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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF GREENWOOD

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2024-CP-24-00214
CAREY HOLTZCLAW AND PIEDMONT TECHNICAL COLLEGE,
HOLTZCLAW LAWN SERVICE, LLC WILLIAM CRAIG MAYO, BIRAN

MCKENNA, STATE FISCAL
ACCOUNTABILITY AUTHORITY

PLAINTIFE(S) DEFENDANT(S)

Submitted by: COURT or
[] self-Represented Litigant

Attorney for : [] Plaintiff ] Defendant

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.

The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. [_] See Page 2 for additional information.
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [X] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; [] Rule 41(a),

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [] Other

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [_] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [] Bankruptcy;

[] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify

arbitration award; [_] Other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
[C] Affirmed; [] Reversed; [_] Remanded; [_] Other

O X O O

Ood

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [] See attached order (formal order attached) [X] Statement of Judgment by
the Court:

THIS MATTER CAME BEFORE THE COURT on June 4, 2024 in a virtual hearing
on Defendants’ motion to dismiss and, alternatively, motion for judgment on the pleadings.
Plaintiff was represented by Jamison Tinsley. Defendants were represented by James Logan,
Michael Montgomery, and Ralph Smiley. After reviewing the motions and reflected on the
arguments presented at the hearing, the Court grants the motion to dismiss.

This case arises out of a contract between Plaintiff and the State regarding lawn and
parking lot maintenance at Piedmont Tech’s campuses. After Tech terminated the contract due to
what was essentially characterized as Plaintiff’s insufficient performance, Plaintiff filed suit for
breach of contract, defamation, and civil conspiracy.

SC Code §11-35-4230(1) provides that the Procurement Code is the exclusive means of
resolving controversies between the State and a contractor or subcontractor that “arise under or
by virtue of a contract.” Plaintiff’s remedy is pursuant to the Procurement Code procedure.
Plaintiff’s breach of contract claim naturally falls within the exclusivity provision of the
Procurement Code. As to Plaintiff’s claims for defamation and civil conspiracy, both of these
claims arise under the contract between Plaintiff and Defendants because Plaintiff claims that
Defendants’ alleged defamatory statements caused Defendants to terminate the contract with
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Plaintiff. Similarly, Plaintiff’s claim that Defendants conspired to terminate the contract at issue
also falls within the Procurement Code.

Put simply, the exclusivity provision of the Procurement Code is not merely limited to
breach of contract claims, but extends to any claim arising under the contract between the State
and the contractor. Unisys Corp. v. South Carolina Budget and Control Bd. Div. of Information
Technology Management Office, et. al., 346 S.C. 158, 273 (2001); SC Code Ann. §11-35-
4230(1). Because the genesis of all Plaintiff’s claims arose out of the same contract, all claims
fall within the exclusivity provision of the Procurement Code.

Accordingly, established precedent dictates that this Court grant Defendants’ motion to
dismiss pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6).

ORDER INFORMATION
This order [X] ends [] does not end the case.
Additional Information for the Clerk :

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX
Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount
should be enrolled. If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be
(List name(s) below) (List name(s) below) Enrolled
(List amount(s) below)
$
$
$

If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest
or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the clerk.
Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details.

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will electronically sign this form using a separate electronic signature page.

s/ Frank R. Addy, Jr. 2159 July 2, 2024

Circuit Court Judge Judge Code Date

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of 5 20 and a copy mailed first class or

placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this day of ; 20 to attorneys of record or
to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

Jamison Tinsley, Esq. James Logan, Esq.

Michael Montgomery, Esq.
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Ralph Smiley, Esq.

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT

Court Reporter: Tara Scott

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File
Stamp and the clerk's entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy
of the judgement to parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017) Page 3 of 2

¥1200v2d2¥20Z#3SVD - SYIT1d NOWWOD - AOOMNIIHO - WV 9€-L L €0 INF 202 - A31d ATTVOINOHLO3 T3



Greenwood Common Pleas

Case Capticn: Carey Holtzclaw , plaintiff, et al VS Piedmont Technical College ,
defendant, et al
Case Number: 2024CP2400214

Type: Order/Form 4

So Ordered

S/ Frank R. Addy, Jr.

Electronically signed on 2024-07-02 16:27:08 page 4 of 4
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