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Representative Chip Huggins (“Huggins”) submits this response to the Clerk’s letter

dated October 2, 2018, requesting a return to Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss.
INTRODUCTION

WKSC, LLC d/b/a Savannah’s Gentleman’s Club & Steakhouse (“Petitioner”) applied
for an on-premises beer and wine permit and restaurant liquor by the drink license. Respondent,
South Carolina of Revenue, denied both applications. On June 20, 2018, Petitioner filed a
Request for Contested Case Hearing with the SC Administrative Law Court (*ALC”). On July
19, 2018, the ALC issued an Order and Notice of Hearing, establishing the time and date of the
hearing: September 11, 2018 at 10:00 a.m. The ALC also issued an Administrative
Memorandum to Individuals Protesting a License or Permit setting a deadline of August 10,
2018 for any motions to intervene due to the number of individuals who appeared as protestants.
The ALC Administrative Memorandum stated, “[a]ny motion to intervene filed after that date
[August 10, 2018] will be deemed by the court to be untimely and prejudicial to the rights of
exiting parties.” (emphasis added). (ALC Order, p. 4-5., attached as Exhibit A)

Huggins filed a Motion for Leave to Intervene on August 30, 2018. On September 5,
2018, Judge Lenski denied the Motion for Leave to Intervene. In his order denying intervention,
Judge Lenski noted “due to the extraordinarily large number of protestants in this case, the court
had to make special preparations to accommodate the anticipated protestants and attendees at the
[contested case] hearing.” (ALC Order, p. 1.) Furthermore, Judge Lenski noted the “explanation
of the late filing of this motion, discussed above, does not sufficiently justify its tardiness.” (ALC

Order, p. 6.)



Thereafter, Huggins filed a Notice of Appeal and Motion to Stay the pending hearing
before the ALC with the South Carolina Court of Appeals.' On September 7, 2018, Petitioner
filed a Motion to Dismiss currently pending before the Court arguing the ALC’s Order is
interlocutory; therefore it is not immediately appealable. On September 24, 2018, Appellant filed
a Return to the Motion to Dismiss outlining why the ALC’s Order was immediately appealable
under S.C. Code Ann. § 14-3-330.

This Court issued an Order on September 9, 2018, granting Huggins’ motion to stay the
pending hearing before the ALC. As such, the ALC hearing scheduled for September 11, 2018
did not go forward and has not been rescheduled. 2

On October 2, 2018, Ms. V. Claire Allen, Deputy Clerk of the South Carolina Court of
Appeals, wrote a letter stating the Court “requests that you file a return to this motion that
specifically addresses whether the issue on appeal is now moot.”

ARGUMENT
The Issue on Appeal is Not Moot.

"A case becomes moot when judgment, if rendered, will have no practical legal effect
upon existing controversy. This is true when some event occurs making it impossible for [a]
reviewing court to grant effectual relief." Jones v. Dillon-Marion Human Resources Dev.
Comm'n., 277 S.C. 533, 536, 291 S.E.2d 195, 196 (1982). State appellate courts will not issue
advisory opinions on questions for which no meaningful relief can be granted. Gainey v. Gainey,

279 S.C. 68,301 S.E.2d 763, 764 (1983).

' Huggins also filed a Motion to Stay with the ALC that was denied by Judge Lenski on September 6, 2018. (Order
Denying Stay, attached as Exhibit B).

2 On Monday, September 10, Judge Lenski’s law clerk emailed the parties stating the Governor of South Carolina
issued an Executive Order closing government offices and therefore Judge Lenski continued the hearing indefinitely.



Although the ALC did not conduct the contested case hearing on September 11, 2018,
there is still an existing controversy pending before this Court. That is, whether the ALC erred in
denying Huggins’ Motion to Intervene. A finding by this Court that the ALC’s holding was in
error is not an advisory opinion on a question for which no meaningful relief can be granted.?
Rather, Huggins still seeks to intervene as a party in order to participate at a contested case
hearing before the ALC.!

Under a supposed scenario, where this matter is remanded to the ALC with inétructions
to set a new hearing date, this current appeal may become moot. Presumably, the ALC could set
the contested case hearing for a date in the future, and again outline the timeline and
requirements for persons interested in intervening.’ It is assumed Huggins, and possibly others,
would file a timely motion to intervene under the parameters set out by the ALC and the ALC
would then find it proper and timely.® However, the motion to intervene filed by Huggins was
denied by the ALC and now the question of whether such a ruling was proper or not is before
this Court. The presumptions and assumptions above do not render the current appeal before this

Court moot at this time.

