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Dear Ms. Smith and Appellate Court Judges,

Please submit this letter with the Petition to the judges who will review this.

This is the letter of transmittal sending to the above recipients the PETITION FOR REHEARING THE MEMORANDUM DISPROVING MOOTNESS. This is sent in response to the Order of June
11, 2026, which dismissed this appeal as moot. This Petition meets the requirements of

SCAC Rule 221(a) by identifying and explaining "the points supposed to have been overlooked or misapprehended by the court." Appellant believes that this appeal is not moot and that the lower
court rulings will be reversed by the ruling of the Appellate Court.

Furthermore, Appellant believes that the motivation for this questioning mootness was motivated by my Motions of March 18, 2026, and April 24, 2026, to Judge Debra R. McCaslin. These
Motions requested that Judge McCaslin order the court reporter to provide to me as Defendant The Complete Transcript of the Motions Hearing of April 24, 2023 and the audio recording of that
hearing. The court reporter produced for me what I call The Incomplete Transcript which had a significant amount of evidence removed from it by Plaintiff's attorneys.

1. The Appellant's Brief will prove the appeal is not moot.

I am restating that the Appellant's Brief will make it obvious this case is not moot, and that the Appellant/ Defendant's Constitutional rights were denied by the orders of the lower court.

III. Please answer the questions from the letter of May 8, 2026.

In my letter to you of May 8, 2026, I asked the questions which are copied below. I would very much appreciate and honest, complete, and prompt answer to these questions.

A. The timing of this demand is very curious.

It is curious that on April 27, 2026, you wrote a letter setting the appellant's brief due date as thirty (30) days from the date of that letter, and, a day later, you challenged the

appeal by instructing me to write and file a memorandum with the court proving that the case is not moot.

B. What prompted you to write a letter one day later that requires the Appellant to prove her appeal is not moot?

It appears there is an outside interference, an invisible respondent/(s), to this case who are officer(s) of the court who are not party to this case but who would be damaged by information
which will come out if this case is not dismissed.

There is one party who will be directly damaged when this appeal is completed. That party, Judge Debra R. McCaslin, is part of a group of attorneys and judicial officers who colluded and
conspired to obstruct justice from the Appellant/Defendant in the underlying circuit court case.

The timing of your letter of April 28, 2026, fits the timing of the delivery of a second motion to Judge McCaslin. On April 28, 2026, at 9:58 A.M. a second Motion was delivered to Judge
Debra R. McCaslin at her office in the Lexington County Court House asking her to order that The Complete Transcript and the Audio Recording of the motions hearing of April 24, 2023, be delivered
to the Defendant/aAppellant Carol Ann Honeycutt. The first motion was mailed to Judge McCaslin on March 18, 2026. The two motions together clearly confirm the law and the facts that Judge
McCaslin is responsible to order that defendant be given The Complete Transcript and the Audio Recording of the motions hearing of April 24, 2023, held before her.

The defendant has been blocked illegally from receiving the full transcript since June 6, 2023. Is it possible that Judge McCaslin wanted the appeal to be considered moot to attempt to evade
her duty to order the full transcript and audio recording?

If Judge McCaslin did not call the Appellate Court to "handle" this, perhaps, another official from the group mentioned above (who are trying to protect their own interests) may have called.
The "invisible respondents," judicial officers, non-parties, include Henrietta Golding and Taylor Voegel, the former attorneys for the Plaintiff/Respondent, and possibly other judges (Judge Kristi
Curtis, now an Appellate Court judge, Judge Hyman, or retired Supreme Court Chief Justice Beatty). These officers of the court are connected to this case along with clerks of the Appellate Court
who have aided those attorneys, and all of whom have colluded to obstruct justice from the defendant.
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 THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

 In the Court of Appeals

_______________________________



APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY



 Court of Common Pleas, Honorable David P. Caraker



Appellate Case No. 2026-000049

__________________



 Case No. 2020-CP-26-05267

_____________________________________



 25th Avenue, LLC,  Respondent,

 v.

 Carol Ann Honeycutt,  Appellant.

