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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS THE

NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON CASE NO.: 2010-CP-10-5520
John Doe 2 and Jane Doe 4, RECE
v .

Plaintiff, SEP 217 2017
| SC Court of Appeals

The Biého_p of Chatleston, 4 Corporation

Sole, Robert Guglielmone, The Bishop of ORDER GRANTING DIOCESE

Cha;iestoﬁ in his official E}a itv. Rev DEFENDANTS® MOTION FOR SUMMARY
. ston, . “apacity, Rev. JUDGMENT

Monsignor Martin Laughlin, former _

Administrator of the Diocese of Charleston, | . 3 o

in his Official capacity; Robert J. Baker, %

former Bishop of Charleston, in his official
capacity; Lawrence E. Richter, Jr,, David K. L.
Haller, and Richter and Haller, LL.C, Lo -

Defendants. '

v
.
. .' B ¥

@ Y J This matter came before the Court on a Motion for Summary J udgment ﬁled by Defendants

g\q The Bishop of Charleston, a Cotporation Sole, Robert Guglielmone, The Bishop of Charleston, in

his official Capacify, Rev. Monsignor Martin Laughlin, fofmér Administrator of thé_’ Diocsse of
Charleston, in his Official capacity; Robert J. Baker, former.B_i'shop of Chatleston, in his official
capacity (the “Diocese Defendants”) regarding the sole remaining claims by Plaintiff — that the
Diccese Defendants engaged in a civil conspiracy with the Lawyer Defendants (Third Cause of

—»————mAction)«AdlGther—CIalmS—agamst—theDlocesevDefendantsweredlsmlssedvbyOréerefJudgeRoger~ ................................. -

Young on June 27, 2011. Duting oral argument on July 20, 2017, Pia_in’_tiff’s coutisel hotiﬁ'ed the.
Court that Plaintiffs were abandoning their cause of action for civil conspiracy as to all defendants
inall cases.

For that reason, the Diocese Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment is hereby
GRANTED and Plaintiffs’ claims against the Diocese Defendants for Civil Conspiracy is

DISMISSED with PREJUDICE. These being the last. claims remaining against the Diocese.



Defendants, the Bishop of Charleston, a Co‘r.poré.tion Sole, Robert. Guglielmone, The Bishop of
Charleston, in his official Capacity, Rev. Monsignor Martin Laughlin, former Administrator of the
Diovese of Charleston, in his Official capacity; Robert J. Baker, former Bishop of Charleston, in
his official capacity are hereby DISMISSED from this case entirely.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON. )

Jane Doe 11, | SEP 27 2017
v SC Court of Appeals
Plainitiff,

e eion S| ORDER GRANTING DIOCES

Charleston, iri his of%lcial Capaéity' Rev DEFENDANTS® MOTION FOR

v e A SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Monsignor Martin Laughlin, former
Administrator of the Diocese of Charleston, in
his Official capacity; Robert J. Baker, former
Bishop of Charleston, i his official capacity;
Tawrence E. Richter, Jr., David K, Hallet, and
Richter and Haller, LLC,

Defendants.

-

v

This matter came before the Court on a Motion for Su,mméry J udgmeixt ﬁled{':f;y- Sf@fendanﬁ
The Bishop of Charleston, a Corporation Sole, Robert Guglielmone, The Bishop of Charleston, in
his official Capa’cify_, Rev. Monsignor Martin Laughlin, former- Administrator of the Diocese of
Charleston, in his. Official capacity; Robert J. Baker, former Bishop of Charleston, in .hi's official
capacity (the “Diocese Defendants™) regarding the sole remaining claims by Plaintiff — that the

Diocese Defendants engaged in a civil conspiracy with the Lawyer Defendants (First Cause of

Action) and that the Diocese Defendants aided and abetted the Tawyer Defendants’ bréach of
fiduciary duty (Fifth Cause of Action). During oral atgument on July 20, 2017, Plaintiff"s counsel
notified the Court that Plaintiff was abandoning her cause of action for civil conspiracy as to all .
defendants in all cases. All that remains then, is the claim that the Diocese. Defendants aided and

abetted the Lawyer Defendants’ breach of fiduciary duty. Having considered the Diocese



Deféendants’ Motion and Memorandum of Law and having heard oral arguments from all counsel
on July 20, 2017, the Couit finds that no genuine issues of material fact exist and that Defendants '
are entitled fo judgment as a matter of law.