5 The ALC found “that there was not good cause for the untimely filing of [Huggins’] Motion for Leave to
Intervene.”

“ Although there have been informal discussions between counsel regarding an agreement to intervene, no formal
agreement has been entered into at this time. Further, a judicial determination must be made to determine if
Huggins’ intervention was proper.

5 The ALC hearing is currently stayed by this Court’s Order filed September 9, 2018.

S This inference seems to be true in light of the ALC seemingly finding Huggins was a proper intervenor but
ultimately finding his motion to intervene was not timely as highlighted in: 1) the ALC’s memorandum stating any
motion to intervene filed after August 10, 2018, was going to be deemed untimely and prejudicial and 2) Judge
Lenski’s Order denying Huggins’ Motion to Stay reiterating Huggins’ motion was “untimely filed without good
cause for tardiness.” (Order Denying Stay, p. 1).



CONCLUSION

A judgment by the South Carolina Court of Appeals will have practical legal effect on
whether Huggins is allowed to intervene in the contested case hearing before the ALC. As such,
there is a justiciéble controversy pending before this Court that is real and substantial and
appropriate for judicial determination.

WHEREFORE, respectfully, Huggins requests this Court find the appeal pending before
it is not moot and deny and dismiss Petitioner’s Motion to Dismiss.
October 4, 2018

Respectfully submitted,

MCANGUS GOUDELOCK & COURIE, L.L.C.

Meridian, 1320 Main Street, 10" Floor (29201)
Post Office Box 12519, Capitol Station
Columbia, South Carolina 29211-2519

(803) 779-2300

Counsel for Representative Chip Huggins
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EXHIBIT

A

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Respondent.

WKSC, LLC, d/b/a Savannah’s Gentlemen’s ; Docket No. 18-ALI-17-0216-CC
Club & Steakhouse, )
Petitioner, ;
. )
, ) ORDER DENYING
South Carolina Department of Revenue, ) INTERVENTION
)
)
)

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND BACKGROUND

This matter is before the Administrative Law Court (ALC or court) for a contested case
hearing pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §§ 1-23-310 et seq. (2005 and Supp. 2017), S.C. Code Ann. § 1-
23-600(B) (Supp. 2014), and S.C. Code Ann. § 61-2-260 (2009 and Supp. 2017). The Petitioner,
d/b/a Savannah’s Gentlemen’s Club and Steakhouse, applied for an on-premises beer and wine
permit and restaurant liquor by the drink license, which was denied by the South Carolina
Department of Revenue (Department) for several reasons, including the receipt of valid written
protests, insufficient information provided by the Petitioner, and the suitability of the location. The
Department received two hundred thirty-nine (239) written protests to the Petitioner’s application.
On June 19, 2018, the Department issued a Final Determination Letter denying the Petitioner’s
applications. On June 20, 2018, the Petitioner sought a contested case hearing with the ALC. On
June 28, 2018, this matter was assigned to this court.

OnJuly 19, 2018, this court issued an Order and Notice of Hearing, establishing the time and
date of this hearing (10:00 a.m., September 22, 2018), its location, and the court’s procedure, among
other matters. Due to the extraordinarily large number of protestants in this case, the court had to
make special preparations to accommodate the anticipated protestants and attendees at the hearing.'

Because the logistics involved in such a large hearing, and to ensure timely adjudication of this

! With 239 protestants, in addition to spectators, this case has the largest number of attendees of any matter hefare e
the ALC. The largest courtroom in the court can only accommodate seventy (70) occupants. Therefo'eg?&‘g
had to make special accommodations and coordinate with an adjoining state agency co-located in the same il ) W

as the court to borrow its conference room for the day of the hearing. Large screen monitors in that agency, 8
conference room have been equipped to receive live video and audio feed so spectators and protestants whs&ﬁmgﬁ 201

sit in the courtroom will still be able to view the proceedings, and so protestants will know when their turn has come

to testify. Additionally, the court has had to modify security procedures to accommodate the large étﬁ]%\eb%ﬁm LAW COURT

attendees and ensure the safety of the public.
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m atter, the court issued an Administrative Memorandum to Individuals Protesting A License or
Permit. This memorandum set forth, among other things, that the protestants with common
objections or who are members of a group or organization protesting the Petitioner’s license
applications should appoint a spokesperson who can effectively present the concerns of the group or
organization, in order to minimize the number of witnesses that would be speaking at the hearing.
Additionally, the Memorandum contained the following paragraph:

SCALC Rule 20 governs motions to intervene. If you wish to

intervene as a party in this case, you must file a motion to

intervene with the Administrative Law Judge assigned to hear

the case no later than August 10, 2018. Any motion to intervene

filed after that date will be deemed by the court to be untimely and

prejudicial to the rights of existing parties. All motions to intervene

must meet the qualifications set forth in SCALC Rule 20(B).
The court’s Order and Notice of Hearing and the Memorandum were electronically transmitted to all
parties and protestants on July 19, 2018.

