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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Supreme Court 

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
Daniel M. Coble, Circuit Court Judge 

Case No. 2026-CP-40-05213 

Danny Ford, II,  ............................................................................................. Respondent, 

v. 

South Carolina Republican Party 
South Carolina Election Commission 
a/k/a State Election Commission ...................................................................... Appellants. 

_______________________________________ 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
_______________________________________ 

Pursuant to Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR, I certify that I have caused the South Carolina State 

Election Commission’s Notice of Appeal and MOTION TO STAY INJUNCTION PENDING 

APPEAL, PETITION FOR WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS, MOTION FOR IMMEDIATE 

ADMINISTRATIVE STAY, AND MOTION FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION to be served on 

the following counsel of record at the following addresses: 

C. Bradley Hutto
Skyler B. Hutto
Williams & Williams
Post Office Box 1084
Orangeburg, SC 29116
cbhutto@williamsattys.com
skyler@williamsattys.com

Counsel for Danny Ford II 

Robert E. Tyson, Jr.   
Vordman Carlisle Traywick, III  
Sarah C. Frierson  
Robinson Gray Stepp & Laffitte, LLC 
rtyson@robinsongray.com  
ltraywick@robinsongray.com  
sfrierson@robinsongray.com  

Counsel for S.C. Republican Party 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Aug 04 2026
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S/ Thomas W. Nicholson                                                                    
 
Thomas W. Nicholson (SC. Bar No. 101505) 
STATE ELECTION COMMISSION  
1122 Lady Street, Suite 500 
Columbia, SC 29201 
Telephone: (803) 734-9063 
Email: tnicholson@elections.sc.gov  
 
Attorney for South Carolina Election Commission 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Thomas Nicholson General Counsel for the South Carolina State Election Commission, 

hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing SOUTH CAROLINA STATE 

ELECTION COMMISSION’S MOTION TO STAY INJUNCTION PENDING APPEAL, PETITION 

FOR WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS, MOTION FOR IMMEDIATE ADMINISTRATIVE STAY, AND 

MOTION FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION has been served on the following on August 4,  

2026. 

C. Bradley Hutto
Skyler B. Hutto
WILLIAMS & WILLIAMS ATTORNEYS AT LAW
P.O. Box 1084
Orangeburg, SC 29116
Email: cbhuto@williamsattys.com
Email: skyler@williamsattys.com
Attorneys for Plaintiff

Vordman Carlisle Traywick, III 
 Counsel for Defendant South Carolina Republican Party 
ROBINSON GRAY 
2151 Pickens Street 
Suite 500 
PO Box 11449 (29211) 
Columbia, SC 29201 
ltraywick@robinsongray.com 

        ________/S/__________________ 

Thomas W. Nicholson 

Aug 04 2026



From: Nicholson, Thomas
To: cbhutto williamsattys.com; skyler@williamsattys.com
Cc: Rob Tyson; Lisle Traywick; Sarah Frierson; Dara Carmichael; "Victoria Cordoni"; thomas@limehouselaw.com
Subject: Election Commission Filings
Date: Tuesday, August 4, 2026 5:51:00 PM
Attachments: 2026-08-04 Election Commission Motion to Stay Injunction Pending Appeal.pdf

2026-08-04 Notice of Appeal.pdf
2026-08-04 Exhibit A - Notice of Appeal.pdf
2026-08-04 Proof of Service Notice of Appeal and Motions.pdf

All:
 
Pursuant to Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR, attached for service upon you are the South Carolina State
Election Commission’s Notice of Appeal, Motion to Stay Injunction Pending Appeal, Petition
for a Writ of Supersedeas, Motion for Immediate Administrative Stay, and Motion for Expedited
Consideration, being filed in the Supreme Court of South Carolina today.   
 
A copy of this email will be filed with the Proof of Service. 
 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please don’t hesitate to contact us.
 
 
__________________________________________
Thomas W. Nicholson
General Counsel
 
South Carolina State Election Commission
1122 Lady St., 5th Floor, Columbia, SC 29201
P.O. Box 5987, Columbia, S.C. 29250
Office: 803.734.9063
Fax: 803.734.9366
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Supreme Court 


       
 


APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
Daniel M. Coble, Circuit Court Judge 


 
Case No. 2026-CP-40-05213 


       
 


Danny Ford, II,  ............................................................................................. Respondent, 
 


v. 
  
