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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities:  Ahrens v. State, 392 S.C. 340, 353, 709 S.E.2d 54, 61 (2011) ("To 
prove estoppel against the government, the relying party must prove (1) lack of 



knowledge and of the means of knowledge of the truth as to the facts in question, 
(2) justifiable reliance upon the government's conduct, and (3) a prejudicial change 
in position." (internal quotation marks omitted)); id. at 355, 709 S.E.2d at 62 
(stating citizens are presumed to know the law and are responsible for exercising 
reasonable care to protect their interests); Morgan v. S.C. Budget & Control Bd.,
377 S.C. 313, 321, 659 S.E.2d 263, 267-68 (Ct. App. 2008) (holding the appellant 
failed to satisfy the first element of estoppel because a statute clearly outlined the 
law).

AFFIRMED.1

WILLIAMS, GEATHERS, and McDONALD, JJ., concur.

                                      

1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.