On August 30, 2018, the court received a Motion for Leave to Intervene, filed by counsel,
seeking to permit The Honorable Chip Huggins of South Carolina House of Representatives District
85 (Lexington County) to intervene in the matter. The Movant (already a protestant) sought to
intervene, alleging that: (1) he would be aggrieved or adversely affected by potential issuance of the
license; (2) his interests would not be properly represented by the Department; (3) his interest would
not be represented by the Petitioner; and (4) he would not unduly prolong the proceeding or
otherwise prejudice the rights of existing parties. The Movant further asserted that by permitting
intervention, the court could potentially streamline the process of hearing the case and enhance the
rights of existing parties. In addressing the tardiness of the motion, the Movant asserted that he had
goad cause for filing the motion late because (1) his interest would not be properly satisfied unless
he was afforded the rights bestowed upon parties to the litigation, (2) judicial economy would best be
served with an officially named Party Protestant, and (3) the Movant’s counsel was not retained until
August 29, 2018, the day before the filing of the motion,

On September 4, 2018, the court conducted a telephone conference with counsel for all
existing parties and the Movant. During that telephone conference, the Movant’s counsel restated
his grounds for seeking leave to intervene. He asserted that the Movant did not feel that his interests
or the interests of his constituents, residing in and around the proposed location, were adequately
represented by the current parties, and that while Representative Huggins was the only person

seeking to intervene, he believed that his arguments against licensing the Petitioner represented a




grrassroots position in general opposition to the licensing of the establishment. Furthermore, he
asserted that by permitting the intervention, it might streamline the process of hearing the matter
because as a party, Representative Huggins could better present the objections held by the other
protestants. While he could not represent that the Movant’s intervention would curtail the number of
protestants seeking to speak at the hearing, counsel for the Movant asserted that he believed such
would be the case.

When asked about the reason for the tardiness of the motion, counsel for the Movant again
pointed out to the court that he was retained on August 29, 2018 and filed his Motion for Leave to
Intervene the following day. Asto why the Movant waited until August 29, 2018 to retain counsel
and seek to intervene, he stated that he believed there was some difficulty or delay in acquiring the
funds for his representation, and that there may have been some uncertainty about the process, due to
the Movant not being an attorney. Finally, the Movant’s counsel asserted that he would be réady to
proceed on the scheduled hearing date, and that he would not delay the proceedings.

Counsel for the Department did not take a position on the Motion for Leave to Intervene.
However, counsel for the Petitioner strongly opposed the motion. The Petitioner’s counsel pointed
out that the Motion for Leave to Intervene was filed outside the standard timeline established in
SCALC Rule 20(c), which requires motions to intervene to be filed within twenty (20) days before
the hearing, and it was filed outside the specific August 10, 2018 deadline this court established for
this hearing in the court’s Administrative Memorandum attached to its July 19, 2018 Order and
Notice of Hearing. Counsel for the Petitioner further asserted that the basis for seeking to intervene
was political rather than based on real opposition to the location, in that the Movant is involved in a
contested race for re-election and is seeking to curry political capital with constituents. Finally, the
Petitioner’s counsel asserted that permitting intervention at this late date would prejudice his client.
He stated that he does not generally depose non-party protestants to a liquor license because
protestants are mere witnesses and do not have the right to call witnesses, cross-examine, or make
argument. On the other hand, he generally does depose an intervening party protesting a liquor
license, and any witnesses the party may seek to call, due to the greater rights afforded a party.
However, because of the late date of the Movant’s motion, effectively one business week before the
hearing, he would be unable to prepare and depose the Movant and any other witnesses the Movant

might seek to call in his case before the court.
DISCUSSION

The issue before the court is whether the Movant should be granted leave to intervene. ALC Rule
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20. ALC Rule 20 governs intervention in contested cases pending before the ALC. Rule 20 states in
pertinent part:

Any person may intervene in any pending contested case hearing
upon a showing that: (1) the movant will be aggrieved or adversely
affected by the final order; (2) the interests of the movant are not
being adequately represented by existing parties, or that it is
otherwise entitled to intervene; (3) that intervention will not unduly
prolong the proceedings or otherwise prejudice the rights of existing
parties. ALC Rule 20(B).

