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Dear Clerk,

Please find attached the following documents for filing in the above-referenced appeal:
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LETTER TO THE APPELLATE COURT 
CLERK FILING MOTION TO AMEND BRIEEF 


OF APPELLANT


December 20, 2025 


Clerk of the Court 
South Carolina Court of Appeals
1220 Senate Street, Suite 200 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201


RE: Hicham Hamzaoui, Appellant,          v. R.E. Green Construction, LLC and   
Ruger E. Green, Respondents.  Appellate Case No.: 2025-002131


Dear Clerk:


Please note that Appellant has filed the enclosed Motion to Amend Brief 
of Appellant in compliance with the Clerk’s correspondence requesting a motion 
in order to include the arguments contained in Appellant’s Initial Brief.


Enclosed for filing is a notice of appeal in the above case. Also enclosed 
are the following:


(1) Motion to Amend Brief of Appellant, to include the arguments;


(2) Designation of Matter to Be Included in the Record on Appeal; 


(3) Statement of the Evidence or Proceedings; and


(4) A filing fee of $50 Mailed via United States Postal Service on 12/20/25. 


Please accept these documents for filing and inclusion in the amended appellate 
record. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.


cc: E.W. Bennett, Jr.
Post Office Box 693
Walterboro, South Carolina 
29488-0693
 (843) 549-9225
Attorney for Respondents


Sincerely, 


/s/ 
Hicham Hamzaoui
Appellant Pro Se 
10705 Tatum Ct.
Largo, MD 20774
 (202) 905-535
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL 


1. WHETHER THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN ENFORCING A CONSTRUCTION 
CONTRACT WHERE THE RESPONDENTS WERE NOT PROPERLY LICENSED 
UNDER S.C. CODE V§ 40-11-30(A) TO PERFORM RESIDENTIAL 
STRUCTURAL ADDITIONS. 


  
2. WHEATHER THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN DENYING APPELLANG’S 


RECOVERY OF $12,982.20 FOR UNFINISHED FRAMEWORK AND WORK PAID 
TO SUBCONTRACTOR 


 
3. WHETHER THE TRIAL COURT ERRED BY FAILING TO CONSIDER THE 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATUTORY CLARIFICATION SUBMITTED AT THE 
SPECIAL REFEREE’S REQUEST PRIOR TO ISSUING THE FINAL ORDER. 


 
 
 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 


This appeal arises from a residential construction project involving an addition to 
Appellant’s home located at 1 Royal Pines Blvd., Beaufort, South Carolina 29907. Appellant 
contracted with R.E. Green Construction, LLC to perform work on a home addition. 
 
            Appellant contends that Respondents were not properly licensed under South Carolina law 
to perform residential structural additions, specifically under S.C. Code § 40-11-30(A), and that the 
contract is therefore unenforceable. Appellant further contends that he paid $12,982.20 for 
framework work that was partially completed and seeks recovery of those funds. 
             
            A bench trial was held before Special Referee Jeffrey M. Butler in the Beaufort County 
Court of Common Pleas on April 24, 2025. Appellant appeared pro se. Respondents appeared 
through counsel, E.W. Bennett, Jr. 
 
            On August 11, 2025, the Special Referee issued a Final Order for Judgment in favor of 
Respondents, including a counterclaim award of $16,667.00. A Form 4 Judgment in a Civil Case 
was filed on October 3, 2025. No court reporter was present, and no transcript exists. 
 
            Appellant timely filed a Notice of Appeal and has submitted a Statement of the Evidence or 
Proceedings pursuant to Rule 210(h), SCACR, in lieu of a transcript. This Amended Appellant’s 


Initial Brief is submitted in compliance with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules and the 
Court’s deficiency notice dated November 25, 2025. 
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STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 
1. Statutory Interpretation - De Novo Review 
Statutory interpretation is a question of law, reviewed de novo. The appellate court owes no 
deference to the trial court’s interpretation of statutes, including those governing contractor 


licensing such as S.C. Code § 40-11-30(A). 
South Carolina Supporting Cases: 
 


• CFRE, LLC v. Greenville Cnty. Assessor, 395 S.C. 67, 716 S.E.2d 877 (2011) 
(interpretation of a statute is a question of law reviewed de novo). 


