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['his matter came before the Court as an appeal from Hanahan City Council’s decision to

revoke Appellant’s business license. The City of Hanahan’s (“the City™) revocation hearing was

held on May 26, 2016. Appellant filed his appeal on June 3, 2016. On June 29, 2016, the Clerk

for Hanahan City Council filed the Original Record! (“Record”) from Hanahan City Council’s

hearing with the Berkeley County Clerk of Court. Appellant has made no objection to the

record. This Court held a hearing on August 30, 2016, to hear appellate arguments. Notice of the

hearing was duly given to all interested persons.

hereby affirms the decision of Hanahan City Council.

For the reasons set forth below, the Court

' The May 26,2016 revocation hearing was recorded by a court reporter that was requested by Appellant.
The Record includes transcribed testimony from the hearing as well as numerous exhibits. The City of

Hanahan obtained the Original Record from counsel for Appellant prior to filing it with the Berkeley

County Clerk of Court.
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APPLICABLE STANDARD

“When thc city council of é municipality has'acted af‘tér considering ail of the facts, [thej
court should not dlsturb the fi ndmg unlcss such action is arbltrary, unrcasonable, or an obv10us
abuse of its discretion.” Amrik, 384 S.C. at 590 681 S.E.2d at 299 (quoting Gay v. City of
Beaufort, 364 S.C. 252, 254, 612 SE.2d 467, 468 (Ct. App. 2005)). “[I]n reviewing the
discretionary decision of a legislative body, our courts have been hesi‘tant to substitute their
judgment for that of eleéted reprc*;séntatives.” Amrik Singh & -SBPS, Inc. v. City of Greenville,
384 S.C. 36.5; 370: 681 S.E.2d 921, 922 {citing McSkerry V. Spartanburg-() 'ty Council, 371 S.C,
586, 590, 641 S.E.2d 431, 434 (2007)). See aiso, City of(zreenwlle v. Bozeman, 254 S.C. 306,
315,175 S.E.2d 211, 215 (1970) (*the Courts will not mterfere with the exercise of discretionary
powers by a municipal body except in cases of fraud or clear abuse of power”); Bob Jones Univ.,
Inc. v. City of Greenville, 243 S.C. 351, 360, 133 S.E.2d 843, 847 (1963) (afﬁrming a
municipality’é debisiqﬁs so long as calibrated for public good, morals, and general welfare of
municipality and ci_tizens); Sloan v. Greenville Cty, 356 S.C. 531, 590 S.E.2d 338 (Ct. App.
2003).(“Discretionary decisions of a legiélativé body should not be stet on appeal unless they
are arbitrary, .unreasonable, in obvious abuse of discretion or in excess of lawfully delegated

power.”).

FINDINGS OF FACT

1L Appellant Benjamianey_ha held thé business licénse (license No. 9692) for El
Alamo (“the Night Club”). Appellant operates a “Late Hour, Adult Night Club,” which‘stays

open several nights a week until 5:00 a.m.. |
2. Citizens, neighboring businésses and patrons of theANight Club complained to the

City about frequent criminal activity associated with the Night Club.
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3. Due to citizen complaints and freﬁuent criminal activity associated with the Night
Club, it was determined that Appellant’s business license should be brought before Hanahan
City Council to determine whether the license should be revoked.

4. On April 8, 2016; City officials delivered a revocation hearing notice to
Appellant. The hearing was originally scheduled for April 30, 2016. However, on April 1‘4,
2016, attorney Thomas Rode contacted the City and indicated that he represented Appellant and
rquucsted that the hearing be rescheduled due to scheduling conflicts.

5. Counsel for the City, Stafford J. McQuillin I1I, worked with Mr. Rode to find a
suitable date for all parties and counsel involved in the matter.

6. After finding an agreeable date on April 25, 2016, the City served Appellant’s
counsel with a Citation/Notice of Suspension and Hearing for Revocation of Business License
(“Citation/Notice™). The Citation/Notice was made part of the Record and is attached to this
Order as Exhibit A.

