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PER CURIAM: Dameon Myers appeals the circuit court's order denying his writ
of error coram nobis and a demand for dismissal for failure to state the proper
jurisdiction and venue. On appeal, Myers argues the circuit court (1) did not
possess judicial power, (2) made a substantive error in denying Loushanda Myers



the opportunity to present her petition, (3) acted in excess of its jurisdiction, (4) did
not possess lawful and proper jurisdiction to enter a judgment and conviction
against him, and (5) cannot decide matters of the United States Constitution.

Initially, we find South Carolina no longer recognizes the writ of error coram
nobis. See Rule 60, SCRCP ("Writs of coram nobis, coram vobis, audita querela,
and bills of review and bills in the nature of a bill of review, are abolished, and the
procedure for obtaining any relief from a judgment shall be by motion as
prescribed in these rules or by an independent action."). Further, although the
circuit court does have jurisdiction to consider timely post-trial motions, such
motions must be made within ten days of the sentence. Here, even if Myers's writ
is construed as a Rule 29(a), SCRCP, motion, it was untimely. See Rule 29(a),
SCRCP ("Except for motions for new trials based on after-discovered evidence,
post-trial motions shall be made within ten (10) days after the imposition of the
sentence.”). Accordingly, the circuit court's order is

AFFIRMED.!

WILLIAMS and KONDUROS, JJ., and LEE, A.J., concur.

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