South Carolina Republican Party 
South Carolina Election Commission  
a/k/a State Election Commission,  
 ........................................................................................................................ Appellants. 


       
 


SOUTH CAROLINA STATE ELECTION COMMISSION’S MOTION TO STAY 
INJUNCTION PENDING APPEAL, PETITION FOR WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS, 
MOTION FOR IMMEDIATE ADMINISTRATIVE STAY, AND MOTION FOR 


EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION 


Pursuant to Rules 240 and 241, SCACR, as well as Rules 62(c) and (g), SCRCP, the South 


Carolina State Election Commission (“Commission”) hereby moves the Court to stay the circuit 


court’s August 4, 2026 order granting a preliminary injunction pending appeal or to issue a writ of 


supersedeas.  The Commission further requests that the Court enter an immediate administrative 


stay of that order pending the Court’s ruling on this motion and consider this motion on an 


expedited basis.  Early voting in the August 11, 2026 special Republican primary election for 


United States Senator begins tomorrow morning, Wednesday, August 5, 2026.  The Commission 


therefore respectfully requests a ruling today to avoid voter confusion. 


The Commission does not join the South Carolina Republican Party’s motion in its entirety, 


and it takes no position on the questions that divide Respondent and the Party: whether Party Rule 


11(a)(6)(a) is valid, whether the Party’s certification decision constituted state action, whether 
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Respondent received the process he was due, or whether Respondent ought to be a candidate in 


this primary.  Those are contested questions between a candidate and the Party.   


For present purposes, the Commission’s interests are narrower and wholly administrative.  


The Commission is the State agency responsible for the orderly, uniform, and lawful conduct of 


the August 11 special primary, and it is the party directed to act by paragraph 2 of the circuit court’s 


order.  See S.C. Code Ann. §§ 7-3-20, 7-11-55, 7-13-40.  It appears here solely to explain why the 


relief the circuit court directed cannot be implemented uniformly at this stage of an election already 


underway, and why a stay is necessary to preserve the status quo and this Court’s ability to grant 


meaningful relief to whichever party ultimately prevails.  The Commission is focused on resolving 


the ballot-related questions as soon as practicable and avoiding voter confusion in the process.   


STANDARD OF REVIEW 


Under Rule 62(c), SCRCP, in an appeal “from an interlocutory . . . judgment 


granting . . . an injunction, the court in its discretion may suspend, modify, restore, or grant an 


injunction during the pendency of the appeal upon such terms as to bond or otherwise as it 


considers proper for the security of the rights of the adverse party.”  The provisions of Rule 62, 


however, “do not limit any power of an appellate court or of a judge or justice thereof to stay 


proceedings during the pendency of an appeal or to suspend, modify, restore, or grant an injunction 


during the pendency of an appeal,” nor do they prevent the Court from making any order 


appropriate to preserve the status quo or the effectiveness of the judgment subsequently to be 


entered.”  Rule 62(g), SCRCP.  Although Rule 62 provides that parties should typically file a 


motion for injunction pending appeal with the circuit court in the first instance, “when such an 


application is not practicable it may first be made to an appellate court or a judge or justice thereof.”  


Id.  
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 An order granting an injunction is not automatically stayed by noticing an appeal. Rule 


241(b)(8), SCACR; see also Rule 62(a), SCRCP. Nevertheless, a “party may move for an order 


imposing a supersedeas” to stay an injunction pending an appeal. Rule 241(c), SCACR. Unless 


“extraordinary circumstances make it impracticable,” this relief should be sought first from the 


court that entered the injunction. Rule 241(d)(1), SCACR. After that, a party may seek a writ of 


supersedeas from the appellate court. Rule 241(d)(2), SCACR. 


To supersede an injunction pending an appeal, the party seeking to stay the injunction must 


clearly show that allowing the injunction to remain in effect would cause “an irreparable injury or 


the miscarriage of justice.” Kuhn v. Elec. Mfg. & Power Co., 92 S.C. 488, 75 S.E. 791, 791 (1912) 


(emphasis added); cf. Long v. Robinson, 432 F.2d 977, 979 (4th Cir. 1970) (a party seeking a stay 


pending appeal must show “(1) that he will likely prevail on the merits of the appeal, (2) that he 


will suffer irreparable injury if the stay is denied, (3) that other parties will not be substantially 


harmed by the stay, and (4) that the public interest will be served by granting the stay”). 


