House of Delegates
May 18, 2017

May, 2017

Dear Member of the House:

The House of Delegates of the South Carolina Bar will convene at 1:00 p.m. on
Thursday, May 18, 2017, at Somerset Point, 1274 Chicora Drive, Pinopolis, South
Carolina. When you arrive, please be certain to sign in so that the minutes will reflect
your attendance. Lunch will be served at the start of the meeting.
The proposed agenda precedes the first tab of the attached book. You may
remove for discussion any item from the Consent Agenda before the agenda is adopted
at the start of the meeting. Please remember the restrictions on positions which may be
supported by a mandatory bar association. There is a brief description of these
restrictions behind the agenda.
You are encouraged to participate in thorough debate on agenda items. But,
please respect your fellow House members by making your remarks succinct and
pertinent to agenda items being debated.

Please arrive early to review any additional materials which may be distributed
at the meeting. Available materials have been sent to you to allow you an opportunity to
consult your constituency concerning the matters on the agenda. Please read the
materials and obtain input from your peers.
During the Assembly, Elizabeth “Babs” Warner will be sworn in as President of
our Bar. You are cordially invited to a reception in honor of Babs beginning at 4:30 p.m.
at Somerset Point.
I look forward to seeing and spending some time with all of you in Pinopolis. If I
can assist you in any way prior to the meeting, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely yours,

J. Hagood Tighe
Chair

May, 2017

Dear House Member:

Thank you for your service to our Bar through your membership in the House of
Delegates. The House sets the policies of the Bar and speaks for all our members. I look
forward to discussing with you the matters on our agenda.
During the course of the meeting, a portion of our agenda is allotted for me to
address the House with brief remarks and a summary of the year’s highlights. We have
accomplished a great deal this year, and I am excited about sharing a few of those
accomplishments with you.

At the beginning of our meeting will be the presentation of several awards.
Criteria for these awards, along with a listing of previous recipients, are located under
Tabs 2 – 5 of these materials. Please congratulate those we honor with our awards.
Please review your materials and discuss them with the Bar members you
represent for their perspectives. As always, your attention to and input regarding these
matters is very much appreciated.
It has been a pleasure serving as your Bar President for the past year and I look
forward to seeing you in Pinopolis!
Sincerely,

William K. Witherspoon
President

AGENDA
SOUTH CAROLINA BAR HOUSE OF DELEGATES
May 18, 2017 @ 1:00 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER
SET THE AGENDA

J. Hagood Tighe
Chair

1.

Approval of Consent Agenda
a. Approval of Minutes of Meeting Held on January 19, 2017
b. Receipt of March Financial Statements
c. Request from Solo and Small Firm Section to Amend
Section Bylaws
d. Request from the Dispute Resolution Section to Amend
Section Bylaws

J. Hagood Tighe
Chair

2.

Presentation of Pro Bono Lawyer of the Year Awards

Fred W. Suggs, Jr.
Pro Bono Board Chair

3.

Presentation of Legal Services Lawyer of the Year Award

Rosalyn W. Frierson
Commission Member

4.

Presentation of Young Lawyer of the Year Award

I. Ryan Neville
YLD President

5.

Presentation of Law Related Education Lawyer of the Year Award

Stephen M. Cox
Board Member

6.

Report on the Activities of the SC Bar Foundation

Sidney J. Evering II
President

7.

Recognition of Mentor of the Year

William K. Witherspoon
President

8.

Report of the President

William K. Witherspoon
President

9.

Request from Professional Responsibility Committee to
Enable Court Regulation of Legal Services

J. Leeds Barroll
Committee Chair

10.

Request from Practice and Procedure Committee to Amend
Rule 13(a), SCRCrimP

Jonathan W. Lounsberry
Committee Chair

11.

Request from Elder Law Committee to Oppose H. 4013

Andrew J. Atkins
Committee Chair

12.

Request from Limited Scope Task Force in re Limited Scope
Representation

John S. Nichols
Task Force Chair

13.

Election of the Members of the Nominating Committee

Beverly A. Carroll
Secretary

14.

Approval of Bar and CLE Division Budgets

M. Dawes Cooke, Jr.
Treasurer

15.

Recognition of Outgoing President

Elizabeth H. Warner
President-Elect

Recess to Convene Assembly

William K. Witherspoon
President

* Special Order at 2:30 p.m.
Installation of Board Members, Officers and President
President
President-Elect
Treasurer
Secretary
Board, 1st Judicial Region
Board, 3rd Judicial Region
Board, 4th Judicial Region
Board, At Large
Board, YLD Representative
Board, YLD Representative
ABA State Bar Delegate

Elizabeth H. Warner
M. Dawes Cooke, Jr.
Beverly A. Carroll
LeRoy F. Laney
Allen D. Fretwell
John E. Roxon
R. Bruce Wallace
Shaheena R. Bennett
I. Ryan Neville
Ashleigh R. Wilson
J. Steedley Bogan

Keller v. State Bar of California, 496 U.S. 1 (1990)

“Here the compelled association and integrated bar are justified by the State’s interest in
regulating the legal profession and improving the quality of legal services. The State
Bar may therefore constitutionally fund activities germane to those goals out of the
mandatory dues of all members. It may not, however, in such manner fund activities of
an ideological nature which fall outside of those areas of activity.” 496 U.S. at 13-14.