7. The Citation/Notice is detailed and provided Appellant with actual notice of the
revocation hearing sufficient to permit Appellant to attend the hearing and present his views.
Despite the Citation/Notice, Appellant did not attend the hearing or call any witnesses; instead,
Appellant sent only his lawyer and a court reporter. Specifically, the Citation/Notice provided
Appellant’s counsel with the following pertinent info;mation regarding the hearing:

As you know, El Alamo and Latino Mix’s business licenses are being presented

for revocation before 11anahan City Council. The revocation hearing for your

client’s licenses will be held on May 26, 2016 at 6:30 pm in Council

Chambers at 1255 Yeamans Hall Road, Hanahan, South Carolina 294190,

The purpose of the hearing is to determine whether your client’s business licenses

should be revoked pursuant to Section 10-9 of the Code of Ordinances of City of

Hanahan, which states:

Sec. 10-9, - Council may revoke or refuse to issue license.
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(a) Council may, after citation to the proposed licensee and ,
hearing thereon, refuse to issue a license or may revoke a license
of any person whenever, in its judgment, the public welfare makes
such action necessary.

(b) Decision of council shall be final unless appealed to a éourt of
competent jurisdiction within ten days after the date of the
council’s decision.

(c) No licensc to carry on any business in violation of the city's
zoning ordinance shall be issued to any person.

At the hearing, City Council will hear testimony and bc presented with evidence
to determine the following: (1) whether your clients’ licenses were mistakenly or
improperly issued or issued contrary to law; (2) whether your clicnts have
breached any condition upon which the licenses were issued; (3) whether your
clients obtained the licenses through a fraud, misrepresentation, a false or
misleading statement, evasion or suppression of a material fact in their license
applications; (4) whether your clients have been convicted of an offense under a
law or ordinance regulating the businesses, a crime involving moral turpitude, or
an unlawful sale of merchandise or prohibited goods; and/or (§) whether your
clients or its customers have engaged in unlawful activities or a nuisance related
to the business. After examining each of the above issues, City Council will make
a determination as to whether the public welfare makes revocation of the licenses
necessary.

Your clients’ business licenses. are being considered for revocation because a
preliminary determination has been made that (1) the businesses are in breach of
the conditions upon which the business licenses were issued; (2) the operation of
your clients’ businesses constitutes a nuisance; (3) your clients have failed to
comply with sections of the business license ordinance; and (4) your clients and
its customers have engaged in unlawful activities related to the business. More
specifically, El Alamo is operating under conditions that were not presented and
approved under the preliminary zoning review on March 4, 2013. Additionally,
Latino Mix’s business operations are outside the scope of the approved business
license because it subleased space to an additional business and is operating under
conditions that were not presented at the preliminary zoning review on March 17,
2014. Finally, your clients’ business operations constitute a nuisance.
Specifically, the nuisance is due to numerous citations issued and repeated
criminal activity associated with the businesses® operations, including but not
limited to weapons incidents, possession and sale of narcotics, assault, physical
domestic violence, theft, public intoxication, physical disturbances, verbal
disturbances, and noise disturbances.

Due to the City’s preliminary findings, your clients’ licenses are being
temporarily suspended until the revocation hearing is completed. No licenses will
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" be re-issued during the suspensnon period; however your cllents may still
conduct busmcss during this probationary, suspensnon period.

If you have any questions or concerns with the information contained in this

Citation and Notice, please direct all communications to Stafford J. McQuillin I11,

Esq., who has been retained by the City to assist with this matter.

8. Prior to City Council’s Revocation Hearing on May 26, 2016, (“revocation
hearing™). counsel for Appellant requested that the City provide a Spanish interpreter for the
revocation hearing. Per Appellant’s request, the City, at a cost to taxpayers, provided a Spanish
interpreter at ‘the revocation‘ hearing; however, the record reveals that neither Appellant (who
was not present at the revocation hearing) nor llis counsel utilized the interpreter’s services.

9. In addition to Appellant’s request to reschedule the hearing and request to provide
a Spanish interpretef, Appellant also sent 22 voluminous Freedom of Information Act Requests
to the City and its various divisions. Despite the overbroad and voluminous nature of the
requests, the City eoordinated with its various tlivisions, searched for,: prepared and produced all
approximately 542 pages of documents as well as 911 calls and dash cam video i:l an expedited
manner to Appellant’s counsel in advance of the hearing, |

10.  The City complied with Appellant’s pre-hearlng demands, and the hearing was
held on May 26, 2016. |

11. At the l{evocation Hearing, Appellant’s counsel made another request to delay
and reschedule the duly noticed hearing citing the need for more time to prepére. Counsel for
the City argued that Appellant was not entitled to an “elongated pseudo-criminal trial” and
publically discussed a Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals decision dlscussmg due process in the
context of a business license, which held “due process does no_t require that in every instance of
a deprivation of property . . . a full-blown evidentiary hearlng.” Richardson v. Town of

Eastover, 922 F.2d 1152, 1160 (4th Cir. 1991). After hearing arguments from Appellant and
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the City’s counsel, City Council voted to proceed with the Revocation Hearing on the agreed
upon, rescheduled date of May 26, 2016.