________________________________________________________________________  



APPELLANT’S  PETITION FOR REHEARING THE

MEMORANDUM DISPROVING MOOTNESS

______________________________________________________________________



		Pursuant to SCAC Rule 221(a), this Petition for Rehearing states in the sections below "the  points supposed to have been overlooked or misapprehended by the court."  Additionally, this rule states, "No return to a petition for rehearing may be filed unless requested by the appellate court.  Ordinarily, however, rehearing will not be granted in the absence of such a request."  This rule seems to state that the appellate court, without Rehearing my Petition, can deny my Petition for Rehearing simply by not asking the Respondent to file a return.  The Respondent has been in default (not participating in the case) for two years. So, this provides a second reason why the appellate court may not ask the Respondent to file a return.  

		Based on the above statements. it appears that Appellant has the right to file a Petition for Rehearing pursuant to SCAC Rule 221, but the court can negate this right simply by not asking the Respondent to file a return or not asking Respondent to file a return because it is in default.  

		Rule SCAC 240(l) overrules the above provisions and states,  "The court will not entertain petitions for rehearing on a motion or petition unless the action of the court on the motion or petition has the effect of dismissing or finally deciding a party's appeal."  Based on Rule 240(l), the appellate court must rehear my petition because its decision may have the effect of not only dismissing my appeal, but also the effect of dismissing the underlying case permanently.  

I.  Request for Three Judges to Rehear the Memorandum

		As stated above, the decision on this Petition could have the effect of dismissing this appeal as well as the underlying case.  Appellant believes that a panel of three judges is necessary for a fair determination of the issues.  This is Pursuant to SCACR Rule 219(b) Suggestion of a Party for Hearing or Rehearing En Banc.  The Appellant is not asking for a full panel but believes three are required due to the finality of this decision.  On that basis, Appellant requests that three appellate court judges be appointed, excluding the first judge who ruled on this and Judge Kristi Curtis who is involved in this case, to consider and rule that this appeal is not moot.  Please see and thoroughly review Exhibit 2, Motion to Recuse Appellate Court Judge Curtis.  As a result of Judge Curtis' orders, beginning June 30, 2022, this exhibit provides extensive case details which prove that the Appellant as Defendant in this case received no trial and no justice.  The case has been in process six years and Appellant as Defendant never received a trial.  All of the actions taken against the Defendant required a trial.  Yet, Appellant/Defendant lost her property and all her rights without a trial.  The Appellant/Defendant was deprived of every right and every privilege to the laws of South Carolina and to the laws of the United States and to their Constitution.



II.  The MEMORANDUM DISPROVING MOOTNESS

 is incorporated into this PETITION

		The entire MEMORANDUM with all the Exhibits is incorporated into this Petition as thought it is part of this Petition.

III.  Introduction:  Justice was Overlooked (SCACR 221(a).)

		Justice is the point, the bottom line, and the end goal of the Judicial Branch of South Carolina government.  If it is not, then the South Carolina Judicial Branch is a network of private individuals set in motion to secure and protect their private interests.  

		The appellate court justices who review this petition and the underlying Memorandum Disproving Mootness will see that justice has been absent (overlooked) from this case from its inception.  Appellant prays that the judges who review this appeal reverse the single judge who ruled it as "moot" by the Order of June 11, 2026, Exhibit 1, when it is not moot.

		Appellant requests that a panel of judges as requested above carefully and thoroughly read the Petition for Rehearing, the original Memorandum Disproving Mootness, and the Exhibits.  Exhibits are submitted with the Petition for Rehearing which add support to or clarify the points relevant to the Petition and Memorandum. The  Appellant submits this Petition for a Rehearing making the following request:

IV. Rescind the Order of June 11, 2026, if

 Judge Curtis conferred with Judge who wrote the Order.

		Appellant indicated in her letter to the court that Judge Curtis should be recused from participating in hearing this Memorandum.  If Judge Curtis discussed this case and/or appeal with the judge who wrote the Order, this introduced obvious bias into the decision.  If this happened, the judge who read the Memorandum and wrote the Order of June 11, 2026, should rescind the order.  The review of the Memorandum needs to be done by appellate court judges who have no knowledge of this case or appeal other than the information provided in Appellant's Memorandum and Petition.

V.  Rescind the Order of June 11, 2026:  the judge reviewed "memoranda."

		Quoting from the Order of June 11, 2026,  "After careful consideration of the memoranda . . . ."  Memoranda is plural:  the judge states that more than one memorandum was reviewed.  Appellant was not given the additional memorandum/a to which to respond before the Memorandum Disproving Mootness was heard.  Therefore, the order must be rescinded and the Appellant needs to be given the additional memorandum/a to respond and to supplement the Memorandum Disproving Mootness before it is reviewed.