• Town of Summerville v. City of North Charleston, 378 S.C. 107, 662 S.E.2d 40 (2008) 
(appellate courts review statutory interpretation de novo). 


 
2. Factual Findings - Clearly Erroneous Standard 
Findings of fact by a Special Referee in a non-jury civil trial will not be overturned unless clearly 
erroneous or unsupported by any evidence. This standard applies to the Referee’s finding denying 


Appellant’s recovery of the $12,982.20 paid for unfinished framing work. 
South Carolina Supporting Cases: 
 


• Temple v. Tec-Fab, Inc., 381 S.C. 597, 675 S.E.2d 414 (2009) (factual findings will not be 
disturbed unless clearly erroneous). 


• Weatherford v. Price, 394 S.C. 398, 715 S.E.2d 387 (2011) (appellate court affirms factual 
findings unless left with a firm conviction a mistake has been made). 


 
3. Procedural and Evidentiary Rulings - Abuse of Discretion 
Procedural rulings and evidentiary decisions are reviewed for abuse of discretion. An abuse of 
discretion occurs when a ruling is based on an error of law or is unsupported by evidence. The 
Special Referee’s failure to consider Appellant’s supplemental statutory clarification, requested by 


the Referee himself, constitutes procedural error subject to this standard. 
South Carolina Supporting Cases: 
 


• Fields v. Regional Med. Ctr. Orangeburg, 363 S.C. 19, 609 S.E.2d 506 (2005) (abuse of 
discretion occurs when ruling is based on error of law or unsupported by evidence). 


• Sims v. Hall, 357 S.C. 288, 593 S.E.2d 486 (Ct. App. 2004) (procedural decisions reviewed 
for abuse of discretion). 


 
FACTS 


 
The underlying dispute concerns a home addition and structural framing project at 


Appellant’s mother-in-law's residence, 1 Royal Pines Blvd., Beaufort, South Carolina. 
 


Appellant entered into an agreement with R.E. Green Construction, LLC to construct an 
addition to the home. Appellant later discovered that Respondents were licensed under Business 
License Type 238990 (NAICS Code 238990 – All Other Specialty Trade Contractors), which 
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Appellant contends does not authorize residential additions or structural framing work required for 
the project. 
 


Appellant paid a total of $12,982.20 for framework work that wasn't performed by 
Respondents from section 2 of Project Details on the contract. Appellant contends that this 
framework work was never completed and that the funds were never properly resolved or refunded. 
 


At trial, Appellant testified regarding the licensing issue, the nature of the work performed, and 
the payments made, including the $12,982.20 for unfinished framework. Appellant presented 
documentary evidence, including: 
 


 The written agreement or contract between Appellant and R.E. Green Construction, LLC; 
 Documentation of Respondents’ business license classification; 
 Copies of checks and proof of payment; 
 Photographs of the unfinished addition and framework; and 
 An affidavit from the subcontractor confirming direct payment from the Appellant. 
 Respondents presented their own testimony and documents, including property records, a 


deed, probate filings, and a summary of claimed project expenses.  
 


They argued that the work performed was within the scope of their licensing and that payments 
were properly applied to labor. 
 


After the close of evidence, the Special Referee denied Appellant’s position and issued the 


Final Order in favor of Respondents, including the $16,667.00 counterclaim. 
 


Following trial, the Special Referee stated that he was not fully familiar with S.C. Code § 40-
11-30(A) and requested that Appellant submit a written clarification regarding the statute and its 
application to the licensing and contract issues. In response, Appellant timely submitted a Primary 
Summary of Judgment and a Summary Judgment Based on License, explaining his position under 
§ 40-11-30(A). These submissions were not referenced in the Final Order or Form 4 Judgment, and 
no separate ruling was issued on them. 


 


ARGUMENTS 
 


I. RESPONDENTS WERE NOT PROPERLY LICENSED TO PERFORM 
RESIDENTIAL ADDITIONS, RENDERING THE CONTRACT UNENFORCEABLE 
UNDER S.C. CODE § 40-11-30(A). 