“Precisely where the line falls between those State Bar activities in which the officials
and members of the Bar are acting essentially as professional advisors to those
ultimately charged with the regulation of the legal profession, on the one hand, and those
activities having political or ideological coloration which are not reasonably related to
the advancement of such goals, on the other, will not always be easy to discern.” 496
U.S. at 15.
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Minutes
House of Delegates
January 19, 2017
The House met on January 19, 2017, at the Hyatt Regency Hotel in Greenville. Present were:
Richard Whitney Allen; Samuel K. Allen; Daniel Joseph Ballou; J. Leeds Barroll, IV; Samuel
Robert Bass, II; Sara Pendarvis Bazemore; Mark S. Berglind; Susan B. Berkowitz; J. Steedley
Bogan; Brittany F. Boykin; James Edward Bradley; Robin A. Braithwaite; Wendell Lawrence
Brown; Christopher W. Burrows; Beverly A. Carroll; George B. Cauthen; Mark Dale Chappell;
Randall L. Charpia; Amie L. Clifford; M. Dawes Cooke, Jr.; Daniel West Cooper; Lee Deer Cope;
Leslie A. Cotter, Jr.; Stephen M. Cox; John Vernon Steensen Crangle; William Carey Crantford;
Charles Harmon Crawford, III; Elise Freeman Crosby; Andrew Scott Culbreath; W. Kyle Dillard;
Daniel L. Draisen; Rhett C. Dunaway; Anne S. Ellefson; John D. Elliott; Eric K. Englebardt; Frank
L. Eppes; Stinson Woodward Ferguson; Allen O. Fretwell; Kenneth S. Generette; C. Allen
Gibson, Jr.; Bernadette Shawan Gillians; Robert Fredrick Goings; Harry L. Goldberg; Jack D.
Griffeth; William B. Harvey, III; Daryl G. Hawkins; Anne Marie Hempy; Sean Joseph Hinton;
Jason Michael Imhoff; Russell Thomas Infinger; Jacob H. Jennings; Daniel Edward Johnson;
Lindsay Anne Joyner; Catherine H. Kennedy; Hon. Howard P. King; Edwin Thompson Kinney;
Arial Burnside Kirk; Wes A. Kissinger; Christopher R. Koon; Lanneau Wm. Lambert, Jr.; LeRoy
Free Laney; Angus H. Macaulay; John Lucius McCants; Kathleen McColl McDaniel; J. Edwin
McDonnell; John O. McDougall; David B. Miller; Julie Jeffords Moose; Catherine Elizabeth
Mubarak; Randall K. Mullins; Ivory L. Narcisse; Adam Christopher Ness; Irish Ryan Neville;
William M. O’Bryan, Jr.; Cynthia Hall Ouzts; James Graham Padgett, III; James C. Parham, Jr.;
Alice F. Paylor; Jason P. Peavy; Dayne C. Phillips; Richard A. Phinney; Ross Buchanan Plyler;
Sheally Venus Poe; Benjamin R. Pogue, III; Jeremy Poindexter; Ashlin Blanchard Potterfield; A.
Marvin Quattlebaum, Jr.; Marie-Louise Ramsdale; Pamela Jane Roberts; Pamela DeFanti
Robinson; John Edward Roxon; Martha Kent Runey; Dowse Bradwell Rustin, IV; Carmelo
Barone Sammataro; Stephen T. Savitz; Mary Elizabeth Sharp; Reid T. Sherard; Jane Opitz
Shuler; Mary Amanda Harrelson Shuler; Lana H. Sims, Jr.; Lisa Lee Smith; Michael Benjamin
Smith; Joshua D. Spencer; Christian Giresi Spradley; Megan Finch Stevens; Randell Croft Stoney,
III; Hal M. Strange; Fred W. Suggs, Jr.; Jason F. Taylor; David L. Tedder; William R. Thomas;
John Hagood Tighe; Samuel Barton Tooker; Matthew N. Tyler; Robert E. Tyson, Jr.; Regina
Bechtler Ward; Elizabeth H. Warner; J. Calhoun Watson; Dean Robert M. Wilcox; Donald B.
Wildman; Marguerite S. Willis; Mitchell Willoughby; William M. Wilson, III; William K.
Witherspoon; Patrick Coleman Wooten; and Clinton Joseph Yarborough.
Guests present were: Kathyrn C. DeAngelo; Hon. J. Mark Hayes, II; J. René Josey; Douglas B.
O’Neal; Michael J. Virzi and Harvey M. Watson, III.
Representing the Bar staff were: Warren Holland; Leah G. Johnson; Charmy Medlin; Jill C.
Rothstein; Jason Stokes; Leigh G. Thomas; and Robert S. Wells.
The Chair called the meeting to order. A quorum was declared present. Mr. McDougall moved
to allow privileges of the floor to nonmembers. The motion was seconded, and it was approved.
A motion was made to adopt the agenda. The motion was seconded, and it was approved.
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A motion was made to approve the Consent Agenda - approval of the minutes of the May, 19,
2016, meeting; receipt of November Financial Statements; request from the Fee Disputes Board
for rule changes and notification of the Bar’s position on alimony reform. Mr. Cal Watson
moved to approve the Consent Agenda. The motion was seconded, and it was approved.
Judge Hayes recognized the 2016 Law Day Essay Contest winner, Broughton Royce Hatcher of
Central High School.
Under report of the President, Mr. Witherspoon stated that the Bar was in the second year of
its three year strategic plan and noted the launching of a new Bar website and new Bar logo.
He provided updates on the Guardian ad Litem and Vulnerable Adult Task Forces, the Pro Bono
Program, CLE offerings, the Board’s meeting with local bars and member benefits. In closing he
recognized Bar members who had recently received awards.
Mr. Josey provided an update on the activities of the Bar Foundation.
Mr. Harvey Watson presented a request from the Professional Responsibility Committee to
amend Rule 5.1, SCRPC, providing a cross reference to Rule 34 of the SC Rules of Lawyer
Disciplinary Enforcement. Discussion ensued on supervisory responsibility. Ms. Clifford moved
approval of the request. The motion was seconded, and it was approved.
Mr. Virzi presented a request from the Professional Responsibility Committee to amend Rule 13
of the SC Rules for Lawyer Disciplinary Enforcement to add clarification that immunity applies
only to civil suit and not to disciplinary action. Mr. Bogan moved approval of the request. The
motion was seconded, and it was approved.
Mr. Bogan presented a request from the Professional Responsibility Committee to oppose ABAproposed Rule 8.4(g), SCRCP, as written. Mr. Bogan moved to adopt the Committee’s
recommendation and to advise the Court of the Bar’s position by forwarding the memorandum.
The motion was seconded. Mr. Elliott moved to table consideration of the matter. The motion
was seconded. Mr. Wildman and Mr. Tedder queried whether a motion to table required a
definite rescheduling. The Chair ruled that it did not. The motion to table failed.
Ms. Willis requested a roll call vote on the main motion. Ms. Clifford stated that she was not in
favor of sending the memorandum as drafted and moved to amend the main motion to request
that the Court not approve 8.4(g) as written and have a public hearing and comment period.
The motion was seconded. Mr. Cox queried whether the ABA proposal would provide clarity
and definition in an otherwise vague Civility Oath. Mr. Bogan responded that the Supreme
Court had addressed the Civility Oath and that the Committee had discussed the issue. Mr.
Barroll opined that it was important to send the Committee’s memorandum to the Court
because it provided the rationale for opposing the ABA’s proposal. Mr. Virzi stated that the
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Committee overwhelmingly opposed the ABA-proposed 8.4(g) as written but that their reasons
for opposing were very different. He opined that the memo should not be sent to the Court
because doing so would imply that the Bar supported all of the rationale provided in the memo
and that was not the case. Mr. Hawkins spoke in favor of Ms. Clifford’s motion. The motion to
amend was approved. Ms. Willis withdrew her request for a roll call vote. Mr. Savitz opined
that the Committee’s memorandum should be included and moved to amend Ms. Clifford’s
motion by adding “and send the Committee’s memorandum to the Supreme Court.” The Chair
ruled Mr. Savitz’s motion out of order, noting that the proposed amendment would return the
motion to its original form. The main motion as amended was approved.
Ms. DeAngelo and Mr. O’Neal presented a request from the Elder Law Committee and the
Probate, Estate and Planning and Trust Section to propose legislation in response to the holding
in Fabian v. Lindsay. Ms. DeAngelo reviewed two legislative proposals; one aggressive and one
moderate. Mr. Mullins moved approval of the aggressive draft. The motion was seconded.
Mr. Hawkins spoke against the motion. The motion failed. Ms. Ward moved approval of the
moderate draft. The motion was seconded, and it was approved.
Ms. Moose presented a request to amend Rule 410(h)(1)(F), SCACR, to make Federal
Administrative Law Judges outside of South Carolina eligible for Administrative Law Judge
status and moved approval. The motion was seconded, and it was approved.
Ms. Carroll presented amendments to the Bar Constitution and Bylaws clarifying that electronic
balloting may be used, recognizing the Court’s addition of Workers’ Compensation Commission
(lawyer) members, and reflecting the addition of Military Spouse Attorney members and their
privileges. She moved approval of the amendments. The motion was seconded, and it was
approved by more than two thirds of the members voting.
Debbie Whittle Durbin and J. René Josey were nominated for reappointment and Lucas J. Asper
and Ellen S. Cheek were nominated for appointment to the Commission on CLE and
Specialization. The nominees were to be presented to the Court.
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Minutes
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President Witherspoon convened a meeting of the Assembly and declared a quorum was
present. He invited agenda items.
Mr. Witherspoon moved to approve the proposed Constitutional amendment. The motion was
seconded and approved by more than two thirds of the members voting.
The Assembly was adjourned.