STANDARD FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Summary judgment is proper when it is -clear there is no genuine issue of
material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
Summary judgment should be granted when plain, palpable, and undisputable
facts exist on which reasonable minds cannot differ. In determining whether any
triable issues of fact exist, the evi dence and all inferences which. can be
reasonably drawn from the evidence must be viewed in the light most favorable
to the nonmoving party. In order to resist a motion for summaty judgroent, the
nonmoving party must come forward with specific facts showing genuine. issues
necessitating trial. Once a party moving for summary judgment carries the
initial burden. of showing an absence of evidentiary support for the nonmoving
party’s case, the nonmoving paity may not simply rest on mere allegations or
denials contained in the pleadings.

NationsBank v. Scott Farm, 465 SE.2d 98, 100 (Ct. App. 1995) (internal citations omitted).
“[A] court cannot ignore facts unfavorable to th[e nonmoving] party and must determine whether
a verdict for the party opposing the motion would be reasonably possible under the facts”
Stewart v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins, Co., 533 S.E.2d 597, 600 (Ct. App. 2000),

It is not sufficient that one create an inference that is not reasonable or an issue of

fact that is not genuine. The judge is not required to single out some one morsel

of evidence and aftach to it great significance when ‘patently the evidence is

introduced solely in.a vain attempt to create an issue of fact that is not genuine [or
material]. - : '

_u-~_MW.«W._...,_......W._RTSZ:QQE.,ZMB,KQM{IQ,NQSQMS.._E..Zd...«ﬁig._._((lt,A.App.-.lggﬁﬁ)_(ﬁGi.t-ation.s.,Omitte.d),,,fif.[wa.h:en_“p']aﬁins.,.,.pa].pab}@swm_,......W.,...n...‘.....: .......................

and indisputable facts exist on which reasonable minds cannot differ, summary judgment should
be granted.” See Logan v, Cherokee Landscaping & Grading Co., 698 S.E.2d 879, 882 n4 (Ct.
App. 2010) (citation omitted).

Plaintiff’s Claim for Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty




At oral argument and on brief, Plaintiff clarified that his aiding and abetting related solely
to the Lawyer Defendants’ original proposal to advertise the class action settlement nationally that
later was. changed to publication notice in 11 newspapers and the Diocese’s own publication. No
class had bé-an\cel"tiﬁed at the time the Lawyer Defendants made- theit original proposal for
nationwide notice, and the Court. had not yét even considered whether class certification was
appropriate. ‘The Court firrther had not yet approved the class action settlement agreement — which

itself had not been finalizéd and agreed upon by the Diocese and the Lawyer Defendants.

It has been long-settled in this State that a cause of action for aiding and abetting breach of

fiduciary duty requires that plaintiff prove (1) a breach of fiduciaty duty owed to the plaintiff; (2)
the defendant’s knowing participation in the breach; and (3) damages. “The gravamen of the claim
is the defendant’s lméwing participation in the fiduciary’s breach.” Future Group II v
Nationsbank, 478 S.E.2d 45, 50 (8.C. 1996) (internal citations omitted). =~ Where the defendant

owes no fiduciary duty to the plaintiff as a matter of law, then the Diocese Defendants cannot

knowingly participate in a breach of that duty. Mason v. Mason, 770 SE.2d 405, 422 (8.C. 2015).

In support of their Motion for Summary Judgment, the Diocese Defendants submitted
deposition testimony from former Bishop Robert Baker, who as Bishop of Charleston agreed to‘the
class action settlement on behalf of the Diocese.. Bishop Baker’s testimony was that he wanted as

broad a class notice as possible, The class notice was, in fact, appr.ov.ed by and ordered by the

Court.The notice program was the Subject of an objection filed by clients of M. Meyers, in which
his clients specifically requested that the Court requiré nationwide publication.