ARGUMENT 


I. This Motion Is Properly Made First to This Court. 


Rule 62(c), SCRCP, provides that on an appeal “from an interlocutory . . . judgment 


granting . . . an injunction, the court in its discretion may suspend, modify, restore, or grant an 


injunction during the pendency of the appeal.”  Rule 62(g) preserves the “power of an appellate 


court or of a judge or justice thereof to stay proceedings during the pendency of an appeal or to 


suspend, modify, restore, or grant an injunction during the pendency of an appeal,” as well as the 


power to make “any order appropriate to preserve the status quo or the effectiveness of the 


judgment subsequently to be entered.”  Although such an application is ordinarily made first to the 


circuit court, “when such an application is not practicable it may first be made to an appellate court 
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or a judge or justice thereof.”  Rule 62(g), SCRCP; see also Rule 241(d), SCACR (application 


may be made first to the appellate court where “extraordinary circumstances make it 


impracticable” to proceed first in the lower court). 


Those circumstances are present.  The order was filed at 10:05 a.m. today.  It directs the 


Party to certify Respondent within twenty-four hours and directs the Commission to include 


Respondent’s name “on all ballots feasible for early voting and for election day.”  Order Granting 


Prelim. Inj. at 11, Ford v. S.C. Republican Party, No. 2026-CP-40-05213 (S.C. Ct. Comm. Pl. 


Aug. 4, 2026) (“Order”).  Early voting centers open at 8:30 a.m. tomorrow.  See S.C. Code Ann. 


§ 7-13-25(F).  There is no practical opportunity to obtain a ruling from the circuit court and then, 


if necessary, from this Court before the county boards of voter registration and elections must open 


those centers and begin issuing ballots. 


II. The Order Cannot Be Implemented Uniformly, and Compliance Will Produce 
Irreversible Consequences Before the Merits Can Be Reviewed. 


 
A. Ballots have been issued, and votes have already been cast. 


The record establishes that 333 UOCAVA ballots and 1,538 general absentee ballots were 


distributed to voters on July 29, 2026, and that, as of the morning of the August 3 hearing, 28 


UOCAVA ballots and 31 general absentee ballots had been returned.  Order at 3 & n.1.  The 


Commission transmitted the UOCAVA ballots on that schedule in order to comply with federal 


law and with an agreement with the United States Department of Justice.  None of those ballots 


bears Respondent’s name, and the order does not disturb them.  See Order at 11 (“Plaintiff made 


no request as to rescission of existing ballots.”). 


B. The order therefore yields two different ballots in a single primary election. 


Paragraph 2 directs the Commission to include Respondent “on all ballots feasible” for 


early voting and election day.  Order at 11.  The necessary consequence is that voters who have 
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already returned ballots, and those UOCAVA and absentee voters now holding ballots in hand, 


will have voted a ballot that does not list Respondent, while voters who appear during early voting 


or on election day will vote a ballot that does.  Some qualified electors in this single primary will 


thus have been presented a field of candidates that others were not.  The Commission takes no 


position on whether that disparity is constitutionally significant.  It observes only that the disparity 


is one the Commission cannot cure by tomorrow morning, and one that predictably invites protest 


of the results and further litigation. 


C. Ballot redefinition, reprogramming, retesting, and reprinting cannot responsibly be  
accomplished overnight. 


Adding a candidate to a ballot in an election already in progress is not a matter of editing 


a single document. The Election Commission must first prepare a new database to disperse to the 


46 county Boards of Voter Registration and Elections (BVREs) who then must prepare and test 


the voting equipment for logic and accuracy before using it. That work ordinarily precedes an 


election by weeks.  Here, under an already condensed special election schedule, compressing this 


process into the hours between the circuit court’s order and the opening of early voting has 


introduced a real risk of administrative error affecting every voter in the primary. 


D. A stay preserves the status quo; the order below does not. 


“The purpose of an injunction is to preserve the status quo and prevent irreparable harm to 


the party requesting it.”  Compton v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 392 S.C. 361, 366, 709 S.E.2d 639, 642 


(2011).  A preliminary injunction “should issue only if necessary to preserve the status quo ante.”  