MEMORANDUM

TO:

SC House of Delegates

FROM:

Courtney Kennaday, PMAP Director

DATE:

April 28, 2017

RE:

Changes to Solo & Small Firm Section Bylaws

In order to better facilitate Section business, such as planning and presenting the LPM-TECH
Conference, the Council of the Solo & Small Firm Section requests that the Bylaws of the Solo
& Small Firm Section of The South Carolina Bar, Amended April 24, 2015, be further amended
to change the following (new provisions are underlined):
Article III
COUNCIL
Section 1. and 2. NO CHANGES
Section 3. - Terms. Except for an appointment necessary to fill an unexpired term, the terms of
all Section Council members shall begin and end with the Bar’s fiscal new calendar year. NO
CHANGES TO REMAINDER OF SECTION 3
Section 4. – NO CHANGE
Section 5. – NO CHANGE
Section 6. – Nomination of Council Members Succession and Election.
a. Nominations of Council Members. Nominations for elected members of Section
Council shall be made by any Section member no later than February 1 between October
1 and October 15 each year through notice to any Council officer or the Bar staff liaison.
Notice of all nominations shall be given in writing to all Section Council members no
later than February 15 October 31.
b. Section 7. – Election of Council Members. Election of new members of Council shall
be held no later than March 1 December 1 by a simple majority of Council members
present and voting at a Section Council meeting held for that purpose.
c. If any of the dates in Article III shall fall on a Saturday or Sunday or a Bar holiday, the
following Monday or next Bar business day shall be applicable.
Section 8 7.
ARTICLE IV
OFFICERS
Section 1. and 2. NO CHANGES

Section 3. - Terms. Except for an appointment necessary to fill an unexpired term, the terms of
all officers shall begin and end on the same date(s) as applicable to the Bar’s fiscal new calendar
year. NO CHANGE TO REMAINDER OF SECTION 3
Section 5. - Succession and Election.
a. NO CHANGES
b. Nomination(s). Nominations for Section Chairperson-Elect may be made by any
Section Council member to the Section liaison no later than February 1 October 31.
d. Notice. Notice of nominations shall be given in writing to all Section Council members
no later than February 15 October 15.
e. Elections. Election of the Section Chairperson-Elect shall be by a plurality of Section
Council members present and voting at a Section Council meeting held for that purpose
no later than March 1 December 1.
f. If any of the dates in Article IV shall fall on a Saturday or Sunday or a Bar holiday, the
following Monday or next Bar business day shall be applicable.

MEMORANDUM
TO:

House of Delegates

FR:

Jill HaLevi, DR Section Chair

RE:

By-laws amendments

DT:

March 23, 2017

The by-laws of the DR Section require the approval of the House of Delegates in order for any proposed
amendments to become effective. The Section Council, at its March 1, 2017 meeting, voted to amend
the by-laws to remove the position of Vice-Chair. The position mirrored the Chair-Elect and was
redundant.
The removal of the Vice-Chair would require a change to the by-laws as follows:
1. amend Article IV Section 2 removing the reference to Vice-Chair;
2. delete Article VI, Section 3 which set out the duties of the Vice-Chair; and
3. renumber Article VI Section 4 to Section 3.
A copy of the proposed changes is attached.
The DR Section respectfully requests the House of Delegates approve these proposed changes.

ARTICLE IV
Governing Body
Section 1. The general business of the Section is conducted by a council composed of the
Section Officers, the Immediate Past Chair, a Section Delegate and six (6) "general members".
Section 2. The Section Officers are a Chair, Chair Elect, Vice- Chair and Secretary. Their terms
of office are for one (1) year beginning at the conclusion of the Annual Meeting of the South
Carolina Bar, at which they are elected and ending at the conclusion of the Annual Meeting of
the Section, at which their successors are elected.

