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CHIEF JUSTICE PLEICONES: We agreed to hear this constitutional challenge
to 2007 Act No. 114, 8 6, which provides the authority to appoint the Secretary of
Transportation devolves upon the Department of Transportation Commission
under certain circumstances. After careful consideration of the briefs, and after
oral argument, we find no merit to petitioners' challenge and therefore decline to
issue the declaratory relief they seek.

RELIEF DENIED.

BEATTY, KITTREDGE and HEARN, JJ., concur. FEW, J., dissenting in a
separate opinion.



JUSTICE FEW: For the reasons explained in my dissenting opinion in S.C. Pub.
Interest Found. v. Lucas, Op. No. 27638 (S.C. Sup. Ct. filed May 18, 2016)
(Shearouse Adv. Sh. No. 20 at 30), | would dismiss this petition as not of sufficient
public interest to justify the Court hearing it in our original jurisdiction. See Key v.
Currie, 305 S.C. 115, 116, 406 S.E.2d 356, 357 (1991) ("Only when there is an
extraordinary reason such as a question of significant public interest or an
emergency will this Court exercise its original jurisdiction.").