South Carolina law requires that contractors performing residential construction or 
structural additions be properly licensed under the appropriate classification. S.C. Code § 
40-11-30(A) makes it unlawful for any person or entity to engage in work requiring 
licensure without first obtaining the proper license. 
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The purpose of South Carolina’s contractor licensing statutes is to protect the public by 


ensuring that only qualified and properly authorized contractors perform construction work. 
Beachwalk Villas Condo. Ass’n v. Martin, 305 S.C. 144, 406 S.E.2d 372 (1991). Contracts 
entered into in violation of licensing statutes designed to protect the public are 
unenforceable as a matter of law. Id.; Lindler v. Adcock, 250 S.C. 383, 158 S.E.2d 192 
(1967). 


In this case, Respondents held a business license classified under NAICS Code 238990, 
“All Other Specialty Trade Contractors.” That classification authorizes limited specialty 


trade work and does not encompass residential structural additions. Residential additions 
require either a General Contractor (Building Classification) license or a Residential 
Builder license issued by the appropriate South Carolina licensing authority. 


Because Respondents were not properly licensed to perform residential additions, the 
contract at issue was entered into in violation of S.C. Code § 40-11-30(A). Under settled 
South Carolina law, such a contract is unenforceable, and the trial court erred as a matter of 
law by enforcing it. 


Statutory interpretation is reviewed de novo. CFRE, LLC v. Greenville Cnty. Assessor, 395 
S.C. 67, 716 S.E.2d 877 (2011). Accordingly, this Court owes no deference to the trial 
court’s legal conclusion regarding the effect of Respondents’ licensing status. 


II. APPELLANT IS ENTITLED TO RECOVERY OF FUNDS PAID TO AN UNLICENSED 
SUBCONTRACTOR FOR UNFINISHED WORK. 


South Carolina courts have consistently held that a party who pays funds pursuant to an 
unenforceable or illegal contract may seek recovery of those funds, particularly where 
allowing retention would result in unjust enrichment. Lindler v. Adcock, 250 S.C. 383, 158 
S.E.2d 192 (1967); Atlantic Wholesale Co. v. Solondz, 283 S.C. 36, 320 S.E.2d 720 (Ct. 
App. 1984).   


Here, Appellant paid $12,982.20 for framework work performed by a subcontractor hired 
by Respondents. The work was never completed, and the funds were never properly 
resolved or returned. The payments were directly connected to Respondents’ unlicensed 


performance of work that required proper licensure under South Carolina law. 


Allowing Respondents to retain the benefit of these payments, despite the lack of proper 
licensing and the incomplete nature of the work, would contravene the public policy 
underlying South Carolina’s contractor licensing statutes. See Beachwalk Villas, 305 S.C. at 
148, 406 S.E.2d at 375. 


The trial court’s denial of Appellant’s recovery of the $12,982.20 is unsupported by the 
record and inconsistent with established principles of restitution and unjust enrichment. 


4 







5


 


2 
 


 


This Court should reverse that portion of the ruling and order recovery of the funds paid. 


III. THE TRIAL COURT COMMITTED PROCEDURAL ERROR BY FAILING TO 
CONSIDER APPELLANT’S SUPPLEMENTAL STATUTORY CLARIFICATION 


SUBMITTED AT THE REFEREE’S REQUEST. 


Procedural rulings and the handling of submissions made at the court’s request are reviewed 


for abuse of discretion. Fields v. Reg’l Med. Ctr. Orangeburg, 363 S.C. 19, 609 S.E.2d 506 
(2005). An abuse of discretion occurs when a ruling is controlled by an error of law or lacks 
evidentiary support. Id. 


After the presentation of evidence, the Special Referee expressly stated that he was not fully 
familiar with S.C. Code § 40-11-30(A) and requested that Appellant submit a written 
clarification explaining the statute and its application. Appellant timely complied by 
submitting a Primary Summary of Judgment and a Summary Judgment Based on License. 


Despite this request and submission, the Final Order and the Form 4 Judgment do not 
reference, address, accept, or reject the supplemental statutory clarification. No ruling was 
made on the materials requested by the court itself. 


A trial court’s failure to consider or address material submissions requested by the court 


constitutes procedural error and deprives the appellate court of meaningful review. See Sims 
v. Hall, 357 S.C. 288, 593 S.E.2d 486 (Ct. App. 2004). The absence of any discussion or 
ruling regarding the supplemental clarification undermines the validity of the trial court’s 


legal conclusions and warrants reversal or remand. 