ARTICLE VI
Officers
Section 1. Chair. The Chief Executive Officer of the Section who makes appointments to
committees, presides at all Section and Council meetings and presents a report on the state of the
Section at its annual meeting.
Section 2. Chair Elect. Assumes the duties of the Chair during the temporary or permanent
absence, or that individual's inability to act.
Section 3. Vice-Chair Assumes duties of the Chair-Elect during the temporary or permanent
absence, or that individual’s inability to act.
Section 43. Secretary. Custodian of all records and property of the Section except money.
Maintains a record of all Section and Council meetings. Prepares a digest of Section proceedings
for the Chair's annual report on the State of the Section. Maintains a record of all appropriations
and expenditures.
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SOUTH CAROLINA BAR
PRO BONO LAWYER OF THE YEAR

The South Carolina Pro Bono Awards program seeks to identify and honor individual lawyers, small and large law
firms, government attorney offices, corporate law departments and other organizations and institutions in the
legal profession that have enhanced the human dignity of others by improving or delivering volunteer legal
services to our state’s low income community. Award recipients may have provided direct representation to
individual clients, contributed to the development of innovative programs, impacted legislative efforts or
otherwise aided in promoting access to the legal system for those unable to afford those services.

Past Pro Bono Awards
1987
W. Clarkson McDow Jr.
1988
Gary W. Poliakoff
1989
Marcia R. Powell
1990
Jon Rene Josey
1991
Harriet Daniels Hancock
1992
Edward T. Kelaher
1993
George B. Cauthen
Nexsen Pruet Jacobs & Pollard
1994
Herbert E. Buhl III
Ellis Lawhorne Davidson & Sims, PA
Harvey & Battey, PA
1995
Freeman and Skinner
Robinson, McFadden & Moore, PC
Trefor Thomas
1996
Bernard J. Warshauer
Lowery, Thompson & King
Suggs & Kelly, PA
1997
James G. Long III
Fairbanks & Lindsay, PA
1998
Julio E. “Rick” Mendoza
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough, LLP
Wukela Law Firm
1999
Anderson and Jordan
Finkel and Altman, LLC
Eric K. Graben
2000
John R. Lester
Kathleen Palinski
2001
Daniel J. Fritze
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough, LLP
Smalls Law Firm, PC
2002
Anthony C. Hayes
2003
Jan M. Baker
Moss & Reed, PA
2004
Stuart M. Andrews Jr.
Robert K. Whitney

2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

The Benjamin Law Firm, LLC
Jeffery P. Bloom
Jonathan S. Altman
Stephanie E. Lewis
D. Peters Wilborn Jr.
Ellis, Lawhorne & Sims, PA
Philip A. Middleton
Kristen E. Horne
Keri A. Olivetti
Christopher Genovese
Alex Paterra
Bradford T. Cunningham
Louis T. “Tom” Runge
Sowell Gray Stepp & Laffitte, LLC
Jason Scott Luck
Sharon Young Ward
John E. Robinson
Tina Marie Cundari
Laura Johnson Evans
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Ellen Hines Smith Legal Services Lawyer of the Year Award
The Ellen Hines Smith Legal Services Lawyer of the Year Award is named in memory of
Ellen Hines Smith of Spartanburg. Ellen was the founding director of Piedmont Legal Services.
She served as a member of Spartanburg City Council and a municipal court judge. Her entire
legal career was devoted to the creation and provision of legal services to the citizens of South
Carolina. Her commitment and leadership were recognized both in South Carolina and across
the nation. The award is presented to recognize a lawyer who has demonstrated commitment to
the development and delivery of quality legal services to the poor in South Carolina through
the legal services program.
The Ellen Hines Smith Award was established in 1989, and is given to a South Carolina Bar
member who is employed as an LSC grantee program lawyer who has demonstrated long-term
commitment to legal services and who has personally done significant work in extending legal
services to the poor.

Previous Award Recipients
1989 – Martha B. Dicus

2003 – Frank Cannon

1990 – Thomas L. Bruce

2004 – Willie B. Heyward

1991 – Johnny Simpson

2005 – Lynn Snowber-Marini

1992 – Harold F. Daniels

2007 - Marcia Powell-Shew

1993 – Andrea E. Loney

2009 – Maureen White

1994 – Mozella Nicholson

2010 – Susan J. Firimonte

1995 – Thomas A. Trent

2011 – Jack E. Cohoon

1996 – Susan A. Cross

2012 – Kirby Mitchell

1997 – Angela M. Myers

2013 – Kimberly Shelton

1998 – Ethel E. Weinberg

2014 – Kimaka Nichols-Graham

1999 – Nancy M. Butler

2015 – Susan P. Ingles

2000 – Byron A. Reid
2001 – Lynn P. Wagner
2002 – Eddie McDonnell
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YOUNG LAWYER OF THE YEAR AWARD

Each year, the Young Lawyers Division awards "The Young Lawyer of the Year” Award to
recognize a young lawyer for his or her contribution(s) to the community and/or the legal
profession. The nominee for the Award must be a member of the Young Lawyers Division,
but he or she may neither be a current member of the Division's Executive Council or a
Division Committee Chairperson nor have been a member or chairperson within the previous
calendar year.
The Award will be based upon the nominees' demonstrated:
(1) Services to the legal profession and/or
(2) Services to his or her community.
Past award winners are listed below:
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000

Merl F. Code
Linda A. Grice
William C. Hubbard
Kenneth E. Young
Deborah K. Neese
D. Michael Kelly
Charles B. Simmons Jr.
Martha McElveen Horne
David E. Belton
Jacqueline D. Belton
Charles Bradley Hutto
Issac McDuffie Stone III
Susan E. Ziel
Susan E. Berkowitz
Kim S. Aydlette
David G. Guyton
(Not awarded)
James E. Smith Jr.
Hervery B.O. Young

2001 Stephen K. Benjamin
Marie-Louise Ramsdale
2002 Kimaka Nichols
2003 Eric M. Johnsen
2004 Tally Parham
2005 J. Todd Rutherford
2006 Jennifer W. Rubin
2007 Tina N. Herbert
2008 Genevieve N. Waller
2009 Michelle Dhunjishah
2010 William Reamer Johnson
2011 Amy Landers May
2012 Jennifer Ashburn
2013 I. Ryan Neville
2014 Allison P. Sullivan
2015 Elizabeth “Beth” J. Palmer &
Rebecca A. Roser
2016 D. Nichole Davis
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LRE Lawyer of the Year

