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This matter comes before the Court on Defendants’ Motion to Reconsider, Alter, Amend,
and/or Clarify judgment pursuant to Rule 52(b), SCRCP, and Rule 59(e), SCRCP. This matter
came before the Court on August 26, 2015, as a damages hearing on Plaintiff’s claims against
Defendants. On February 1, 2016, the Court awarded damages in favor of Plaintiff in the
amount of $11,147.99 in actual damages and $100,000.00 in punitive damages. Defendants filed

this motion on February 15, 2016.

After careful consideration of the motion made, memoranda submitted, and the record in
this case, this Court is unable to discover any material fact or principle of law that either has
been overlooked or disregarded and further finds no error of law or facts not appropriately
considered. Accordingly, this Court hereby DENIES Defendants’ Motion to Reconsider, Alter,
Amend, and/or Clarify judgment in this matter. Pursuant to Rule 59(f), the Court is of the

. opinion that oral argument is not necessary.

Although the Court denies Defendants’ Motion, the Court takes this additional
opportunity to respond to arguments Defendants made in their Rule 52, SCRCP, and Rule 59,
SCRCP, Motion. In their Motion, Defendants argue that the Court, in its February 1, 2016,
Order “conflate[d] the Defendants’ admission of liability with what evidence is necessary to
show the proximately related damages.” Defendants’ Motion at 1. Defendants argue that
through their default they admitted only their negligence in allowing Plaintiff’s statute of

limitations to expire on his underlying causes of action against Citi—they did not admit that
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Plaintiff’s damages were compensable. Defendants then cite several cases' in support of their
contention that “adequate evidence [must be] presented establishing the harm to Plaintiff caused
by Citi would have been recovered ‘but for’ the negligence of Defendant.” Defendants’ Motion
at 2. The cases cited by Defendants, however, all involved defendant attorneys who did not
default on the claims brought against them. Those cases, therefore, are not dispositive on the
issues presented in the instant matter, In this case, Plaintiff, in his complaint, alleged, among
other things, that Defendants were negligent in not bringing a cause of action within the requisite
statute of limitations, and because of Defendants’ negligence, Plaintiff lost his ability to
successfully bring a claim against Citi. Since Defendants defaulted on Plaintiff’s claims against
them, they admitted the veracity and underlying success of Plaintiffs claims against Citi.
Accordingly, Defendants have conceded that “but for” their negligence, Plaintiff “most
probably” would have been successful on his underlying claims against Citi. As such, the only
issue before the Court was the amount of damages caused by Defendants’ failure to bring an
action against Citi on behalf of Plaintiff.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

A L

ALISON RENEE LEE
Presiding Judge

Columbia, South Carolina
March /z , 2016

' Defendants cite the following cases: Hall v. Fedor, 349 S.C. 169, 561 S.E.2d 654 (Ct. App.
2002); Brown v. Theos, 345 S.C. 626, 550 S.E.2d 304 (2001); Summer v. Carpenter, 328 S.C. 36,
492 S.E.2d 55 (1997); Manning v. Quinn, 294 S.C. 383, 365 S.E.2d 24 (1988); Floyd v. Kosko,
285 S.C. 390, 329 S.E.2d 459 (Ct. App. 1985).