Thers is no evidence whatsoever that the Lawyer Defendants failed to carry out the notice
program ordered by Judge Goodstein. It is clear that the Diocese Defendants complied in every

respect with.the class action settlement agreement, and that the Lawyer Defendants followed the



Court’s Order Approving Class Action Settleme_nt precisely. In short, each and every action by the
parties to the class action settlement was either directly ordered by Judge Goodstein or was
approved by her,

Plaintiff has submitted nothing more than argument — Plaintiff has not come forward with
even the merest scintilla of evidence establishing a genuine issue: of material fact reéard'mg any of
the essential elements of this claim and, failing any admissible evidence to support the claim, the
Diocese Defendants are entitled to summary judgment. ‘

CONCLUSION

For that reason, the Diocese Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment is hereby
GRANTED aind .Plai}gtif_fs’. claimg agaiﬁst‘the, Diocese Defendants for Civil Conspiracy and
Alding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty ate DISMISSED with PREJUDICE. These being
the last claims remaining against the Dioceése Defendants, the Bishop of Chaﬂesfon;, a Corporation
Sole, Robert Guglielmone, The Bishop of Charleston, m his official Capacity, Rev. Monsignor
Martin Laughlin, fonﬁer Administrator of the Diocese of Charleston, in his Official capacity;
Robert J. Baker, former Bishop of Charleston, in his official capacity are hereby DISMISSED

from this case entirely.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

) - NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) Civil Action Nox 2013-CP-10-3733
John Doe 193,

SEP 27 2017
. Plaintiff, | €C Court of Appeals

The Bishop of Charleston; a Corporation Sole,

e S0P 01 Lhang : . ORDER GRANTING DIOCESE
Ko Gulmme e bopof | DBIENDANTS' NOTION 1O
’ s -Apactly, Rev. SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Monsignor Martin Laughlin, former
Administrator of the Diocese of Chatleston, in
his Official capacity; Robert J, Baker, former
Bishop of Charleston, in his official capacity;
Lawrence E. Richter, Jr., David K. Haller, and
Richter and Haller, LLC,

Defendants:

This matter came before the Court on a Motion for Summary J udgment% filed by Deféndants

Thé Bishop of Charle_stor;, a Corporation Sole, Robert Guglielmone, The Bishop of Charleston, in
his official Capacity, Rev. Monsigndr- Martin Laughlin, former Administrator of the Diocese of
Charleston, ini his Oﬂﬁcial capacity; Robert J. Baker, former Bishop of Charleston, in his official
capacity (the “Diocese Defendants™) regarding the sole remaining claims by Plaintiff — that the

Diocese Defendants engaged. in a civil conspiracy with the Lawyer Defendants (Third Cause of

Action) and thaf the Diocese Defendants aided and abetted the Lawyer Defendants’ breach of
fiduciaty duty (Sixth Cause of Action). During oral argument on July 20, 2017, Plaintiff’s counsel
notified the Court that Plaintiff was abandoning his cause of action for civil corspiracy as to all
defendants in all cases. All that remains then, is the claim that the Diocese Defendants aided and

abetted the Lawyer Defendants’ breach of fiduciary duty. Having considered the Diocese



Defendants’ Motion and Memorandum of Law and having heard oral arguments from all counsel
on July 20, 2017, the Court finds that no genuine issues of material fact exist and that Defendants

are entitled to judgment as a matter of law..

STANDARD.FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Summary judgment is proper when it is clear there is no genuine issue of.
material fact and the moving paity is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
Summary judgment should be granted when plain, palpable, and undisputable
facts exist on which reasonable minds cannot differ. In determining whether any
triable issues of fact exist, the evidénce and all infefences which can be
reasonably drawn from the evidence must be viewed in the light most fayorable
to the nonmoving party. In order to resist a motion for summary judgment, the
nonmoving party must come forward with specific facts showing genuine issues
necessitating trial. Once a party moving for summary judgment carries the
initial burden of showing an absence of evidentiary support for the nonmoving

party’s case, the nonmoving party may not simply rest on mere allegations or
denials contained in the pleadings.

NationsBank v. Scott Farm, 465 S.E.2d 98, 100 (Ct. App. 1995) (internal citations omitted).
“[A] court cannot ignore facts unfavorable to thfe nonmoving] party and must. determine whether
a verdict for the party opposing the motion would be reasonably possible under the facts.”
Stewart v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co.; 533 SB.2d 597, 600 (Ct. App. 2000).

It is not sufficient that one create an inference that is nét reasonable or an issue of

fact that is not genuine. The judge is not required to single out some one motsel

of evidence and attach to it great significance when patently the evidence is

introduced solely in a vain attempt to create an issue of fact that is not genuine [or
material}.