Award Criteria:
The award criteria for such a prestigious honor is for a member of the SC Bar who has
- fostered public understanding of the values or our legal and judicial system;
- stimulated a deeper sense of individual responsibility by helping students recognize
their legal duties and rights;
- encouraged and supported effective LRE programs; and
- increased communication among students, educators, and those working in the legal
system.
Past Recipients:
2000 Stephen Cox
2001 R. Markley Dennis Jr.
2002 Harold C. Staley Jr.
2003 The Hon. Jack A. Landis
2004 Donna M. McQueen
2005 John DeLoache
2006 Barbara Seymour
2007 Elizabeth “Babs” Warner
2008 Holly Huggins Wall
2009 Daniel Hunt
2010 Walter Dusky
2011 The Hon. John M. Rucker
2012 Gene P. Vaught, III
2013 Blair Ballard Massey
2014 George W. Branstiter, II
2015 Thomas McRoy “Roy” Shelley III
2016 Garrett B. Johnson
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There are no written materials for this item.
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The G. Dewey Oxner Jr. Mentor of the Year Award

In November 2013, the Supreme Court of South Carolina’s Chief Justice’s Commission on the
Profession established the G. Dewey Oxner Jr. Mentor of the Year Award. This award is
presented annually to an individual who has performed exemplary service and demonstrated
professional excellence as a mentor to a new lawyer participating in the Supreme Court’s
Lawyer Mentoring Program, which is administered by the Bar. The program connects new
lawyers, who have recently been admitted to the practice of law, with experienced lawyers for
a year-long mentorship.
Past award winners are listed below:
2014:
The Honorable Casey L. Manning
Elizabeth Scott Moise
Richard B. Ness
John S. Nichols
Alice F. Paylor
2015:
Rebecca Poston Creel
Tony Dessausure
Jamie B. Hood
Candy M. Kern-Fuller
Joe W. Underwood
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Materials for this item will be emailed separately.

9

Memorandum
To:
SC Bar House of Delegates
From: Kirsten Small, Chairperson
Professional Responsibility Committee
Re:
Court-Regulated Forms
Attached please find a proposal from the Professional Responsibility Committee.
This proposal was initially presented by House member Leeds Barroll. Pursuant to vote of
the House, the item was sent to the Committee for additional study and review.

Attachment

RESOLUTION ON COURT-CENTERED REGULATION OF LEGAL SERVICES
WHEREAS, regulation of the practice of law in South Carolina has historically been within the
province of the Supreme Court of South Carolina,
WHEREAS, S.C. Code 40-5-10 recognizes the inherent power of the Supreme Court to regulate the
practice of law,
WHEREAS, S.C. Code 40-5-20 recognizes that the Supreme Court is empowered to promulgate
rules and regulations concerning the practice of law,
WHEREAS, in January 2015 the South Carolina Bar Board of Governors adopted a resolution
drafted by the American Bar Association which called upon state supreme courts to regulate the
delivery of legal services,
WHEREAS, the Conference of Chief Justices has adopted a similar position calling on state
supreme courts to regulate the delivery of legal services,
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the South Carolina Bar adopts the principle that
the delivery of legal services to persons and entities must be conducted under the auspices of
lawyers (“licensed” or “authorized” or “regulated”) by the Supreme Court,
AND BE IT RESOLVED, that the Bar asks the Supreme Court to adopt a rule which will regulate
the delivery of legal services by persons and entities providing forms by paper or electronic
means, the proposed form of which is attached.

Attachment 1
Rule 4XX, SCACR
Delivery of Legal Services by Paper or Electronic Forms
A. Any legal form available to the public for self-completion or completion with assistance of a
scrivener must be prepared or approved by a lawyer authorized to practice law by the Supreme
Court of South Carolina.
B. The identity of the lawyer who prepared or approved the form and the date of the last review
must be made available within seven days to any person who requests the information or must
be published with the form.
C. Any legal form available to the public for self-completion or completion with the assistance of a
scrivener must be accompanied by language that the form is not a substitute for legal advice by a
licensed lawyer.
D. No person or entity that provides a legal form may disclaim any warranty or disclaim or limit its
liability as to the consequences of use of the form, to the same extent that a lawyer may not
prospectively limit liability to a client for malpractice.
E. No person or entity that provides a legal form may restrict a resident of South Carolina from
seeking restitution for damages in South Carolina.
F. Any person or entity that fails to comply with the provisions of this rule shall be subject to an
order forbidding the further publication and distribution of any legal form.
G. Nothing in the Rule shall affect the applicability of Rule 5.5 of Rule 407 of the South Carolina
Rules of Professional Conduct.
H. The requirements of this Rule shall not apply to any form created by a state statute, a state
agency, or a court.

10

TO:

South Carolina Bar House of Delegates

FROM:

Practice and Procedure Committee

DATE:

March 20, 2017

RE:

Request to Amend Rule 13(a), SCRCrimp

The Practice and Procedure Committee recommends that Rule 13(a), SCRCrimP, be amended to allow
attorneys to sign subpoenas in criminal cases. Rule 45(a)(3), SCRCP, provides for attorneys to sign
subpoenas in civil cases but under the current criminal rule, an attorney must get a blank, signed
subpoena from the clerk of court. The proposed change would streamline the process.
13(a) Issuance of Subpoenas. Upon the request of any party, the clerk of court shall issue subpoenas or
subpoenas duces tecum for any person or persons to attend as witnesses in any cause or matter in the
General Sessions Court. The subpoena shall state the name of the court, the title of the action, and shall
command each person to whom it is directed to attend and give testimony, or otherwise produce
documentary evidence at time and place therein specified. The subpoena shall also set forth the name
of the party requesting the appearance of such witness and the name of counsel for the party, if any. An
attorney as officer of the court may also issue and sign a subpoena on behalf of a court in which the
attorney is authorized to practice.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

House of Delegates

FROM:

Elder Law Committee

RE:

House Bill 4013: Health care decisions for adults unable to consent
Sponsor: G. Murrell Smith, Jr.
Summary: To amend Section 44-66-30, as amended, code of laws of South
Carolina, 1976, relating to persons who may make health care decisions for adults
unable to consent, so as to add a person given the authority to make those health
care decisions pursuant to another statutory provision; and to amend Sections 4426-40, 44-26-50, and 44-26-60, all as amended, all relating to rights of clients of
the South Carolina Department of Disabilities and Special Needs, so as to make
conforming changes.
Bill Progress: 3/21/17 Introduced and referred to Committee on Judiciary

MATERIALS:

H.4013 (pages 3-4)
Greenville Online article: Advocates concerned over DDSN bill (pages 5-7)
Directive 535-07-DD, Department of Disabilities and Special Needs (pages 8-18)