VI.  The "Precedent" "supporting" the Order of June 11, 2026,

 is not relevant to this Appeal.

	There is no precedent cited in the Order which supports the judgment to find the appeal "moot."  The precedent cited in the Order is not applicable to this appeal nor to the underlying case. The precedent cited in the Order of June 11, 2026, cannot be applied to this case for two reasons.  First, not one minute detail of Appellant's appeal or the underlying case bears any resemblance to the cited Sloan V. Greenville Cnty., 380 S.C. 528, 535, 670 S.E.2d 663, 667 (Ct. App. 2009) and, therefore, cannot be applied as the reason to find this appeal moot.  Exhibit 3 is a copy of that case. The Sloan v. Greenville County case was about a conflict between Greenville County code of procurement and Section 11-35-50 of the South Carolina Code.  While that appeal was in process, the Greenville County code was changed to conform to the State Code, so obviously the dispute was resolved and the appeal was no longer needed.  Therefore, that appeal was dismissed as moot.  So, the Greenville  case bears absolutely no resemblance to my case as presented in the Memorandum, the Petition for Rehearing, and the supporting exhibits.  Conclusion:  this leaves the Order of June 11, 2026, without a precedent to support it.  

VII.  The reverse of the quote in the Order applies to this appeal.

	The Order quotes from Sloan v. Greenville County:  "A case becomes moot when judgment, if rendered, will have no practical legal effect upon the existing controversy."  If this is the standard to find a case moot, it is also the standard to find this appeal not moot.  For this appeal and the underlying case, the reverse is true:  The case is not moot and the appellate court must rule that the appeal is granted because in this appeal, there are at least four practical legal effects which can be accomplished upon the existing controversy:

 	A. The judge writing the Order of June 11, 2026, overlooked the Appellant/Defendant's			 Right to be Heard.

 (1)  Appellant believes that when the Appellate Court reviews this case, the Issues on Appeal will be ruled in favor of the Appellant.  The circuit court case dismissal will be reversed and the  Defendant will have her motion for a jury trial heard as well as the other open motions on this case. The Appellant/Defendant has a constitutional right to be heard.  That legal right is a legal effect. This right to be heard is given in the procedural Due Process Clauses of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the U.S. Constitution.

	 (2)  If this panel of judges rules the appeal "moot" they are speculating that the Defendant 	has nothing to say worth hearing.  

	 (3)  If this panel blocks the Appellant/Defendant from being heard, this is a clear and 	biased ruling protecting the Respondent/Plaintiff which is in default.  

	Appellant's legal right to be heard will be granted when the  Appellate Court rules on the Appeal, not on "mootness."  If the Appellate Court reverses the lower court, the case is not moot.

 B.  Appellant believes that the Appellate court is trying to moot this appeal so that the remaining issues with real legal consequences will not be heard. The two Motions denoted in "C" below are believed to be a key reason this appeal is being mooted.

 C.  Numerous additional motions identifying controversies in the case are still "live."  Foremost among these issues are the two Motions for the Defendant to receive the The Complete Transcript of the motions hearing of April 24, 2023, held before Judge Debra McCaslin. They have been filed but have not been heard nor ordered.  Two recent motions (March and April, 2026) on this case ask Judge McCaslin to require the court reporter to produce and deliver the Complete Transcript of the Motions Hearing held in her court on April 24, 2023, to the Defendant.  That transcript, called the Complete Transcript, will show that the Plaintiff's attorneys removed information from the transcript before having the Incomplete Transcript sent to the Defendant.  The Incomplete Transcript is just one example of all the illegal actions taken against the Appellant/Defendant in the six years of this case. These are filed on the case public index and they are discussed in the Memorandum Disproving Mootness, Section IX, pages 11-12, and are included in full in Exhibit 12 of the Memorandum.  Should this panel of appellate judges rule that this appeal is moot, it will be denying the Defendant her Constitutional right to receive the evidence of her own case.

	D.  Numerous other motions and issues in the case public index are still open and unheard, and therefore "live" issues are open in this case.  (See Memorandum, Section IX,  pages 12-15.)  There are still open motions on the underlying case which are motions for the Appellant to receive some of the rights of which she has been deprived.  Both the Complete Transcript and the jury trial are rights which have been requested through multiple motions and appeals over the past six years.  If the Appellate Court rules that the case is moot, it is ruling against the rights of the Appellant/Defendant without her case ever being heard.  Appellant as Defendant was deprived of her rights given in the Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, and Fourteenth Amendments.