A party seeking to intervene has the burden of showing that intervention is proper. See /nre Horry
Co. State Bank, 361 S.C. 503, 508, 604 S.E.2d 723, 725 (Ct. App. 2004) (stating that the applicant
for intervention bears the burden of demonstrating required elements for intervention). The time for
filing a motion to intervene is governed by ALC Rule 20(C), which provides:

The motion for leave to intervene shall be filed as early in the

proceedings as possible to avoid adverse impact on the existing

parties or the disposition of the proceedings. Unless otherwise

ordered by the administrative law judge, the motion to intervene shall

be filed at least twenty (20) days before the hearing. Any later motion

shall contain a statement of good cause for the failure to intervene

earlier.

In this case, the court is dealing with a cumbersome proceeding and an extraordinarily large
number of attendees. The 239 protestants, all potential witnesses, coupled with anticipated
spectators, have strained the court’s ability to effectively and safely conduct the hearing. No other
hearings have been scheduled during the date of the hearing?, and the court has carefully developed a
plan, borrowing space from a neighboring state agency, and wired an adjoining conference room
with video and audio feed to accommodate the large number of attendees. In recognition of the
unique nature of this proceeding, the court sent out a memorandum with its Order and Notice of
Hearing, informing protestants that if they “...wish to intervene as a party in this case, you must
file a motion to intervene with the Administrative Law Judge assigned to hear the case no later
than August 10, 2018.” (emphasis included). Further, the memorandum stated “(a)ny motion to

intervene filed after that date will be deemed by the court to be untimely and prejudicial to the rights

2The South Carolina Administrative Law Court has six judges who sit on its bench and there are three courtrooms in
the building. No other hearings are being held on the scheduled day of this hearing due to the strain on the court’s
personnel and resources.
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of existing parties.” A copy of the Order and Memorandum was electronically sent to all protestants
o1 July 19, 2018, and the Movant electronically acknowledged receipt on the same day.

In evaluating the Movant’s Motion for Leave to Intervene, the court focuses on the timeliness
of the motion, and the justification given for its late filing. The motion was not filed until Friday,
A ugust 30,2018, It was filed twelve (12) days before the scheduled hearing, and on a Friday before
th.e long Labor Day weekend, effectively leaving only one business week for the existing parties to
adjust to the addition of a new party if granted. This is well outside the 20-day deadline for filing set
forth in SCALC Rule 20, and 20 days after the August 10, 2018 deadline set by this court for this
case. The Petitioner has asserted that granting the Movant’s motion at this late hour will prejudice
the Petitioner’s ability to prepare for the hearing on the scheduled date, as he will be unable to
schedule, conduct, and review depositions of any of the Movant’s witnesses.>

In the Movant’s motion, the grounds offered for its late filing are that (1) the Movant’s
interest will not be properly satisfied unless he is afforded the rights bestowed upon parties to the
litigation, (2) judicial economy would best be served with an officially named Party Protestant, and
(3) the Movant’s counsel was not retained until {Xugust 29, 2018, the day before the filing of the
motion. None of these offer any justification for the motion’s tardiness. While the Movant’s
interests and any judicial economy realized by adding an intervenor may go to\Wards good cause for
being permitted to intervene, they fail to answer why the motion was filed out of time. The final
justification, that counsel was not retained until the day before the filing, may address why the
Movant’s counsel did not file the motion until August 30, 2018, however, it in no way addresses why
the Movant failed to retain counsel until long after both the standard regulatory filing deadline and
the special deadline set by the court in this case had expired. In the telephonic conference held by
the court on September 4, 2018, the Movant’s counsel expounded upon the justifications asserted in
the written motion establishing the Movant’s grounds for seeking intervention. However, when he
attempted to explain or justify the late filing he could only suggest that there may have been some
difficulty with the funding of counsel to intervene, and that there may have been some confusion
about the administrative process, given that neither the Movant nor any of the other protestants the
Movant has been communicating with are attorneys skilled in practicing before the court. While the
court does not doubt this, the court does not find any of that explanation sufficient to justify

permitting the Movant to intervene so late in the process, especially given the court’s written notice

3The Movant’s counsel points out that the Petitioner could have deposed the Movant and any other protestants at any
time prior to the hearing, as he knew the names of all protesting persons. However, this assertion ignores that there
are 239 protestants in this matter. The thought that the Petitioner could have deposed all of them prior to the
hearing, in anticipation that one or more might move to intervene in the action, is unrealistic, especially given the
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to the Movant sent and received on July 19, 2018, stating that motions to intervene must be received
no later than August 10, 2018 or they would be deemed untimely and prejudicial.