The Elder Law Committee requests that the House of Delegates take an official position of
opposition to H.4013.
In 2016, the Adult Health Care Consent Act (AHCCA) was amended. The AHCCA governs how
health care decisions are to be made when an adult patient is unable to consent. Prior to the 2016
amendment, the AHCCA contained a provision that authorized “[a] person given authority to
make health care decisions … by another statutory provision” (priority 8) to consent or withhold
consent for health care under the Act. The Department of Disabilities and Special Needs (DDSN)
took the position that priority 8 gave the Director, or her designee, the authority to make health
care decisions for individuals in DDSN’s care, if no one with higher priority was available to
make those decisions. See Directive 535-07-DD. The 2016 amendment removed priority 8. The
statutory provision that authorized DDSN to make health care decisions was not amended in
2016; H. 4013 does not include a provision to fix the inconsistency either. S.C. Code § 44-26-50.
H. 4013, if enacted, would not only restore DDSN’s previous authority to make health care
decisions for patients in the care of DDSN, but it would increase DDSN’s priority under the
AHCCA. The bill would give DDSN priority ahead of parents, spouses, and other family
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members to make health care decisions for a patient unable to consent, a major change from the
previous law.
This change could potentially cause a significant increase on the demand on the guardianship
system. For example, a family member of a patient in a DDSN facility who is currently making
health care decisions pursuant to the AHCCA would no longer have priority to make decisions,
and would most likely need to obtain a guardianship in order to stop DDSN from having the
authority to make health care decisions for their family member.
We appreciate your consideration and continued support of the Elder Law Committee.

2

A BILL
TO AMEND SECTION 44-66-30, AS AMENDED, CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH
CAROLINA, 1976, RELATING TO PERSONS WHO MAY MAKE HEALTH CARE
DECISIONS FOR ADULTS UNABLE TO CONSENT, SO AS TO ADD A PERSON GIVEN
THE AUTHORITY TO MAKE THOSE HEALTH CARE DECISIONS PURSUANT TO
ANOTHER STATUTORY PROVISION; AND TO AMEND SECTIONS 44-26-40, 44-26-50,
AND 44-26-60, ALL AS AMENDED, ALL RELATING TO RIGHTS OF CLIENTS OF THE
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF DISABILITIES AND SPECIAL NEEDS, SO AS TO
MAKE CONFORMING CHANGES.
Be it enacted by the General Assembly of the State of South Carolina:
SECTION 1. Section 44-66-30(A) of the 1976 Code, as last amended by Act 226 of 2016, is
further amended to read:
"(A) Where a patient is unable to consent, decisions concerning his health care may be made
by the following persons in the following order of priority:
(1) a guardian appointed by the court pursuant to Article 5, Part 3 of the South Carolina
Probate Code, if the decision is within the scope of the guardianship;
(2) an attorney-in-fact appointed by the patient in a durable power of attorney executed
pursuant to Section 62-5-501, if the decision is within the scope of his authority;
(3) a person given authority to make health care decisions for the patient by another statutory
provision;
(4) a person given priority to make health care decisions for the patient by another statutory
provision;
(4)(5) a spouse of the patient unless the spouse and the patient are separated pursuant to one of
the following:
(a) entry of a pendente lite order in a divorce or separate maintenance action;
(b) formal signing of a written property or marital settlement agreement; or
(c) entry of a permanent order of separate maintenance and support or of a permanent order
approving a property or marital settlement agreement between the parties;
(5)(6) an adult child of the patient, or if the patient has more than one adult child, a majority of
the adult children who are reasonably available for consultation;
(6)(7)

a parent of the patient;
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(7)(8) an adult sibling of the patient, or if the patient has more than one adult sibling, a
majority of the adult siblings who are reasonably available for consultation;
(8)(9) a grandparent of the patient, or if the patient has more than one grandparent, a majority
of the grandparents who are reasonably available for consultation;
(9)(10) any other adult relative by blood or marriage who reasonably is believed by the health
care professional to have a close personal relationship with the patient, or if the patient has more
than one other adult relative, a majority of those other adult relatives who are reasonably
available for consultation."
SECTION 2. Section 44-26-40 of the 1976 Code, as last amended by Act 47 of 2011, is
further amended to read:
"Section 44-26-40.
If a client resides in a facility operated by or contracted to by the
department, the determination of that client's competency to consent to or refuse major medical
treatment must be made pursuant to Section 44-66-20(6) of the Adult Health Care Consent Act.
The department shall abide by the decision of a client found competent to consent."
SECTION 3. Section 44-26-50 of the 1976 Code, as last amended by Act 47 of 2011, is
further amended to read:
"Section 44-26-50. If the client is found incompetent to consent to or refuse major medical
treatment, the decisions concerning his health care must be made pursuant to Section 44-66-30
of the Adult Health Care Consent Act. An authorized designee of the department may make a
health care decision pursuant to Section 44-66-30(8)(3) of the Adult Health Care Consent Act.
The person making the decision must be informed of the need for major medical treatment,
alternative treatments, and the nature and implications of the proposed health care and shall
consult the attending physician before making decisions. When feasible, the person making the
decision shall observe or consult with the client found to be incompetent."
SECTION 4. Section 44-26-60(C) of the 1976 Code, as last amended by Act 47 of 2011, is
further amended to read:
"(C) Priority under this section must not be given to a person if a health care provider,
responsible for the care of a client who is unable to consent, determines that the person is not
reasonably available, is not willing to make health care decisions for the client, or is unable to
consent as defined in Section 44-66-20(6)(8) of the Adult Health Care Consent Act."
SECTION 5.