CONCLUSION 
 
For these reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that the Court reverse the ruling below, 


order recovery of $12,982.20, and reverse the counterclaim award of $16,667.00. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 


 
December 20, 2025 /s/                                   
 Hicham Hamzaoui 
 Appellant, Pro Se 


10705 Tatum Ct 
Largo, MD 20774 
 (202) 905-5353 


cc: E.W. Bennett, Jr. 
Post Office Box 693 
Walterboro, South Carolina 29488-0693 
 (843) 549-9225 
Attorney for Respondents 







DESIGNATION OF MATTER TO BE
INCLUDED IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL


THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals 


APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas 


Special Referee Jeffrey M. Butler


Appellate Case No.: 2025-002131


Lower Court Case No.: 2023-CP-07-01526


Hicham Hamzaoui, Appellant,


v.


R.E. Green Construction, LLC 
and Ruger E. Green,


Respondents.


DESIGNATION OF MATTER TO BE 
INCLUDED IN THE RECORD ON 
APPEAL


Appellant Hicham Hamzaoui, pursuant to Rule 210(c), South Carolina Appellate Court 
Rules, hereby designates the following materials to be included in the Record on Appeal:


I. PLEADINGS AND ORDERS


•  Summons and Complaint 
•  Defendants’ Answer and Counterclaim 
•  Appellant’s Reply to Counterclaim (if any) 
•  All motions filed by the parties
•  All written orders issued by the Special Referee 
•  Final Order for Judgment (August 11, 2025)
•  Form 4 Judgment (October 3, 2025) 
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II. TRIAL MATERIALS 


            Plaintiff’s Exhibits Admitted: 
          P-1, P-2, P-3, P-6, P-7, P-8, P-9, P-1


                      Plaintiff’s Exhibits Offered but Not Admitted: 
                      P-4, P-5, Supplemental P-10 


Defendants’ Exhibits Admitted: 
D-1, D-2, D-3, D-4 


III. STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE 


•  Appellant’s Statement of the Evidence or Proceedings submitted 
   under Rule 210(h), SCACR. IV. NOTICE OF APPEAL 
•  Appellant’s Notice of Appeal and Proof of Service. 


IV. OTHER MATERIAL NECESSARY FOR REVIEW 


  Appellant designates any additional materials in the lower court 
record necessary for proper appellate review. I certify that this 
designation contains no matter which is irrelevant to this appeal. 


Respectfully submitted,


December 20, 2025
  /s/ 
Hicham Hamzaoui
Appellant, Pro Se
10705 Tatum Ct
Largo, MD 20774
 (202) 905-5353


cc: E.W. Bennett, Jr.
Post Office Box 693
Walterboro, South Carolina 29488-0693
 (843) 549-9225
Attorney for Respondents
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IN THE
SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS


Hicham Hamzaoui, Appellant,
v.
R.E. Green Construction, LLC and Ruger E. Green, Respondents.


Appellate Case No.: 2025-002131


STATEMENT OF THE EVIDENCE OR PROCEEDINGS


(Pursuant to Rule 210(h), SCACR)


I. INTRODUCTION


The following Statement of the Evidence or Proceedings is submitted pursuant to Rule 


210(h) of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, as no transcript exists for the bench 


trial held before Special Referee Jeffrey M. Butler on April 24, 2025, in the Beaufort 


County Court of Common Pleas. This statement reflects the Appellant’s best recollection 


of the testimony, evidence, and rulings made during the proceedings.


II. SUMMARY OF THE PROCEEDINGS


The case was called for trial on April 24, 2025, before Special Referee Jeffrey M. Butler. 


Appellant, Hicham Hamzaoui, appeared pro se. Respondents R.E. Green Construction, 


LLC and Ruger E. Green were represented by counsel, E.W. Bennett, Jr.


The dispute concerns a residential construction addition located at 1 Royal Pines 


Boulevard, Beaufort, South Carolina. Appellant contracted with Respondents to construct 


an addition to the home. Appellant later discovered that Respondents held a Business 


License Type 238990 (NAICS 238990 – All Other Specialty Trade Contractors), which 







Appellant contends does not authorize residential structural additions as required under 


S.C. Code § 40-11-30(A).