The court is persuaded by the test employed by this state’s Supreme Court in evaluating the
tirneliness of motions to intervene tiled by movants in Circuit Court, pursuant to SCRCP Rule 24. In
Davis v. Jennings, 304 S.C. 502, 405 S.E.2d 601 (1991), the South Carolina Supreme Court held that
courts employ a four-part test for determining the timeliness of motions to intervene in civil
proceedings pursuant to SCRCP Rule 24:

(1) the time that has passed since the applicant knew or should have

known of his or her interest in the suit; (2) the reason for the delay;

(3) the stage to which the litigation has progréssed; and (4) the

prejudice the original parties would suffer from granting intervention

and the applicant would suffer from denial.
Davis, 406 S.E.2d at 603. While SCALC Rule 20 is not identical to SCRCP Rule 24, they are
analogous, and the test provides a sound basis for evaluating late filed SCALC Rule 20 motions to
intervene. Here, the Movant was already a protestant in this action and had filed a written protest
with the Department objecting to the Petitioner’s license application sometime before June 19, 2018,
the date the Department denied the Petitioner’s application. Therefore, the Movant has known of
and asserted his interest in this matter for months. The explanation for the late filing of this motion,
discussed above, does not sufficiently justify its tardiness. The hearing, which is designed to be
conducted expeditiously to afford the Petitioner an answer on whether its alcoholic beverage license
and permit applications will be granted, is only one week away. Finally, the court accepts that the
Petitioner would be prejudiced if it were to permit the Movant to intervene in that there is likely too
little time for the Petitioner to schedule and conduct depositions of the Movant’s witnesses. As to
the harm the Movant will suffer, the court finds that while the Movant will not have the same rights
as a party, he is still a protestant in this matter and will be afforded the opportunity to present his
objections to the Petitioner’s license applications on the day of the hearing.

Because the court finds that there was not good cause for the untimely filing of the Movant’s

Motion for Leave to Intervene, it must deny the motion.

nature of this proceeding.




ORDER
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Motion for Leavito Intervene is DENIED.
IT IS SO ORDERED. '

September 5, 2018 S. Phillip Lenski
Columbia, South Carolina Administrative Law Judge




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Erika S. Easler, hereby certify that I have this date served this Order upon all parties to this
<ause by depositing a copy hereof, in the United States mail, postage paid, in the Interagency

Mail Service, or by electronic mail to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their

attorney(s).
Erika S. Easler
Judicial Law Clerk
September 5, 2018

Columbia, South Carolina




EXHIBIT

B

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

South Carolina Department of Revenue,

Respondent.

WKSC, LLC, d/b/a Savannah’s Gentlemen’s g Docket No. 18-ALJ-17-0216-CC
Club & Steakhouse, )
Petitioner, ;
v ) ORDER DENYING
' ) MOTION FOR STAY OF

) PROCEEDINGS
)
)
)
)

The Honorable Chip Huggins of the South Carolina House of Representatives District 85
(L exington County) (hereinafter Appellant) has petitioned this court for a stay of proceedings
pending the adjudication of the Appellant’s appeal of this court’s denial of the Appellant’s Motion
for Leave to Intervene. .

The above captioned matter is currently scheduled for a hearing before this court on
September 11,2018, On August 30, 2018, the Appellant, through counsel, filed a Motion for Leave
to Intervene. On September 4,2018, the court conducted a telephone conference with counsel for all
excisting parties and the Appellant. After carefully considering the information in the Appellant’s
wiitten motion and the information provided by all counsel during the telephone conference, the
court denied the Appellant’s motion as untimely filed without good cause for tardiness. The court’s
radionale was articulated in the court’s Amended Order Denying Intervention, issued on September 6,
2018', Upon receipt of the court’s Order, the Appellant appealed the court’s determination on
September 5, 2018. The Appellant’s present motion for a stay followed.