Poynter Invs., Inc. v. Century Builders of Piedmont, Inc., 387 S.C. 583, 586, 694 S.E.2d 15, 17 


(2010).  The order below does the opposite: it changes the ballot of an election that is already 


underway.  Absent an administrative stay, because ballots cannot be recalled once they have been 


cast, compliance will, as a practical matter, place the order beyond effective appellate review.  
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Courts have long recognized the particular hazard of altering the rules of an election once 


voting has begun.  “Court orders affecting elections, especially conflicting orders, can themselves 


result in voter confusion and consequent incentive to remain away from the polls.  As an election 


draws closer, that risk will increase.”  Purcell v. Gonzalez, 549 U.S. 1, 4–5 (2006) (per curiam); 


see also Republican Nat’l Comm. v. Democratic Nat’l Comm., 589 U.S. 423, 424 (2020) (per 


curiam) (“[L]ower federal courts should ordinarily not alter the election rules on the eve of an 


election.”).  This Court has recognCized the same interest in different words: “Integrity in elections 


is foundational.”  Bailey v. S.C. State Election Comm’n, 430 S.C. 268, 272, 844 S.E.2d 390, 392 


(2020) (quoting Anderson v. S.C. Election Comm’n, 397 S.C. 551, 556, 725 S.E.2d 704, 706 


(2012)). 


III. No Bond Is Required 


The Commission is an agency of the State.  Therefore, no bond is required.  See Rule 62(e), 


SCRCP (“When an appeal is taken by the State or an officer or agency thereof . . . and the operation 


or enforcement of the judgment is stayed, no bond, obligation, or other security shall be required 


from the appellant.”). 


CONCLUSION 


The Commission was required to give direction to the BVREs today with regards to the 


circuit court’s order, and diligent efforts by the BVREs to comply with that order are in progress.  


It therefore respectfully asks the Court to rule as promptly as the Court’s consideration of the 


matter permits. 


For the foregoing reasons, the Commission respectfully requests that the Court: 


(1) consider this matter on an expedited basis and require any return to this motion to be filed by 


a time certain today and dispense with further briefing; (2) enter an immediate administrative stay 
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of the circuit court’s August 4, 2026 order, and in particular paragraph 2 of that order, before early 


voting centers open at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, August 5, 2026; and (3) stay the order and 


preliminary injunction pending resolution of this appeal.  In the alternative, should the Court 


decline to stay the order, the Commission respectfully requests that the Court provide clarity as to 


what paragraph 2 of the circuit court’s order requires, including whether early voting shall proceed 


on schedule while ballots are redefined and equipment retested, how ballots already cast are to be 


treated, and whether any replacement ballots must be issued to absentee and UOCAVA voters.   


Respectfully submitted, 


s/ Thomas W. Nicholson 
Thomas W. Nicholson (SC. Bar No. 101505) 
STATE ELECTION COMMISSION  
1122 Lady Street, Suite 500 
Columbia, SC 29201 
Telephone: (803) 734-9063 
Email: tnicholson@elections.sc.gov  
 
Attorney for South Carolina Election Commission 


 


August 4, 2026 
Columbia, South Carolina 



mailto:tnicholson@elections.sc.gov
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I, Thomas Nicholson General Counsel for the South Carolina State Election Commission, 


hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing SOUTH CAROLINA STATE 


ELECTION COMMISSION’S MOTION TO STAY INJUNCTION PENDING APPEAL, PETITION 


FOR WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS, MOTION FOR IMMEDIATE ADMINISTRATIVE STAY, AND 


MOTION FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION has been served on the following on August 4,  


2026. 


 


C. Bradley Hutto 
Skyler B. Hutto 
WILLIAMS & WILLIAMS ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
P.O. Box 1084 
Orangeburg, SC 29116 
Email: cbhuto@williamsattys.com 
Email: skyler@williamsattys.com  
Attorneys for Plaintiff  
 
Vordman Carlisle Traywick, III 
 Counsel for Defendant South Carolina Republican Party 
ROBINSON GRAY 
2151 Pickens Street 
Suite 500 
PO Box 11449 (29211) 
Columbia, SC 29201 
ltraywick@robinsongray.com 
 


 
 
 
 


        ________/S/__________________ 


    Thomas W. Nicholson 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Supreme Court 


       
 


APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
Daniel M. Coble, Circuit Court Judge 


 
Case No. 2026-CP-40-05213 


       
 


Danny Ford, II,  ............................................................................................. Respondent, 
 


v. 
  