This act takes effect upon approval by the Governor.
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Advocates concerned over DDSN bill
Tim Smith , tcsmith@greenvillenews.com 11:11 a.m. ET
April 7, 2017
Buy Photo
(Photo: Tim Smith / Staff)
COLUMBIA – Advocates for the disabled are expressing
concerns about a bill that they say would grant the state’s
disabilities agency priority over family members in making health care decisions if the disabled
patient is unable to consent.
But the state Department of Disabilities and Special Needs says the bill is only correcting a
provision that was accidentally deleted last year and the bill is not seeking new authority.
At issue is an amendment to the Adult Health Care Consent Act that adds a single line in a list of
who can make health care decisions in the event a patient is unable to consent.
The bill would grant a “person given authority to make health care decisions for the patient by
another statutory provision” priority behind a legal guardian or attorney-in-fact appointed by the
patient but ahead of spouses and other family members to make health care decisions for a
patient unable to consent.
Sowing confusion about the issue is the fact that DDSN's current directive on consent lists the
agency as last in line in priority in cases where the patient is unable to consent.
"The only time a DDSN designee would make a health care decision would be in the capacity of
priority # 8," reads the directive, which a note states was last reviewed by the agency in 2014.
However, the Adult Health Care Consent Act, when it was passed in 1990, contained the
language at issue now.
DDSN oversees the care of thousands of people with intellectual disabilities, autism, brain and
spinal cord injuries in a network of regional centers, county disabilities agencies, and private
providers.
Lois Park Mole, a spokeswoman for DDSN, said the line at issue was dropped by mistake last
year.
"Last year it (the Adult Health Care Consent Act) was amended and in that process a portion of
the Act was inadvertently deleted," she said. "H. 4013 corrects that. DDSN is not requesting
any new change."
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Rep. Murrell Smith, a Sumter Republican who heads the budget subcommittee with oversight of
DDSN, who said he filed the bill at the request of DDSN, said he thinks the line was deleted last
year when the law was amended for hospitals because the line looks almost identical to another
line in the priority list.
The deletion and subsequent attempt to fix it has caused advocates to re-examine the law and the
priority list for who can make health care decisions.
Smith said the agency in practice attempts to contact family members for health care decisions
but needs an option when no family members can be found.
Advocates, however, say they do not believe lawmakers should grant the agency priority over
family members and that if no family members can be found, the agency should be asking the
probate court to appoint guardians.
Nancy McCormick, senior attorney with the group Protection and Advocacy For People With
Disabilities, Inc., said her group has concerns with the bill, which she said goes much further
than the agency's current directive which lists the agency at the bottom of a priority list.
"I think you should tell families to be aware this legislation is pending," she said. "P&A supports
increasing the role of processes like supported decision-making to enable individuals with
disabilities to participate as much as possible in making their own health care decisions. Families
should learn and ask to be taught about supported decision-making and other ways to support
individuals."
McCormick said the issue also raises questions of a potential conflict of interest.
"Having the authority (to make patient decisions) and the service provision in the same entity has
always raised some questions," she said.
Deborah McPherson, a former DDSN commissioner and advocate, has asked House Judiciary
Committee members and the DDSN Commission to look at the bill.
"I believe DDSN would have a conflict of interest in making health care decisions for persons
living in their facilities," she wrote to one lawmaker. "That is the purpose of the Adult Health
Care Consent Act, to authorize a parent or other close relative to make these decisions. When the
person having authority to make these decisions is not available or chooses not to act, then the
Probate Court should be contacted so that a Guardian Ad Litem can be appointed."
Too often, she alleged, "DDSN has simply skipped over the next of kin and either made
decisions without authorization of the person authorized by statute to act. Capacity must be
determined by a psychologist or physician, and staff at a group home or other facility are not
qualified to determine capacity. When there is any question about capacity, the opinion of the
Probate Court should be sought."
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Smith said the agency has a policy to designate individuals, including family members, to make
health care decisions.
"So they consult that individual prior to making those medical decisions. This Adult Health Care
Consent Act is when no one is available to make those decisions," he said. "While I understand
why people would say you've got the agency making decisions above spouses or above adult
children or adult relatives, generally when a person is placed in a regional center, it has someone
who is designated. This is for the time when you can't find somebody."
He said the real issue for DDSN is in the cases of judicial commitments, when family members
are not known.
"Then they don't have anyone with authority to make health care decisions," he said.
Asked about a potential conflict of interest in the agency making health care decisions, he said
somebody has to make a decision.
"I understand on the face of it the concern," he said. "But in reality, the Adult Health Care
Consent Act only comes into play if there is no one to provide consent. In emergency decisions,
doctors make the clinical decision. So this isn't the case of an emergency. This is the case of you
need to change medication or someone needs some elective surgery and we can't find any
individuals. I think this is more of a last resort option."
He said the agency could seek the appointment of a guardian in cases where family members are
not known or cannot be found "but that obviously is going to come with a cost."
McPherson said the vast number of people served by DDSN do not have legal guardians.
"The only way a parent would be protected is to go and get guardianship, if this bill goes
through," she said.
The bill has been assigned to the House Judiciary Committee but has not yet been taken up,
making its passage by the Legislature unlikely this year, the first year of a two-year legislative
session
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Memorandum
To:
House of Delegates
From: John Nichols, Chairperson
Limited Scope Task Force
Re:
Limited Scope Representation
Pursuant to a vote of the House at the January, 2016 meeting, the Bar petitioned the South
Carolina Supreme Court for rule changes regarding limited scope attorney/client
relationships. The Court responded to the Bar with a letter that outlined several concerns
regarding the proposal, including its “belt and suspenders” approach, the possible
confusion over notice, and the complexity of the included proposed forms, which would
likely be incompatible with the Court’s e-filing platforms.

Attached please find a re-crafted proposal, which offers a much simpler approach to the
issue of limited scope. The new draft does not propose new rules; instead, the proposal
adds a comment that a party remains obligated to work with the court and other parties if
that party elects to only have limited representation. A parallel Family Court rule is not
needed as Rule 5(e) and Rule 11, SCRCP already apply to Family Court proceedings.
Further, no court action is needed; there are simply filings with the clerk to set forth who
gets notice. Additionally, the proposed rule requires that the party must sign both the
initiation and termination forms. A lawyer who participates in a limited scope
arrangement could, under the new proposal, get the termination form signed prior to
representation for the necessary filing at the conclusion of the representation, which would
eliminate ongoing representation if a client disappeared.
A lawyer who a client engaged for “ghostwriting” of pleadings would be responsible for the
integrity of the filing in the same manner as the lawyer would if filing as attorney of
record. This could create some peril if the pro se party altered the document, but the
attorney could alleviate the risk by retaining a copy of the original document.
The action requested is adoption of the amended version for resubmission to the Court.