Whether the court’s denial of the Appellant’s Motion for Leave to Intervene constitutes a
fimal decision that is immediately appealable pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §1-23-610 (Supp. 2017) is
a matter for the South Carolina Court of Appeals. lrrespective of that determination, this court’s

fimal decisions are not stayed except by order of this court or the Court of Appe%@d 5

| =The court issued an Order Denying Intervention on September 5, 2018. However, the court notedSﬂgnQeﬁezgm
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§§ 1-23-60(H)(5), and 1-23-610(A)(2) (Supp. 2017).

In this case, the court denied the Appellant’s motion to intervene because it was untimely
filed without good cause. The court took great care in its Order to articulate its finding and to
emrphasize the unprecedented number of protestants (239) and spectators expected to appear at this
he aring, which has required the court to make special preparations for the scheduled hearing date.
Thae court’s largest courtroom seats only seventy (70) persons, s the court has had to borrow the use
of an adjoining state agency’s hearing room, fit it with over One Hundred (100) chairs, and connect
to its monitors to provide live audio and video feed to protestants and spectators so they can observe
the proceedings and so protestants will know when to enter the courtroom to offer testimony. Extra
se curity personnel have been requisitioned for the hearing date, and no other hearings have been
sc heduled at the court for the date. Additionally, large groups of both protestants and spectators who
livee in and around the proposed location have independently made plans to attend, many including
chuurch groups and other organizations who are busing and carpooling attendees to the courtroom. In
taking into consideration all the effort that must be expended by the court and attendees in
preparation for this hearing, the court issued a Memorandum to all protestants informing them,
armong other things, that anyone seeking to intervene in the matter must do so no later than August
10,2018. The Memorandum further notified all protestants that motions to intervene filed after that
date would be deemed untimely and prejudicial to the existing parties. The purpose of this was to
ensure that there would be ample time for the court to adjudicate any motions to intervene well in
‘advance of the hearing to avoid any chance of having to postpone or continue the hearing, given the
complex logistics involved in notifying attendees and setting up the hearing. The court determined,
fo r reasons detailed in its Amended Order, that the Appellant’s Motion for Leave to Intervene, filed
o August 30, 2018, was untimely and that the Appellant had failed to offer good cause for the late
filing. |

For counsel to now ask the court to stay the pending proceedings misapprehends the entire
basis for the court’s actions in this case and would defeat its intent, namely to hold the hearing in a
tienely manner without undue delay and without prejudice to the parties.

ORDER
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Motion a Stay of Proceedings is DENIED.

error on the Order, and issued an Amended Order correcting the error on September 6, 2018.




IT IS SO ORDERED.

September 6, 2018 S. Phillip Lenski N\
Columbia, South Carolina Administrative Law Judge




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Erika S. Easler, hereby certify that 1 have this date served this Order upon all parties to this
cause by depositing a copy hereof, in the United States mail, postage paid, in the Interagency
Mail Service, or by electronic mail to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their

attorney(s).

. ) S

Erika S. Easler
Judicial Law Clerk
September 6, 2018
Columbia, South Carolina
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Reply To

Direet Diak (803) 227-2254 RECEIVED

adam.ribock@mgclaw.com

October 5, 2018 0eT 05 2018
SC Court of Appeals

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
South Carolina Court of Appeals

1220 Senate Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

RE: WKSC, LLC d/b/a Savannah's Gentlemen's Club & Steakhouse vs.
South-Carolina Department of Revenue
Appellate Case No.: 2018-001613
Case No.: 18-ALJ-17-0216-CC
MGC File No.: 22014.18001

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Please find enclosed for filing the original and seven (7) copies of Representative
Chip Huggins' Supplemental Return to Respondent's Motion to Dismiss and Response to
Clerk's October 2, 2018 Letter in the above-captioned case. I would appreciate your
returning a clocked-in copy of the same to me in the envelope provided.

By copy of this letter, I am serving counsel of record with the above-referenced
Representative Chip Huggins' Supplemental Return to Respondent's Motion to Dismiss
and Response to Clerk's October 2, 2018 Letter.

Thanking you in advance for your assistance, I am

Very truly yours,

4

J. Adam Ribock

JAR/_mr
Enclosures

cc: Patrick A. McCabe, Esquire
Jason P. Luther, Esquire
S. Jahue Moore, Esquire
Kenneth E. Allen, Esquire
The Honorable S. Phillip Lenski

1320 MAIN szEET, 10" FLOOR 803.779.2300 PHONE
POST OFFICE BOX 12519 803.748.0526 Fax
COLUMBIA, SC 29211 WWW . MGCLAW.COM

MCANGUS GOUDELOCK & COURIE LLc