12. At the hearing, the City and Appellant were each provided with ninety minutes to
call and cross-examine witnesses and present arguments and evidence to City Council. The City
provided Appellant with additional time to present. (Record, p. 155, “1 believe you gave us
more time to present, and 1 appreciate that.”) The entirc hearing, including City Council’s
ultimate decision to revoke Appellant’s license, was transcribed by a court reporter requested by
Appeliant. Appellant’s counsel, Christopher Romeo, Esq., ordered and obtained an original and
one copy of the hearing transcript following the hearing. A copy of Appellant’s order and
invoice from the court reporter is attached to this Order as Exhibit B.

13.  The City and Appellant submitted various previously exchanged exhibits at the
revocation hearing; which are included in the Record.

14. The City called the following witnesses in this order: (1) City of Hanahan Chief
of Police, Dennis Turner; (2) Detective CIiff Driggers, Hanahan Police Department; (3) Chief
Deputy Sherriff, Mike Cochran, Berkeley County Sherriff’s Office, formerly Chief of Police for
the City of Hanahan# (4) Hanahan Resident Ron Newman; (5) Hanahan Resident Chad
Chinners; (6) Maria Carval, patron Night Club; and (7) Hanahan Business License Official for
the City of Hanahan, Joy Krutek.

15. The City of Hanahan Chief of Police Dennis Turner went through numerous
incidents reports arising from and connected to the operation El Alamo from 2014 to 2016.
These incidents included, infer alia: (1) numerous physical altercations; (2) numerous
alcohol/intoxication arrests; (3) numerous drug arrests; (3) arrests of Night Club employee for

pointing and presenting fire arm on premises; (4) reports of employee assaulting patron; (5) and
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noise violations. All of the indent reports discussed by the Chief of Police were previously
provided to Appellant’s counsel in advance of the revocation hearing, submitted as exhibits, and
made part of this Record.

16.  The Chief of police, provided the following pertinent testimony:

Since 2014 the El Alamo had proved to be a nuisance because of the criminal

activity arising from and associated with the business. It is clear that the business

has knowingly promoted overconsumption of alcohol, intoxication, and other

criminal activities on the premises.

The license holder for El Alamo, Mr. Reyna, is well aware of the criminal activity

associated with the business. In the past numerous officers have discussed the

criminal activity with him. I have -- Officer Reyes -- I will put point out Officer

Reyes is fluent -- or Detective Reyes now is fluent in Spanish and also Sergeant

Lanphear among others.

Mr. Reyna has also witnessed several of the arrests that have taken place at this

location. However, the criminal activity has not stopped. For these reasons I

have great concern for the safety of not only the residents who live near the

establishment but also the safety of the patrons who visit the establishment.

(Record, pp. 30-32)

17. The Chief of Police also discussed an incident that occurred on May 22, 2016,
which occurred after Appellant received the Citation/Notice and during the probationary license
suspicion period discussed in the Notice/Citation. On May 22, 2016, at approximately 6 a.m.,
an intoxicated patron of Night Club assaulted a Hanahan Police Officer. After the arrest, the
individual signed a statement indicating that he “went to El Alamo at 2:30 a.m. in the morning,
left the El Alamo at 5:00 am. ... [wjhile at El Alamo — I drank Model and Corona beers.”
(Record, p. 73) The May 22, 2016 Incident Report and Statement are part of the Record.

18.  Detective Cliff Driggers with the Hanahan Police Department provided City

Council with statistical data that compared events and incidents from 2014 to May of 2016 for

the Night Club and other establishments within the City that allow for on-premises consumption
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of alcohol. In addition to the Night Clﬁb, the City has three other establishments that allow for
on-premises consumption of alcohoiic beverages (LG’s, Buccas, and Hanahan’s). Detective
Driggers indicated that the Night Club had a total of forty-four arrests from 2014 to May of
2016 and that the other three establishments combined had a total of only two arrests. The

following is a summary of the comparative data presented by Detective Driggers to City

Council:

Incident Alamo Hanahan’s LG’s Bucca’§
Disturbance 30 1 10 4
Assaults 7 0 0 1
Narcotics 10 0 0 0
Weapons 2 0 0 0
Disorderly 21 'l 1 2
Resisting 5 0 0 0
‘ABC 2 0 0 0
Minors/Fake ID 6 0 0 0
Agg. Assaults | 0 0 0
Prop. Crimes 9 0 3 0

Reports 49 0 12 2
(Record, pp. 92-93) |
19.  Ron Newman, a resident of Hanafmn that owns a business and property adjacent
to the Night Club, provided the following testimony:

I'm adjacent to the property that we're talking about over there.l have a mobile
home park.I have a lot of children that live there and I'm personally proud of it,
but I'm not proud of my tenants being disturbed.I don't like them cutting through,
tearing the fence down, and walking through and urinating and throwing beer
bottles as they leave the property and go through the fence. I don't like that.
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But the noise -- I don't know how many complaints I've had about the noise and
the fighting.I am fearful, ladies and gentlemen. I am fearful for my residents.

I think everybody ought to have a chance to run a good business, but I don't
thinkthere’s anything good about this except somebody making money.I can stand
here and talk about this all day long and y'all can talk about it all day long but
when it gets down to it I'm being abused. Other Citizens are being abused.

[ ask you gentleman and lady -- ladies, I ask y'all to do something about this.We
can't have some of our Citizens bekilled. Although they live over there in thetrailer
park they don't want to be killed, you know.They want to have restful sleep.
Whenever this starts disrupting my customers and I start losing business because
of that then something's got to change.It's like thepossum and the raccoon up there
fighting in the tree.You’ve got to shoot up there amongst them because one of
them needs some relief.I'm the one that needs the relief just like all the Citizens in
Hanahan.

(Record, pp. 98-99)
20. Chad Chinners, a resident of Hanahan who owns a business across the street from
the Night Club, provided the following testimony:
Now, as a business owner [ own Blackwood True Value.I'm a partner. The
mostdirect contact I've had with it is they — a customer of [the Night Club] ran
into the sign and causedabout $12,000 in damage.It wasn't a big concern of mine.I
mean, it happened. There's property damage, but it could have been anyone.
It could have been that someone got killed in that incident.My warehouse
managerwitnessed the incident.It happened about 5:00 a.m. on a Sunday

morning.I got a call at about 5:30 and he directly witnessed them coming out of
that parking lot.

(Record, pp. 100-101)

21.  The next witness was Maria Carval, who testified that she was attacked with a
pistol while a patron at the Night Club. Ms. Carval (through a Spanish interpreter) provided the
following pertinent testimony:

Interpreter Aldrich: Her name is MariaCarval and she's was one of the victims in

this incident where she was at the bar and a man attacked her with a pistol,
threatened her with apistol.
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~ She asked for help and nobody [from the Night Club] wanted tocall the police or
tell her anything.So she said, you know, how is it possible that you're not going to
call the police or I'm not going to get any help on this.She said she was a nervous
wreck.She isnow receiving help from a psychiatrist and counselors because she's
just not well after that incident. So she is getting help at West Ashleyfrom the
mental health department.She is also going to MUSC.So she gets therapy every

Monday from 9:00 to 11:00.
(Record, pp. 102-103)

22.  Appellant’s counsel presented arguments before City Council, including
arguments that a limited number of incident reports were unrelated to El Alamo. Appellant was
not present, and did not call any witnesses at the hearing.

23.  After both sides presented at the hearing, City Council - unanimously voted to
revoke the business license of El Alamo. Specifically, Councilman Dan Owens made the
following motion, which was unanimously approved, 6-0, by City Council;

After careful consideration of all of the facts presented by both sides at this

hearing — and thank you both — I move that we revoke the license of El

Alamo/Benjamin Reyna (license No. 9692) pursuant to Hanahan City Ordinance

Section 10-9. The public welfare makes this revocation necessary due to the fact

that the operation of El Alamo‘s business creates a nuisance attributable to the

frequent and persistent suspected criminal activity associated with the operation

of the business including repeated acts of unlawful possession or sale of

controlled substances, multiple intoxication and alcohol incidents, and continuous

breach of the peace.
(Record, pp. 157-158)

24.  City Council’s ruling was transcribed by the court reporter requested by

Appellant, as was the rest of the hearing.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. The City provided Appellant with sufficient notice and an opportunity to be heard.

