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PER CURIAM: La'Rissa Tidwell was injured in an automobile accident
while a passenger in the at-fault driver's vehicle. She recovered the liability limits
of the at-fault driver's insurance policy, but the insurer, Omni Insurance Group,
denied her benefits under the policy's underinsured motorist (UIM) coverage.
Omni brought a declaratory judgment action against Tidwell, asserting a policy
provision barred Tidwell, as an insured passenger, from recovering under both the
liability and UIM coverage. Tidwell's UIM insurer, Bristol West Insurance
Company, intervened. The circuit court granted summary judgment in favor of
Tidwell and Bristol, and Omni appealed.

We affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b)(1), SCACR, and the following
authorities:

1. Reformation: Garris v. Cincinnati Ins. Co., 280 S.C. 149, 153, 311 S.E.2d
723, 726 (1984) ("Underinsured motorist coverage is controlled by and
subject to our underinsured motorist act, and any insurance policy
provisions inconsistent therewith are void, and the relevant statutory
provisions prevail as if embodied in the policy."); Sloan Constr. Co., Inc. v.
Central Nat. Ins. Co. of Omaha, 269 S.C. 183, 185, 236 S.E.2d 818, 819
(1977) ("Courts must enforce, not write, contracts of insurance, . . . ."); Kay
v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 349 S.C. 446, 449-50, 562 S.E.2d 676,
678 (Ct. App. 2002) (holding that where a policy provision is invalid, the
court could not rewrite the policy but must strike the void language and
apply the statutory language as controlling).

2. Two-Issue Rule: Jones v. Lott, 387 S.C. 339, 346, 692 S.E.2d 900, 903
(2010) ("Under the two issue rule, where a decision is based on more than
one ground, the appellate court will affirm unless the appellant appeals all
grounds because the unappealed ground will become the law of the case.").

AFFIRMED.

TOAL, C.J., PLEICONES, BEATTY, KITTREDGE and HEARN, JJ.,
concur.