Appellant testified regarding the licensing issue, the unfinished work, and payments 


made, including the $12,982.20 paid directly to a subcontractor for framing work that 


was never completed. Appellant also testified that Respondents’ license classification 


does not authorize framing or structural home additions, rendering the contract 


unenforceable under South Carolina law.


Plaintiff’s Exhibits Admitted:


• P-1: Written contract


• P-2: Copies of checks totaling $34,333.00


• P-3: Photographs of unfinished work


• P-6: Building permit documents


• P-7: Notice of Trespass


• P-8: Beaufort County Business License


• P-9: Email dated 08/07/2023


• P-10: Affidavit from subcontractor confirming payment


Plaintiff’s Exhibits Offered but Not Admitted:


• P-4: Citation and Notification of Penalty from LLR


• P-5: Power of Attorney document


• Supplemental P-10: Additional subcontractor affidavit


Defendants’ Exhibits Admitted:







• D-1: Tax Assessor record


• D-2: Property deed


• D-3: Probate Court claim


• D-4: Summary of expenses


III. SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST AND FILINGS


Following the presentation of evidence, Special Referee Butler stated that he was not 


fully familiar with S.C. Code § 40-11-30(A) and requested that Appellant submit a 


written clarification regarding the statutory licensing requirements for residential 


structural additions. In response, Appellant prepared and submitted two written 


documents: (1) a Primary Summary of Judgment and (2) a Summary Judgment Based on 


License.


These written materials were delivered within the requested timeframe; however, they 


were not referenced or addressed in the Final Order for Judgment entered on August 11, 


2025, nor in the Form 4 Judgment filed on October 3, 2025.


IV. BASIS FOR APPEAL


Appellant submits this Statement of the Evidence for the following purposes:


1. To establish a clear record for appellate review in the absence of a transcript;


2. To preserve the argument that Respondents were not properly licensed to perform 


structural additions;


3. To document Appellant’s claim for recovery of $12,982.20 paid for unfinished framing 


work;







4. To preserve the issue that the Special Referee failed to consider supplemental statutory 


clarification submitted upon the court’s request.


V. CONCLUSION


This Statement of the Evidence accurately reflects Appellant’s recollection of the trial 


proceedings and is submitted for approval by the Special Referee pursuant to Rule 


210(h), SCACR.


Respectfully submitted,
 
December 20, 2025                                                /s/ 
                                                                                Hicham Hamzaoui
                                                                                Appellant, Pro Se


10705 Tatum Court 
Largo, MD 20774
(202) 905-5353


cc:   E.W. Bennett, Jr.
Post Office Box 693
Walterboro, South Carolina 29488-0693
(843) 549-9225
Attorney for Respondents







CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I hereby certify that I have served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion to Amend 


Brief of Appellant upon counsel for Respondents by depositing the same in the United States 


Mail, first-class postage prepaid, properly addressed as follows:


E.W. Bennett, Jr., Attorney at Law


P.O. Box 693


Walterboro, South Carolina 29488-0693


Service was made on this ___ day of ____________________, 2025.


______________________________


Hicham Hamzaoui, Appellant Pro Se


10705 Tatum Ct.


Largo, MD 20774


Tel: (202) 905-5353


20 December







CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I hereby certify that I have served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Designation of Matter 


to Be Included in the Record on Appeal upon counsel for Respondents by depositing the same in 


the United States Mail, first-class postage prepaid, properly addressed as follows:


E.W. Bennett, Jr., Attorney at Law


P.O. Box 693


Walterboro, South Carolina 29488-0693


Service was made on this ___ day of ____________________, 2025.


______________________________


Hicham Hamzaoui, Appellant Pro Se


10705 Tatum Ct.


Largo, MD 20774


Tel: (202) 905-5353


20 December







CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I hereby certify that I have served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Statement of the 


Evidence or Proceedings upon counsel for Respondents by depositing the same in the United 


States Mail, first-class postage prepaid, properly addressed as follows:


E.W. Bennett, Jr., Attorney at Law


P.O. Box 693


Walterboro, South Carolina 29488-0693


Service was made on this ___ day of ____________________, 2025.


______________________________


Hicham Hamzaoui, Appellant Pro Se


10705 Tatum Ct.


Largo, MD 20774


Tel: (202) 905-5353


20 December