'Pr.‘r‘a;gt...ui‘...Bkgwm_B"Q&-S-.--E:-.--Zd----63-8-—-(—@1;7—App._—»1990)—-(Qitat«-iieﬂ~s--~-emit-ted~)~:~—~‘55{W}hen~p-lain;—-palpab}'c,

and indisputable facts exist on which reasonable minds cannet differ, summary ju’d‘gmeﬁt should
be granted.” See Logan.y. Cherokee Landscaping & Grading Co., 698 S.B.2d 879, 882 n.4 (Ct.
App. 2010) (citation omitted).

Plaintiff’s Claim for Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty



At oral argument and on brief, Plaintiff clarified that his aiding and abetting related solely
to the Lawyer Defendants’ original proposal to advertise the class action settlement nationally that
later was changed. to publication notice in 11 newspapets and the Diocese’s own publication. No
class had been certified at the time the Laywyer Defendants made their original proposal for
11ati§nwide notice, and the Court had not yet even considered whether class certification was
appropriate. The Court further had not yet approved the class action seﬁiementz agreement — which
itself had not been finalized and agreed upon by the Diocese-and the Lawyer Defendants,

It has been long=settled in this State that.a.cause of action for aiding and abetting bieach of

fiduciary duty requires that plaintiff prove (1) a breach of fiduciary duty owed to the plaintiff; (2)

the defendant’s knowing participation in the breach; and (3) damages. “‘The gravamen of the claim
is. the defendant’s knowing patticipation in the fiduciary’s breach.” Future Group II v.
Nationsbank, 478 S.E.2d 45, 50 (S.C. 1996) (internal citations omi'tte‘d). Where the defendant
owes no fiduciary duty to the plaintiff as a matter of law, then the Diocese Defendants cannot
knowingly participate in a breach of that duty. Mason v. Mason, 770 8.E.2d 405, 422 (S.C. 2015).
In s.upllaor'tﬁ of their Motioﬁ for Summary Judgment, the Diocese Defendants submitted
deposition testimony from former Bishop Robert Baker, who as Bishop of Charleston agreed to the
class action settlement on behalf of the Diocese. Bishop Baker’s tesﬁmony was that he wanted as

broad a class notice as possible. The class notice was, in fact, approved by and ordered by the

Court, THS Tiotice program was Tthe subject of an objection filed by cliehts of M. Meyers, in which
his clients specifically requested that the Court require nationwide publication.

There is no evidence whatsoever that the Lawyer Defendanfs failed to carry out the notice
program ordered by Judge Goodstein. It is clear that the Diocese Defendants complied in every

respect with the class action settlement -agreement, and that the Lawyer Defendants followed the



Court’s Order Approving Class Action Settlement precisely. In short, each and every action by the.
parties to the class action settlement was either directly ordered by Judge Goodstein or was
approved by her.

Plaiﬁt_iffﬁ has sybmitted nothing more than argument — Plaintiff has not come forward with
even the merest scint’iﬁa of evidence establishing a genuine issue of matetial fact regarding any of
the esseritial elements of this claim and, failing any admissible evidence to support the claim, the
Diocese Defendants are entitled to summary judgment.

CONCLUSION

For that reason, the Diocese Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment is hereby
GRANTED and Plaintiffs* claims against the Diocese Defendants for Civil Conspiracy and
Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty are DISMISSED with PREJUDICE. These being
the last claims remaining against the Diocese Defendants, the Bishop of Chatleston, a Corporation
Sole, Robert Guglielmonc, The Bishop of Charleston, in his official Capacity, Rev. Monsignor
Martin Laughlin, former Administrator of the Diocese of Charleston, in his Official capacity;

Robett J. Baker, formér Bishop of Charlesfon, in his official capacity are hereby DISMISSED

from this case entirely.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

_ ) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) Civil Action No.: 2016-CP-10~1632
John Dioe 297,
TR ‘ SEP 27 2017

A SC Court of Appeals
Plaintiff, ’ '

Robert Guglielmone, The Bishonof | ORDER GRANTING DIOCESE

Charlestoﬁ in his ofiifloiél Capécify Rev DEFENDANTS* MOTION FOR

' ¢ ' e > ' SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Monsignor Martin Laughlin, former
Administrator of the Diocese of Charleston, in o e =
his Official capacity; Robert J. Baket, former § R
Bishop of Charléston, iri his official capacity;
Lawrence E. Richter, Jr., David K. Haller, and
Richter and Haller, LLC,

|
Defendants, §
i
i

This matter came before the Court on a Motion for Summary Judgment filed by Defendants