Appellant was afforded due process, including notice and an opportunity to be heard, In

Richardson v. Town of Eastover, 922 F.2d 1152, 1160 (4th Cir. 1991), the Fourth Circuit
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discussed due process requirements in the context of a municipality’s revocation of a business
license. In Richa;dson, the Town of Eastover refused to renew Mr. Richardson’s business
license. “The ordinance, on which the council relied in refusing to renew Richardson's license,
provides that the license may be withheld when an occupation would be detrimental to the
‘security, welfare, convenience, health, peace, or good government of the town.” Richardson v,
Town of Eastover, 922 F.2d 1152, 1157-58 (4th Cir. 1991). “The concededly broad ordinance
grants Eastover significant discretion in determining whether to withhold or not to renew
licenses.” Id. In discussing due process, the Court held:

Due process, at a minimum, requires that a person be given notice of impending
action and afforded a hearing. The nature of the notice and the quality of the
hearing are determined by the competing interests involved. Thus, when the
property interest that is subject to the deprivation is of minor value, fairness
requires a less formal hearing.

| Richardson v. Town of Eastover, 922 F.2d 1152, 1159 (4th Cir. 1991) (citing Mullane v. Central
Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306, 313, 70 S.Ct. 652, 656, 94 L.Ed. 865 (1950); Goss v.
Lopez, 419 U.S. 565, 579, 95 8.Ct. 729, 738, 42 L.Ed.2d 725 (1975)). When applying the due
process requirements in the context of revoking a business license, the Court held:

Here, the value of any property interest that a licensee receives from Eastover is
diminished by the broad right given by South Carolina to the Town of Eastover to
regulate licenses under S.C. Code Ann, § 5-7-30 (Law. Co-op. 1989 Supp.), and
the broad discretion reserved by the Town of Eastover in its ordinances to revoke
or refuse licenses. The ordinance of Eastover provides that a business license may
be revoked or refused if operation of the business would be detrimental to the
“security, welfare, convenience, health, peace, or good government of the town.”
A license that is issued subject to conditions which permit its revocation on such a
broad range of contingencies as is contained in the Eastover ordinance is less
valuable than one that is subject to revocation only on a stringent showing of
cause.

The minimal value, therefore, of the property interest that Richardson held in the

license from Eastover is a factor to be considered in determining the quality of
notice and the formality of any hearing that is required by due process.

.
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d. at 1159-60.

The City’s ordinance at issue in this appeal is undistinguishable from the ordinance
involved in Town of Eastover appeal. Specifically, the City’s ordinance regulating business
licenses states, “[c]ouncil may, after citation? to the proposed licensee and hearing thereon,
refuse to issue a license or may revoke a license of any person whenever, in its judgment, the
public welfare makes such action necessary.” The ordinance of Eastover provides that a
business license may be revoked or refused if operation of the business would be detrimental to
the “security, welfare, convenience, health, peace, or good government of the town.” Thus,
applying the law of Richardson to this appeal, this Court concludes that Appellant’s property
interest holds “minimal value” when determining the quality of notice and the formality of any
hearing that is required by due process.

A. The City’s Notice/Citation fulfilled the requirements of due process.

In Richardson, the Fourth Circuit held that “informal” notice was sufficient in the context
of a business license. Specifically, the mayor of Eastover orally advised Richardson prior to the
meeting that the town council intended to discuss the issue of closing the nightclubs on Main
Street. Id. at 1160. Although the mayor did not invite Richardson to the mceﬁng on Bis own
initiative, he did so when Richardson called the mayor after the renewal of his license had been
refused. /d Pursuant (o this “informal notice of the meeting,” Richardson appeared at the
meeting. /d. During the period thereafter and before the vote by the town council, Richardson
was “informally notified” of two mote meetings during which he had the opportunity to present
his views on the issue, and he did so. /d Finally, about a month before Richardson was required

to close the Apollo Club, he received written notice. /d. The Fourth Circuit held, “[s)ince
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Richardson received actual notice, he can claim no prejudice or even unfairness for its having
been informal.” /d.

Here, the City’s Citation/Notice was written and formal. The Citation/Notice was detailed
and provided Appellant with actual notice of the revocation hearing sufficient to permit
Appellant and his counsel to attend the hearing and present Appellant’s views. Indeed,
Appellant’s counsel attended the hearing and presented arguments on his client’s behalf. When
considering the “minimal value” of property interest involved and the formal, written and
detailed Notice/Citation, this Court concludes that the City’s Notice/Citation fulfilled the
requiremnents of due process.

