.E.2d 1 (Ct. App. 1988)). However, the Court’s Opinion overlooks the rest of the holding in
Ecclesiastes — that the parties must be governed by their outward expressions in the document, not
by any secret intention they may have. Id. (citing Blakeley v. Rabon, 266 S.C. 68, 73, 221 S.E.2d
767, 769 (1976)) (emphasis added).

Appellant’s demand letter explicitly stated what the material terms were and what would
result in a response being deemed a rejection and a counteroffer. For example, among other
painstakingly considered and stated terms, the letter bolded and underlined its requirement for a
cashier’s check and plainly stated that a regular draft will be considered a counteroffer. It clearly
stated that attempted payment through an interpleader action or the filing of a declaratory judgment

action would result in an immediate rejection. The letter explicitly forbade any oral modifications





or purported oral acceptances. All of these terms were stated in black and white. Some were even
bolded, underlined, and/or highlighted to make their outward expression even more abundantly
clear than it already was. Noticeably absent from the letter altogether was any language whatsoever
requiring the Pringles’ separate and drastically different claims to be settled together. This Court
ruled that the “entire purpose” of the letter was to settle the Pringles’ claims together, but that
language cannot be found anywhere in the letter. If it was their purpose, it was a secret purpose
that was not disclosed.

IL. This Court’s Opinion overlooks the fact that Appellant’s claimed “entire purpose”
of the original demand letter — to settle Dewayne and Jennifer’s claims together
so they can move on with their lives —~would not have even been accomplished here.

In addition to overlooking what was plainly stated — and what was noticeably not stated — in
the original demand letter, this Court’s Opinion failed to consider the literal impossibility of
Appellant’s secret intention to settle Dewayne and Jennifer’s claims together.

Appellant’s brief and oral argument stressed the Pringles’ claimed goal of either resolving
their cases together so they could move on with their lives or litigating their claims together. After
all, they were involved in the same accident and would likely be called as witnesses at trial in
support of one another. However, this claimed “entire purpose” is nothing more than an attempted
post hoc rationalization to justify this appeal.

First, the demand letter explicitly cited the existence of UIM as one of the main reasons why
covenant(s) not to execute were needed rather than full release(s). Additionally, two other family
members were in the vehicle with the Pringles when this accident occurred, and both of those
individuals also presented bodily injury claims. If one of the Pringles ended up having to litigate
the UIM portion of their claim, or if one or both of their injured family members ended up litigating
their liability and/or UIM claims, one or both of the Pringles would have still had to navigate the

litigation claims process in some way shape or form. Thus, even if liability policy limits were paid





to both Pringles under the original demand letter, this would not have accomplished their secret
goal of resolving their claims together so they could move on with their lives.
CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Respondents respectfully request that the Court grant their
Petition for Rehearing and issue an amended Opinion finding that the Pringles’ secret intention of
settling their separate and drastically different claims together was (1) not a material term of the
original demand letter and (2) not even a legal possibility given the existence of UIM coverage

and two additional claimants.

Respectfully Submitted,

Megan E. Corrie

CLAWSON AND STAUBES, LLC
126 Seven Farms Drive, Suite 200
Charleston, South Carolina 29492-8144
Phone: (843) 577-2026

Email: megan@cslaw.com

Attorney for Respondents
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