Attachment

RULE 407, SCACR
RULE 4.2: COMMUNICATION WITH PERSON REPRESENTED BY COUNSEL
In representing a client, a lawyer shall not communicate about the subject of the
representation with a person the lawyer knows to be represented by another lawyer in
the matter unless the lawyer has the consent of the other lawyer or is authorized to do
so by law or a court order.
Comment
[1] This Rule contributes to the proper functioning of the legal system by protecting a
person who has chosen to be represented by a lawyer in a matter against possible
overreaching by other lawyers who are participating in the matter, interference by those
lawyers with the client lawyer relationship and the uncounselled disclosure of
information relating to the representation.
[2] This Rule applies to communications with any person who is represented by counsel
concerning the matter to which the communication relates. A person to whom limited
scope representation is being provided in accordance with Rule 1.2(c) is considered to
be unrepresented unless the person, the person’s counsel or a clerk of court has
provided the lawyer with written notice of the limited scope representation.
...

RULE 4.3: DEALING WITH UNREPRESENTED PERSON
In dealing on behalf of a client with a person who is not represented by counsel, a
lawyer shall not state or imply that the lawyer is disinterested. When the lawyer knows
or reasonably should know that the unrepresented person misunderstands the lawyer's
role in the matter, the lawyer shall make reasonable efforts to correct the
misunderstanding. The lawyer shall not give legal advice to an unrepresented person,
other than the advice to secure counsel, if the lawyer knows or reasonably should know
that the interests of such a person are or have a reasonable possibility of being in
conflict with the interests of the client.
Comment
...
[3] A person to whom limited scope representation is being provided in accordance with
Rule 1.2(c) is considered to be unrepresented unless the person, the person’s counsel

or a clerk of court has provided the lawyer with written notice of the limited scope
representation.

SCRCP

RULE 5
SERVICE AND FILING OF PLEADINGS AND OTHER PAPERS
...
(f) Limited Scope Representation. When an attorney is providing representation for a
limited purpose in a matter, service shall be via the attorney only during the period from
the filing with the clerk of court of the initiation of limited service through the filing of the
completion of limited service.

RULE 11
SIGNING OF PLEADINGS; ATTORNEYS
...
(e) Limited Scope in Proceedings. When an attorney and client have agreed to limited
scope representation in a proceeding, the attorney shall file a court-approved limited
scope initiation form with the court and serve the same on all other parties of record.
The attorney shall file a limited scope completion form upon termination of the limited
scope representation.
(f) Limited Scope in Preparation of Documents. Pleadings, motions and other
documents prepared in whole or in part with the assistance of an attorney shall include
the notation “prepared with assistance of counsel” and shall state the attorney’s name,
address and telephone number. The inclusion of the attorney’s name constitutes a
certificate by him that he has read the pleading, motion or other paper; that to the best
of his knowledge, information and belief there is good ground to support it; and that it is
not interposed for delay.

PROPOSED COURT FORMS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF (County Name)

(Name of Plaintiff),
Plaintiff,
vs.
(Name of Defendant),
Defendant.
___________________________

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
(Number) JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
CASE NO: (Number)

LIMITED SCOPE
REPRESENTATION
INITIATION SHEET

(Attorney Name) hereby enters this Limited Scope Representation Initiation Sheet, pursuant to
Rule 11(e), SCRCP, and gives notice of the following to the court and to the parties:
1. The undersigned attorney and (Party Name) have entered into a written agreement,
whereby the undersigned attorney will provide limited scope representation as of the
filing of this form.
2. The undersigned attorney’s representation will cease once a Limited Scope
Representation Completion Sheet has been filed unless judgment in this matter has been
rendered before such a fling.
3. The party understands and acknowledges that the party must keep the court informed of any
changes in the party’s address for service of process and notices during such times as the
party is unrepresented by an attorney and the party has an obligation to be prepared for any
hearings or trials that are scheduled.

Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Party
____________________________________
Print Name

Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Attorney
____________________________________
Print Name

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

)
)
COUNTY OF (County Name)
)
)
)
(Name of Plaintiff),
)
)
Plaintiff,
)
)
vs.
)
)
(Name of Defendant),
)
)
Defendant.
)
___________________________________ )

IN THE FAMILY COURT
(Number) JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
CASE NO: (Number)

LIMITED SCOPE
REPRESENTATION
INITIATION SHEET

(Attorney Name) hereby enters this Limited Scope Representation Initiation Sheet, pursuant to
Rule 11(e), SCRCP, and gives notice of the following to the court and to the parties:
1. The undersigned attorney and (Party Name) have entered into a written agreement,
whereby the undersigned attorney will provide limited scope representation as of the
filing of this form.
2. The undersigned attorney’s representation will cease once a Limited Scope
Representation Completion Sheet has been filed unless judgment in this matter has been
rendered before such a fling.
3. The party understands and acknowledges that the party must keep the court informed of any
changes in the party’s address for service of process and notices during such times as the
party is unrepresented by an attorney and the party has an obligation to be prepared for any
hearings or trials that are scheduled.

Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Party
____________________________________
Print Name

Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Attorney
____________________________________
Print Name

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF (County Name)

(Name of Plaintiff),
Plaintiff,
vs.
(Name of Defendant),
Defendant.
___________________________

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
(Number) JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
CASE NO: (Number)

LIMITED SCOPE
REPRESENTATION
COMPLETION SHEET

(Attorney Name) hereby files this Limited Scope Representation Completion Sheet, pursuant to
Rule 11(e), SCRCP, and gives notice of the following to the court and to the parties:
1. The undersigned attorney has concluded the representation of (Party Name) under the
terms of a written agreement.
2. The undersigned attorney is no longer to receive notice. Notice is to be given to (Party
Name).
3. The undersigned attorney will forwarded a date stamped copy of this form to (Party Name).

Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Party
____________________________________
Print Name
Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Attorney
____________________________________
Print Name

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF (County Name)

(Name of Plaintiff),
Plaintiff,
vs.
(Name of Defendant),
Defendant.
___________________________

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

IN THE FAMILY COURT
(Number) JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
CASE NO: (Number)

LIMITED SCOPE
REPRESENTATION
COMPLETION SHEET

(Attorney Name) hereby files this Limited Scope Representation Completion Sheet, pursuant to
Rule 11(e), SCRCP, and gives notice of the following to the court and to the parties:
1. The undersigned attorney has concluded the representation of (Party Name) under the
terms of a written agreement.
2. The undersigned attorney is no longer to receive notice. Notice is to be given to (Party
Name).
3. The undersigned attorney will forwarded a date stamped copy of this form to (Party Name).

Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Party
____________________________________
Print Name
Dated: _____________
____________________________________
Signature of Attorney
____________________________________
Print Name
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There are no written materials for this item.