> B.The City’s hearing fulfilled the requirements of due process.

“On the issue of a héaring, due process does not require that in every instance of a
deprivation of property, however insignificant, a full-blown evidentiary heariAng must be
conducted before an impartial tribunal.” /d. “A hearing need only be provided ‘at a meaningful
time and in a meaningful manner’ in the context of all the circumstances.f’ Id (quoting
Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545, 552, (1965)). The Mathews case explains that three factors
should be considered in determining the nature and timing of a hearing.

First, the private interest that will be affected by the official action; second, the

risk of an erroneous deprivation of such interest through the procedures used, and

the probable value, if any, of additional or substitute procedural safeguards; and

finally, the Government's interest, including the function involved and the fiscal

and administrative burdens that the additional or substitute procedural

requirement would entail. , :

Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S.319, 335 (1976).

? The City provided Appellant with the required citation on April 25, 2016, when it served the
“Citation/Notice of Suspension and Hearing for Revocation of Business License” on Appellant’s Counsel.

(Exh. A)
13 | uJ
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After considering the Marhews factors and applying the factors in the context of a
business license revocation, the Fourth Circuit held, “Richardson may have had a property
interest at stake, i.e., his business license, but the risk that the procedures used could result in an
erroneous deprivation of his interest was minimal.” Richardson at 1160. “Moreover, the
probable value of a2 more formal hearing cannot be supported.” /d. at 1161. The Fourth Circuit
held the following under the third factor of the Marthews:

The circumstances relevant to the third Mathews factor-the government's interest

and the additional burdens that a more formal process would entail-also weigh

against Richardson. The government of Eastover had a legitimate interest in

“cleaning up” Main Street. It was properly reacting to complaints of shootings,

drug use, fights, and noise. Moreover, Eastover is a small town, and its ability to

provide formal hearings is limited. The town council meets only once a month, in

the evening, and the council members have other full-time professions.

Id

When applying Richardson and the Matthews factors to the case at bar, this Court

concludes that that the City’s hearing fulfilled the requirements of due process in light of the

minimal” property interest. Indeed, Appellant was provided with a formal hearing

(13

Appellant’s
that lasted more than three hours. The City also provided Appellant’s counsel with more time to
present arguments. (Record, p. 155, “I believe you gave us more time to present, and [
appreciate that”). At the hearing, Appellant’s counsel was also provided the opportunity to
present evidence and call and cross-examines witnesses. In this appeal, Appellant’s counsel does
not complaint about th.e hearing itself; rather, Appellant complains that the city did not issue a
“written order” to review for error. Because 'Lhc entire hearing was transcribed and provided to

Appellant’s counsel, this Court concludes that Appellant’s argument is immaterial and

o
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disingenuous.’

Based on the foregoing, this Court concludes that the City complied with due
process, and provided Appellant with sufficient notice and an opportunity to be heard.

IL. The Record contains ample evidence supporting City Council’s decision to revoke the
business license of Appellant.

In addition to the City fulfilling the requirements of due process, the record is replete
with evidence and testimony supporting the City’s decision to revoke Appetlant’s business
license. Citizens, neighboring businesses and a patron of the Night.Club all complained to the
City at the revocation hearing about the criminal activity associated with the Night Club. The
Hanahan Police department also went through voluminous incident reports connected 'to the
operations of the Night Club and provided comparative statistical data relating to events and
incidents from 2014 to May of 2016 for the Night Club and other establishments within the City
that allow for on-premises consumption of alcohol. Based on the evidence and testimony in the
Record, this Court concludes that the decision of City Council was sound, reasonable, and
supported by abundant evidence and testimony.

For the reasons set forth above, the Court hereby affirms the decision of Hanahan City
Council.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

November| D2016

&/’ Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook

Berkeley County Mzster—m—Egmty p‘/
L CRLUIT ¢y AT Wi Os

? Appellant also cites to City of Columbia v. Abbots, 269 S.C. 504, 507, 238 S.E.2d 177, 179 (1977) and
argues that the City was required to issue a written order, 4bbott is distinguishable because the City of
Columbia’s ordinance expressly required a written order. Specifically, the City of Columbia ordinance
stated, “City Council . . . shall issue a written finding of fact and an order to carry out its finding.” The
City of Hanahan Ordinance has no such requirement.
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