South Carolina Republican Party 
South Carolina Election Commission  
a/k/a State Election Commission ...................................................................... Appellants. 


_______________________________________ 
 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 
_______________________________________ 


 
 Appellant South Carolina State Election Commission (“Commission”) appeals from the 


Order of the Honorable Daniel Coble dated August 4, 2026.  Appellant received written notice of 


this Order on the date it was electronically filed.  Pursuant to Rule 203(d)(1)(A)(iv), SCACR, and 


S.C. Code Ann. § 14-3-330(4), the Commission appeals from the aforementioned order granting a 


preliminary injunction, which effectively constitutes a final order under the circumstances.  A copy 


of the Order is attached to this Notice of Appeal, and a copy of this Notice of Appeal is 


simultaneously being filed with the circuit court. 


       
      Respectfully submitted, 


s/ Thomas W. Nicholson 
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Thomas W. Nicholson (SC. Bar No. 101505) 
STATE ELECTION COMMISSION  
1122 Lady Street, Suite 500 
Columbia, SC 29201 
Telephone: (803) 734-9063 
Email: tnicholson@elections.sc.gov  
 
Attorney for South Carolina Election Commission 


 


 


August 4, 2026      
Columbia, South Carolina     
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Lower Court Case No.: 2026-CP-40-05213 


EXHIBIT A 
to 


Notice of Appeal 


Order Granting Preliminary 
Injunction August 4, 2026 







This matter came before the Court on Plaintiff Danny Ford, II’s motion for a preliminary 


the Defendant South Carolina Republican Party (the “SCGOP”) and Defendant South Carolina 


Election Commission (the “Commission”) appeared and were fully heard. Because the matter has 


See Crook v. S.C. Election Comm’n
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As a preliminary matter, this Court must address Defendants’ argument that this action is 


Mootness has been defined as “when judgment, if rendered, will have no practical legal 


[the] reviewing Court to grant effectual relief.” 


see also Ry. Labor Execs. Ass’n v. Chesapeake W. Ry.


Generally, a request for “an injunction to prohibit an act is rendered moot by the 


happening of the act.”)


Election Com’n


—


process and is not in and of itself the “happening” of the election
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(where the election “has not yet occurred, this controversy remains live”


Plaintiff’s request to be placed as a candidate on the ballot. At this stage in the election, 


rt’s ability to grant effectual relief even at this 
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(1992) (stating an “[a]ction involving challenge to statutory requirements for political party to gain 


g review.”). Here, a special election is already working 


ven when an “


elections.”).


Compton v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 392 S.C. 361, 709 S.E.2d 639 (2011). A separate “balancing of 


the equities” is not an independent requirement; that consideration “is subsumed by the irreparable 


part test.” 


–


“A mandatory injunction is an extraordinary remedy that orders some positive act 


to be performed.” § 19 (2019).  “Mandatory preliminary injunctions do 


exigencies of the situation demand such relief.”  


1980).  “A mandatory injunction, especially at the preliminary stage of proceedings, should not be 


granted except in rare instances in which the facts and law are clearly in favor of the moving party.”  


8 F. Supp. 416, 418 (W.D.S.C. 1962).  “Mandatory 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2026 A


ug 04 10:05 A
M


 - R
IC


H
LA


N
D


 - C
O


M
M


O
N


 P
LE


A
S


 - C
A


S
E


#2026C
P


4005213







extraordinary circumstances.”  


he untimely and unfortunate passing of the state’s senior Senator 


remedy that situation.  If this Court is correct about Plaintiff’s rights being violated, 


–


Plaintiff has shown a likelihood of success. South Carolina law ties a party’s certification 


duty to the qualifications for the office: a political party “must not certify any candidate who does 


not … meet the qualifications for the office for which the candidate has filed,” and must certify 


are valid only if “not in conflict with” Title 7 of SC Code or “the 


Constitution and laws of this State or of the United States.” S.C. Code Ann. § 7
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Because South Carolina channels the parties’ certification decisions directly onto the 


This Court could not agree more with the U.S. Supreme Court’s long held rule 


“a [s]tate, or a court, may not constitutionally substitute its own judgment for that of the Party.”  


A political party’s 


“determination of the boundaries of its own association, and of the structure which best allows it 


to pursue its political goals, is protected by the Constitution.”  