VIII.  The judge writing the order of June 11, 2026, overlooked the

Collateral Consequences,  an Exception to Mootness.  

	The Appellant/Defendant suffered losses of her property and all her rights without a trial.  The Appellant/Defendant was deprived of every right and every privilege to the laws of South Carolina and to the laws of the United States and to their Constitution.  The Plaintiff through the help of  illegal actions of its attorneys destroyed the Defendant's property and rights to the  contract and then went into default.  

	The article, "Exceptions to the Mootness Doctrine," lists three exceptions to mootness.  "The Supreme Court has determined several instances where the mootness doctrine does not apply."  Only the third exception applies to this appeal and negates the possibility that the case could be ruled moot.  The exception which applies to this case is labeled "Collateral Consequences. . . .  These exceptions to the mootness doctrine are crucial for ensuring that courts . . . maintain judicial oversight and protect the rights of individuals in various legal contexts. (Findlaw, ibid.)"



	Finally, "Even if a case becomes moot during an appeal, the Supreme Court has identified many choices in ruling on the lower court judgment including to affirm, reverse, vacate, or remand the case to the lower court for further hearings."  (Black's Law Dictionary, and Eakins v. Monaghan, 484 U.S. 193, 200 (1988).



	For this case, which is not moot, but in the event that it is wrongfully ruled moot, there is an exception which could be applied and allow this appeal and the case to be adjudicated.  If a matter is wrongfully ruled moot, the fact that the defendant has suffered collateral consequences would qualify the case to be adjudicated.  (See Memorandum page 2, Issues to be Adjudicated, 1-8.)  The precedent is in Powell v. McCormack (1969). ("Exceptions to the Mootness Doctrine," Findlaw, by Samuel Strom, J.D., August 2, 2024, online.)  

IX.  The judge writing the order of June 11, 2026, overlooked the

Right of the Defendant to Recover Costs of the Lititgation.

 	A Pro Se litigant may recover out-of-pocket litigation costs when they prevail.  The Appellant/Defendant has a right to file a motion to recover these costs.  In order to do so, the appeal and case must remain open.  

X.  The judge writing the Order of June 11, 2026, overlooked the importance

of the bias which effected Judge Caraker's Orders.

	Bias requires a judge to recuse himself by SCAC Rule 501, Canon 3(C)(1)(a).  See Roper v. Dynamique Concepts, Inc. (1994) 316 S.C. 131, 139.)  The Memorandum, pages 7 -10, and Exhibit 10, clearly shows the extrajudicial relationship between Judge Caraker and Judge Hyman.  The significance of  the bias of Judge Hyman was documented by Exhibit 11, letter to the Appellate Court, which documented the surreptitious return to me by a clerk of the Appellate Court of the two transcripts of Judge Hyman's motions hearings.  These transcripts show the seriousness of Judge Hyman's bias against the Defendant.  Judge Hyman ruled against my Constitutional rights to receive evidence, the Complete Transcript, of my own motions hearing before Judge McCaslin.  Appellant believes that this egregious behavior was instigated by Plaintiff's attorney Golding who had perpetrated extensive and numerous incidents of fraud on the court in this litigation.  These two transcripts are added to this Petition as Exhibits 4 and 5 in support of this Petition to show the egregious bias exhibited by Judge Hyman against the Defendant.  Appellant prays that this panel will read these relatively short transcripts which show Hyman's support for Plaintiff's attorney Golding and the Plaintiff in default.  Appellant believes that Judge Hyman's bias and his relationship with Judge Caraker led to Judge Caraker's decision to dismiss the case when Defendant was out of state.  The actions Judge Caraker took benefited the Plaintiff which has been in default since May 14, 2024, at the appellate level and since July 30, 2024, at the state level.

	.  The Defendant's Motion for Continuance was wrongly denied when it would by normal standards be approved.  The Defendant has a right to be heard.  The Defendant had a right to have the unheard motions heard, and a right to a jury trial.  When this panel finds that this appeal is not moot, and the appellate court judges reverse the lower court, the defendant will be heard.  

XI.  Did the judge writing the Order of June 11, 2026, overlooked

the implications of finding the appeal moot?

