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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA } IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF BEAUFORT ) CASE NO.: 2008-CP-07-3145

STEVEN AND JEANEEN TUCKER )

CHARLES AND STEPHANIE )

DAVIS, TIMOTHY AND JANIE )

P. TREON, P. JENNINGS SCEARCE )

and JOHN DOE and JANE DOE )

individually and on behalf of others )

similarly situated in the State of ) B =

South Carolina, ) QZt =
) e B

Plaintiffs, ) A

) R o
) gin =

V. ) S
) o 5

LEATH, BOUCHE & CRAWFORD, LLP, ) (20

~ -'W. JEFFERSON LEATH, JR,, WILLIAM )

DIXON ROBERTSON;1il, MICHAEL )

S. SEEKINGS, FRANK E. )y

GRIMBALL & MULLEN WYLIE, LLC )i &

formerly, MULLEN, WYLIE & e N
SEEKINGS, LLC, JOHN CARDAMONE ) o
and his wife SALLY CARDAMONE,, ", ). -~
BENJAMIN T. CLARK and his \vtfe .
DIANE M. CLARK, RAMONA GI&}INI £)

NATHAN W, GORDON, Pl )
Defendants. )
)
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) TN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT ) CASE NO.: 2008-CP-07-0774

TIMOTHY TREON and P. JENNINGS
SCEARCE, individually and on behalf of
others similarly situated in the State of
South Carolina,

Plaintiffs,

Yt N Nt St N’ S ot s “usr?

EXHIBIT
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DRYVIT SYSTEMS, INC.; JOHN
CARDAMONE and his wife, SALLY
CARDAMONE; BENJAMIN T. CLARK
and his wife, DIANE M. CLARK;
RAMONA GIANNI; NATHAN W.

GORDON; and JOHN DOE AND MARY
ROE,

Defendants.

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS®
MOTION CONSIDER, ALTER OR AMEND
PURSUA SCRP RULES 59(e) AND 60

This matter came on the motion of Plaintiffs’ counsel 1o reconsider, alter, or amend this
A

=
Court’s Order filed on February 2, 2010, which iaqualified Plaintiffs” present counsel from

representing the Plaintiffs in this case. A dg&y%}iced h;.aring on the motion to reconsider was
held on March 4, 2010, and counsel for %llﬁs'm%céaltendeq the hearing in person or by telephone.
| The issues raised by Plai’n?tljgs%:: :el (“Counsel") in support of their motion to
reconsider are virtually the same a§~ hose : "'ﬁenled_at the hearing on the disqualification motion,
and this Court’s disqualification Order was issued only after careful consideration of al_l such
issues. Accordingly, Plaintiffs’ motion to reconsider their disqualification is DENIED.
The last sentence in the Order states: “Moreover, Counsel is prohibited from confernng
or sharing any information with newly hired counsel, lest the conflict be imputed to them.” At

the hearing Plaintiffs counsel requested clarification of that sentence in order to provide them

guidance in connection with their transfer of this file to new counsel for the Plaintiffs. A client's

file belongs to the client and should be retumed at the client's request. [n re Matter of Haddock,

283 S.C. 116, 117, 321 S.E.2d 601, 601 (1984). Accordingly, the last sentence of the Order is

hereby expanded and clarified to read as follows:
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“Moreaver, Counsel is prohibited from conferring or sharing any information
with newly hired counsel, lest the conflict be imputed to them.” This Order does
not prohibit Counsel from returning the file to their clients, or prohibit Counsel
from providing newly hired counsel with non-confidential information regarding
the status of this case, such as the date of any scheduled matters or the due dales
for any outstanding discovery. Newly hired counsel shall have the right to move
this Court to allow newly hired counsel to receive additional information from
Counsel if newly hired counsel deems the receipt of such information necessary
for newly hired counsel to protect the client’s interests in this case.”

IT IS SO ORDERED!

Marvin H. Dukes, I
Presiding Judge
Fourteenth Judicial Circuit

March _Ih 2010 - ‘%mm‘ ~ 7

Beaufort, South Carolina
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