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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities:



1. As to whether the family court erred in holding Hicks in contempt: DiMarco v.
DiMarco, 393 S.C. 604, 607, 713 S.E.2d 631, 633 (2011) ("A finding of contempt
rests within the sound discretion of the [family court]."); Abate v. Abate, 377 S.C.
548, 552, 660 S.E.2d 515, 518 (Ct. App. 2008) ("An appellate court should reverse
a decision regarding contempt only if it is without evidentiary support or the
[family court] has abused [its] discretion."); Woodside v. Woodside, 290 S.C. 366,
379, 350 S.E.2d. 407, 415 (Ct. App. 1986) (holding a person is in contempt when
he or she willfully disobeys a court order); Bartlett v. Rachels, 375 S.C. 348, 352,
652 S.E.2d 432, 435 (Ct. App. 2007) ("For purposes of contempt, an act is willful
if done voluntarily and intentionally with the specific intent to do something the
law forbids, or with the specific intent to fail to do something the law requires to be
done; that is to say, with bad purpose either to disobey or disregard the law."
(internal quotations omitted)).

2. As to Hicks's remaining issues: Wilder Corp. v. Wilke, 330 S.C. 71, 76, 497
S.E.2d 731, 733 (1998) ("It is axiomatic that an issue cannot be raised for the first
time on appeal, but must have been raised to and ruled upon by the [family court]
to be preserved for appellate review.").

AFFIRMED.!

FEW, C.J., and WILLIAMS and PIEPER, JJ., concur.

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