The Bishop of Charleston, a Corporation Sole, Robert Guglielmone, The Bishop of Charleston, in
his official Capacity, Rev. Mo_‘psignor Martin Laughlin, former Administrator of the Diocese of
Charleston, in his Official capacity; Robert J. Baker, former Bishop of Charleston, in his official
capacity (the “Diocese Defendants™) regarding the sole remaining claims by Plaintiff — that the

Diocese Defenidants engaged in a civil conspiracy with the Lawyer Defendants (Third Cause of

Action) and that the Diocese Defendants aided and abetted the Lawyer Defendants® breach of
fiduciary duty (Sixth Cause of Action). During oral argument én July 20, 2017, Plaintiff’s counsel
notified the Court.that Plaintiff was abandoning his cause of action for civil conspiracy as to all
defendants in all cases. All that remains then, is the claim that the Diocese Defendants aided and

abietted the Lawyer Defendants® breach of fiduciary duty. Having considered the Diocese



Defendants® Motion and Memorandum of Law and having heard oral arguments from all counsel
on July 20, 2017, the Court finds that no genuine issues of material fact exist and that Defendants
are entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

STANDARD FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Summary judgment is proper when it is clear there is no genuine issue of
material fact and the moving paity i§ entitled to judgment as a matter of law.
Summaty judgment should be granted when plain, palpable, and undisputable
facts exist on which reasonable minds cannot differ. In determining whethér any -
triable issues of fact exist, the evidence and all inferences which can be
reasonably drawn from the evidence must be viewed in the light most favorable
to the nonmoving party. In order to resist a motion for summary judgment, the
nonmoving party must come forward with specific facts showing genuine issues

7 necessitating trial. Once a party moving for summary judgment carries the
@L’}jﬁg \ initial burden of showing an ‘absénce of evidentiary support for the _nqnmc')ving
‘i" party’s case, the nonmoving party may not simply rest on inere allegations or

R \J denials contained in the pleadings. o

NationsBank v. Scott Farm, 465 S.E.2d 98, 100 (Ct. App. 1995) (internal citations omitted).
“[A] court cannot ignore facts unfavorable to thfe nonmoving] party and must determine whether
a vetrdict for the party opposing the motion would be teasonably possible under the facts.”

Si‘_ewarz‘ v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins. Co., 533 S:E.2d 597, 600 (Ct, App. 2000),

Tt is not sufficient that one create an inference that is not reasonable or an issue of
fact that is not genuine. The judge is not required to single out some one morsel
of evidence and attach to it great significance when patently the evidence is
introduced solely in a.vain attempt to create an issue of fact that is not genuine [or
material]. _ :

e PriESE - BrOWN,-396-S.E.2d-638(Ct-App.1990)-(citations-omitted).— <[ W]hen-plainy palpable;—————

and indisputable facts exist on which reasonable minds cannot differ, summary judgment should
be granted.” See Logan v. Cherokee Landscaping & Grading Co., 698 S.E.2d 879, 887 n.4 (Ct.
App. 2010) (citation omitted).

Plaintiff’s Claim for Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty

TPGL 7596952v1



At oral argument and on bri¢f, Plaintiff clarified that his aiding and abetting related solely
to the Lawyer Defendants’ original proposal to advertise the class action settlement nationally that
later was changed to publication notice in 11 newspapers and the Diocese’s own publication. No
class had been certified at the time the Lawyer Defendants made their original proposal for
nationwide notice, and the Court had not yet even considered- whether class certification was
appropriate. The Court further had not yet approved the class action settlement agreement — which
itself had not been finalized and agreed upon by the Diocese and the Lawyer Defendants,

| It has been long-settled in this State that a cause of action for aiding and abetting breach of
fiduciary duty requires that plaintiff prove (1) a breach of fiduciary duty owed to the plaintiff; (2)
the defendant’s knowing participation in the breach; and (3) damages. “The gravamen of the claim
is the defendant’s knowing participation in the fiduciary’s breach.™ Future Group I v:
Nat'z’onsbané, 478 S.E.2d 45, 50 (8.C. 1996) (internal citations omitted). =~ Where the defendant

owes no fiduciary duty to the plaintiff as a matter of law, then the Diocese Defendants cannot

knowingly participate in a breach of that duty. Mason v. Mason, 770 S.E.2d 405, 422 (S.C, 2015).

