THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

Dec01 2020
8.C. SUPREME COURT

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Jean H. Toal, Acting Circuit Court

Appellate Case No. 2020-000851

Jonathon Hill and Jonathon
Hill for SC House District 8,
Appellants

The South Carolina Republice

Party and Vaugh Parfitt
Respondents.

Proof of Service

I certify that I have today served Appellants’ Reply in Support of their Motion for Clarification

on all parties to this action by serving the attorneys for all Respondents via email, at:

Karl Smith Bowers, Jr. Robert E. Tyson, Jr
butch@butchbowers.com rtyson@robinsongray.com
Attorney for Respondent Vordman Carlisle Traywick, II1
Republican Party of South Carolina Itraywick@robinsongray.com
Attorneys for Respondents

A copy of the email is attached.

s/Brooks R. Fudenberg
December 1, 2020 Brooks R. Fudenberg




From: Brooks R. Fudenberg

To: "Butch Bowers"

Cc: "Lisle Traywick"; "Rob Tyson"

Subject: Hill, et al. v. South Carolina Republican Party, et al., Case No. 2020-000851 - Reply in Support of Motion for
Clarification

Date: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 4:34:31 PM

Attachments: Reply in Support of Motion for Clarification.pdf

Gentlemen,

Please find attached a copy of Appellants' reply in support of their motion for clarification, which I hereby serve
upon you.

Any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you.

Brooks R. Fudenberg

Law Office of Brooks R. Fudenberg, LLC
171 Church Street, Suite 160

Charleston, SC 29401

843-416-2558 (Office)

910-401-1242 (eFax)

843-696-8911 (Cell)

Please use the cell phone number until the Covid-19 situation improves.
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court

APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Jean H. Toal, Acting Circuit Judge

Case No. 2020-CP-40-02636

JONATHON HILL and JONATHON

HILL FOR SC HOUSE DISTRICT 8; Appellants,
V.

THE SOUTH CAROLINA REPUBLICAN

PARTY and VAUGHN PARFITT Respondents.

APPELLANTS’ REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR
CLARIFICATION

This case involves the claim by of one of the two major political parties that South
Carolina’s statutory contribution limits do not apply to it. Respondent’s Reply in Support of
their Motion to Dismiss argued repeatedly that dismissing the appeal would not cause the issues
to evade judicial review. Examples of these representations were provided in Appellant’s
motion.

Respondent’s Return to Appellants’ motion makes clear that Respondents do not wish to
be bound by the representations they made to this Court. If the Court did rely on the
representations of Respondents noted in Appellants’ motion, Respondents should be bound. If

the Court did agree with these representations by the Respondents, the Court should so state to





avoid having these procedural issues litigated in depth before the Ethics Commission and then on

appeal to this Court.

Respondents should not be allowed to have things both ways.

December 1, 2020

s/Brooks R. Fudenberg
Brooks R. Fudenberg

Law Office of Brooks R. Fudenberg, LLC
14 Ashe Street

Charleston, SC 29403

Brooks R. Fudenberg@Fudenberglaw.com
843-696-8911

Attorney for Appellants
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