“And as is true of all expressions of First Amendment freedoms, the courts may not 


they view a particular expression as unwise or irrational.”


are well within a party’s constitutional right to make its own 


(“


”).  


entertaining “grave doubts” as to actionability of the claim); 
–
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party’s


“


…” and “


‘fundamental segment of the educational process of our public schools ’” 


The High School League argued “that participation in high school interscholastic athletics is a 


without jurisdiction to enjoin its enforcement.” “It 


”  urther held that the “


”  


(“ ’


”).
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The spectrum between a political party’s First Amendment rights 


on one end, and on the other the party’s participation in 


“


”


“be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process of law[.]” S.C. Const. 


“Procedural 


individuals of liberty or property interests within the meaning of the Due Process Clause.” 


substantive due process claim, Plaintiffs must show they were “arbitrarily and capriciously 


deprived of a cognizable property interest rooted in state law.” 


“Plaintiffs failed to identify a 


that entitles them to a presidential preference primary.”
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S.C. Const. art. I, § 5 (“All elections shall be free and open, and every 


.”) (emphasis added).


“


least two of the last three statewide Republican primaries…” 


the term “statewide primary” was not defined and subject to multiple, credible interpretations.  


the Defendant’s citing of the Commission’s interpretation of “statewide 


primary.” The Commission had to release a press release titled, “SEC Addresses Voter Eligibility 


.” , STATE ELECTION COMM’N (July 15, 


. (“The South Carolina State Election Commission 


This Court disagrees with Plaintiff’s contention that 
–
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August 11 Special Republican Primary.”).


of “statewide primary” in the opposite direction – would Plaintiff need to follow the SCGOP’s 


’s S.C. Att’y Gen. Op. at 2 (Aug. 23, 2024)


Order Den. Pl.’s Pet. for Dec. Relief, 


1918, at 4 (Apr. 23, 2024) (“Political parties have the right to decide whether or not to 


40.”)
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While Defendants brought the Court’s attention to the existing military and absentee ballots 


and the impact a Court’s ruling would have on them, Plaintiff requested a prospective option at 


Court’s Order can be tailored to impose minimal impact 


For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff’s motion for a preliminary injunction is GRANTED, 


and the Party’s motion to dissolve and to dismiss is DENIED. It is hereby ORDERED:


election (and any ensuing runoff for that office) and grants no relief beyond placing Plaintiff’s 
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Richland Common Pleas


Case Caption: Danny  Ford II vs   South Carolina Republican Party , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2026CP4005213


Type: Order/Other


So Ordered


s/ Daniel Coble, 2774
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Supreme Court 


       
 


APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
Daniel M. Coble, Circuit Court Judge 


 
Case No. 2026-CP-40-05213 


       
 


Danny Ford, II,  ............................................................................................. Respondent, 
 


v. 
  
South Carolina Republican Party 
South Carolina Election Commission  
a/k/a State Election Commission ...................................................................... Appellants. 


_______________________________________ 
 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
_______________________________________ 


 
Pursuant to Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR, I certify that I have caused the South Carolina State 


Election Commission’s Notice of Appeal and MOTION TO STAY INJUNCTION PENDING 


APPEAL, PETITION FOR WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS, MOTION FOR IMMEDIATE 


ADMINISTRATIVE STAY, AND MOTION FOR EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION to be served on 


the following counsel of record at the following addresses: 


C. Bradley Hutto  
Skyler B. Hutto  
Williams & Williams  
Post Office Box 1084  
Orangeburg, SC 29116  
cbhutto@williamsattys.com  
skyler@williamsattys.com  
 
Counsel for Danny Ford II 


 


Robert E. Tyson, Jr.   
Vordman Carlisle Traywick, III  
Sarah C. Frierson  
Robinson Gray Stepp & Laffitte, LLC  
rtyson@robinsongray.com  
ltraywick@robinsongray.com  
sfrierson@robinsongray.com  
 
Counsel for S.C. Republican Party 


Respectfully Submitted, 
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S/ Thomas W. Nicholson                                                                    
 
Thomas W. Nicholson (SC. Bar No. 101505) 
STATE ELECTION COMMISSION  
1122 Lady Street, Suite 500 
Columbia, SC 29201 
Telephone: (803) 734-9063 
Email: tnicholson@elections.sc.gov  
 
Attorney for South Carolina Election Commission 
 



mailto:tnicholson@elections.sc.gov