 	By finding the appeal moot, the judge actually ruled in favor of the non-responding Respondent.  This Appellate Court action to find the appeal "moot" is one more example of the court protecting the Respondent/Plaintiff, now at the Appellate Level in addition to the Circuit Court Level. The Appellant/Defendant was deprived of every right and every privilege to the laws of South Carolina and to the laws of the United States and to their Constitutions at the Circuit Court level.  The deprivation was not by process of law but by insider actions which circumvented the law, by the illegal actions of the Plaintiff's attorneys in collusion with judges, one after another, brought in to cover up each preceding illegal action perpetrated by Plaintiff's attorney Golding.  See the Memorandum Disproving Mootness, pages 1-2, The Answer to Mootness. and Memorandum Exhibit 4. Section VIII, pages 4-6.



XII.  The Appellate Court will Reverse the Lower Court's Orders.

	There is one simple requirement to find a case not moot as described in the following quotes:

	"When a case is moot, it must by necessity be dismissed.  However, in order to do this, a court has to reach the conclusion that the case is moot on all issues."  ("Moot," Wex, US Law, LII:  Cornell Legal Information Institute, online.)



	"Significantly, however, a case does not necessarily become moot simply because intervening events make it impossible for a federal court to issue the exact form of relief that the plaintiff* requests."  "[E]ven the availability of a partial remedy is sufficient to prevent a case from being moot."  (See Chafin, 568 U.S. at 177; Calderon, 518 U.S. at 150; and, Church of Scientology of Cal. v. United States, 506 U.S. 9, 12-13 (1992).  (* A Plaintiff, a third-party plaintiff, a party who has pleaded a cross-claim or counterclaim can be used interchangeably to refer to a party seeking relief from damages inflicted by the other party.)





	There are numerous issues remaining that the Circuit Court must hear. Therefore, the Appellant feels certain that the Appellate Court will reverse the Circuit Courts orders. The Appellant has a right to get this done through this appeal.  The panel deciding this should allow the Appellant that opportunity.

	At the end of this Petition is Appendix A, a checklist to be used by the judges who read this Petition and the Memorandum Disproving Mootness.  If  only one judge finds only one issue which is still open for the lower court to decide, then, THIS APPEAL IS NOT MOOT.



XIII.  Back to Justice:  The Purpose of the Judicial System.

	Theoretically and philosophically, the mission of the Judicial Branch of government is to established and to administer justice.  Is justice not blind in South Carolina?  If the Appellate Court rules that this case is moot, it is ruling against justice.  The Judicial Branch was not established as a system for its officers and friends to rob the people of South Carolina.  But, in this case, it has been exactly that.  This panel holds the next step in the process to let this case be heard.

	Since the time that the Plaintiff went into default, Attorney Golding has been working behind the scenes at both the Circuit Court level and the Appellate Court level to protect the Plaintiff as well as Plaintiff's attorneys and officers of the court who have entangled themselves in this case.  Everything has been done illegally.

	The Plaintiff as Respondent has taken no action to reply to this Appeal.  The Appellate Court, by initiating the Doctrine of Mootness into this appeal is now defending the Plaintiff/Respondent while it is in default.  This is absolutely contrary to the all of the Doctrines of Justice.	





WHEREFORE,

	Appellant prays that this Panel of Appellate Court Judges finds this appeal not moot and allows the process of justice to reach a just end.



   /s/ Carol Ann Honeycutt

June 25, 2026  						_________________________

Myrtle Beach, South Carolina				Carol Ann Honeycutt

								Post Office Box 8574

								Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29578

								(843) 254-5951

								Appellant Pro Se

								auso2@southcarolina.usa.com





























APPENDIX A:  CHECKLIST FOR THE COURT

APPELLANT'S PETITION FOR REHEARING THE

MEMORANDUM DISPROVING MOOTNESS



1.  __________  In accordance with Rule SCAC 240(l):

The court will entertain this petition for rehearing because "the action of the court on the motion or petition has the effect of dismissing or finally deciding a party's appeal."  Based on Rule 240(l), the appellate court must rehear my petition because its decision may have the effect of not only dismissing my appeal, but also the effect of dismissing the underlying case permanently.  



2.  __________  Justice has been overlooked in this case and the case must remain open for justice to be done.  Therefore, the Court finds this case not moot.



3.  __________  The judge who wrote the first order may need to recused herself and rescinded the Order of June 11, 2026.



4.  __________  The judge who wrote the first order did not provide the apparent additional "memoranda" to the Appellant for  Appellant's reply.



5.  __________  The court finds the "Precedent" "supporting" the Order of June 11, 2026, is not relevant to this Appeal nor to the underlying case.