In support of their Motion for Summary Judgment, the Diocese Defendants submitted
deposition testimony from former Bishop Robert Baker, who as-Bishop of Charleston agreed to the
class action settlement on behalf of the Diocese. Bishop Baker’s testimony was that he wanted as

broad a class niotice as possible. The class notice was, in fact, approved by and ordered by the

Court. The notice program was the subject of an objection filed by clients of Mr. Meyers, in which
his clients specifically requested that the Court require nationwide publication.

There is no evidence whatsoever that the Lawyer Defendants failed to carry out the notice
program ordered by Judge Goodsteih. It is clear that the Diocese Defendanis complied in every

respect with the class action seftlement agreement, and that the Lawyer Defendants followed the

TPGL. 7596952v1



Court’s Order Approving Class Action Settlcmenf. precisely. In short, each and evéry action by the
parties to 'the class action settlement was either directly ordered by Judge Goodstein or was
approved.by her.

Plaintiff has submitted nothing more than argument — Plaintiff has not come forward with
even the merest scintilla of evidence establishing a genuine issue of material fact regarding any of
the essential elements of this claim and, failing any admissible evidence to support the claim, the _
Diocese Defendants are entitled to summary judgment.

CONCLUSION

For that reason, the Diocese. Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment is hereby
GRANTED and Plaintiffs> claims against the Diocese Defendants for Civil Conspiracy and
Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty are BISMISSED with PREJUDICE. These being
the last elaims remaining against the Diocese Deféndants; the Bishop of Charleston, a Corporation
Sole, Robert Guglielmone, The Bishop -of Charlestoﬁ,_ in his official Capacity, Rev, Monsignor
Martin Laughlin, former Administrator of the Di‘ocese of Charleston, in his Official capacity;
Robert J. Baker, former Bi__sh‘op of Charleston, in his official capacity are hereby DISMISSED

from this case entirely.
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FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIViL CASE
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON _
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2010-CP-10-5520; 2610-CP-10-7233; 2012-

CP-10-5359;, 2013-CP-10-5733; 2013-(3?—1(}-41 755 2013-
CP 10-4176; 2015-CP-10-5486; 2016-CP-10-1632

Jdﬁn Doe, gt al. The Bishopof Charleston, a Corporation Sole, et al.
PLAINTIFE(S) SEP 2172011 DEFENDANT(S)

‘ Atlorney for 1 || Plaintiff [_1 Defendant ‘
Submitted by: SC Coun Of Appeals _ of :

[] sélf-Repieserited Litigant

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)

1 JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
haye bieen tried and a verdiet rendered.
X DECISION BY. THE COURT: This action came to trial of hearing before the Com“t 2
The'issues have been tried or heard and a dmslon rendered [:I Sec Page 2 for dd1 1“ﬁ*§1 infbriation.
[1  ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): 12(b), S '
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [_] Rile 43 at),,SCch? (s;erﬂ'ed); [J other
[]  ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [] Rulé 40(j), SCRCP; [[] Bankruptcy .
[] Binding arbitration, subject to right'to restore to coirfirm, vacate or modify G
arbifration award; [_| Other
[l  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
[:l, DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE 0' H

[] Affirmed; [[] Reversed; [] Remanded; ] Other : o

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

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: ] See attached ordet (1ormal order to follow) [_] Statement.of Judgment.
by the Cout:

ORDER INFORMATION
This order £X] ends [] does not end the cass.

Additional Information for the Clerk :

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX
Complete. this section below when the judgment affects itle to veal or personal property or if any amount
| showld be enrolled. If there'is ne judgment information, indicate “N/A™ in one of the boxes helow:
Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be Enrolled
(List name(s) below) (List name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)

$

[1f applicable, describe the propérty,. including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

The judgment information above has been provided by thie Submitting pafty. Disputes concernitg the athounts contained ir this
form may be addressed by way of motipn pursuant.to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure, Amounts fo be compuied such-as interest
or additional taxable costs not availdble at the time the form gnd final drder are snubmiitted to the jodge may be provided to the
cletle. Note: Title abstractors and r ‘Zarchemhould tefer to the official court-order for judgment: details..

E-Eiling Note: In B~ llmg countigh, the gour;vall electronically sign thisform using a separate electronic signature page,
/A /}(//‘/f /4/1/ /Vﬂf»f . /\,Z//i 2117 8/8/17 -
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