6.  __________  For this appeal and the underlying case, the reverse is true of the statement quoted in the Order:  "A case becomes moot when judgment, if rendered, will have no practical legal effect upon the existing controversy." This case is not moot because there are at least four practical legal effects which will result from reversing the Circuit Courts orders.



7.  __________  This appeal is not moot because the Appellant/Defendant has the S.C. and U.S. Constitutional right to be heard in court decisions that affects her.



8.  __________  This Court finds that the Motions Appellant/Defendant has filed with the Circuit Court to Compel the court reporter to provide The Complete Transcript to the Appellant/Defendant are open, "live" and unheard. Defendant has the Constitutional right to receive that Transcript, evidence in her own case.  Therefore, this appeal cannot be dismissed as moot.



9.  __________  This Court finds that numerous additional motions identifying controversies in the case are still "live."  They have been filed but have not been heard nor ruled.  Therefore, this appeal is not moot.







10. ___________  This Court finds that this case is not moot because the Appellant as

	Defendant has suffered collateral consequences from this action which have not been heard 	and which qualify for the underlying case to be adjudicated.  Therefore, the appeal is not 	moot.



11. ___________  This Court finds that when a Plaintiff files a case that causes expenses to be suffered by the Defendant, and then the Plaintiff defaults on the case, the Defendant has a right to recover the costs caused by the Plaintiff in default.



12. ___________  This Court finds that the Appellant has shown sufficient information to determine that there was a high probability that Judge Caraker was biased and should have recused himself according to the standards of Canon 3(C)(1)(a).  Therefore, his orders should be reviewed in this appeal.



13. ___________  This Court finds that the Respondent/Plaintiff did not ask this court to find the appeal moot.  Therefore, the appeal by the Appellant/Defendant should be allowed and not ruled moot.



14. ___________  This Court finds that there are adequate applicable laws and evidence to rule that this appeal should go forward to be reviewed by the Appellate Court.  Therefore, it is not moot.



15. ___________  It is the missionof this Court to support the theoretical and philosophical statement that the Judicial Branch of government is established to administer justice. Therefore, to ensure justice, this Court finds the appeal is not moot.





	By Order of this Panel of Appellate Judges we find this appeal is not moot and may

	proceed to the appellate process.



								______________________________



								______________________________



								______________________________





________________________

Date



Columbia, South Carolina
















Appellate Judge Kristi Curtis could have contacted you to the write the letter of April 28 2026. If so, she is acting to defend her own interests and those of this group who do not want the
facts and truth of the case to brought to day light. She was part of the Horry County case and absolutely obstructed justice from the Appellant. I will submit a Motion to Recuse her to prevent her
from participating as a judge in this appeal and any that may follow.

C. Appellant requests that you provide a response to the following question:

What influence prompted you, Deputy Smith, to write the letter demanding that Appellant "serve and file a memorandum explaining to the Court how this case is not moot"?
Please write a letter explaining who or what prompted you to make this demand.

Your attention to the details of this letter are most appreciated.

Sincerely,

S| Carel Unn

Carol Ann Honeycutt
Appellant, Pro Se

P. O. Box 8574

Myrtle Beach, SC 29578

auso2@southcarolina.usa.com

cc: by USPS & email

Mr. Richard F. Williams, Pro Se
Agent of Record, 25th Avenue Llc.
309 N. Highland Way

Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29572

rfwms5006@gmail.com

enc.: USPS: PETITION EXHIBITS MONEY ORDER SENT BY USPS

FORM 7
PROOF OF SERVICE OF PETITION FOR REHEARING
MEMORANDUM DISPROVING MOOTNESS

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court of Appeals

Appellate Case Number 2026-000049

APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas

David P. Caraker, Jr., Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2020-CP-2605267

25t Avenue LLC, Respondent,

Carol Ann Honeycutt, Appellant

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served this APPELLANT'S PETITION FOR REHEARING THE MEMORANDUM DISPROVING MOOTNESS on 25t Avenue LLC by placing a copy into the USPS mail to
Respondent 25t Avenue Llc., Pro Se, Richard F. Williams, Agent of Record, at 309 North Highland Way, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29572, on June 26, 2026. The Plaintiff has no attorney upon
whom to serve this Petition.



/S/ Carol Ann Honeycutt
June 26, 2026

Myrtle Beach, South Carolina Carol Ann Honeycutt

Post Office Box 8574

Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 29578
(843) 254-5951

Appellant Pro Se

auso2@southcarolina.usa.com
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