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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
: ) g
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE - ) THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT '
)
Tyrone Sanders and Larry Johnson, )
) ORDER
Plaintifts, )
)
Vs, )
) &
Thomas Firriolo, ) i,
Defendant. ) Civil Action No.: 2017-CP-23-03868
) B

This matter came before the Court for a non-jury hearing on October 2, 2017. Both the
' Plaiog_tj:__‘f_fs. and the Defendant were present pro se. Each party.was placed under oath, and each had A
the oppoitﬁﬁity to address the Court and present evidence. This Court recggnizés that - the
Defendant's name is misspelled in-the caption. The caption is thereforevmodi_ﬁed to reflect the
proper spelling of the Defe;qdant's name.

In this matter, tIIIe .I;IéIntift‘s claim that they héd a contract to perform construction sé;vices
at the home of the Defendant. .The Defendant cIairﬁs that the Plaintiffs are unable 't(; produce a
contract which memorializes the agreement between the parties. However, the befcgdant also, by
way of counterclaim, ié claiming monies that are du<_:' for faulty and unworkmaﬁliké construction.
Therefore, it is clear from the positions of both parties that there was an agreement between the
parties. Therefore, notwithstanding the absence of a formal written contract in the record, this
Court finds that a corItract, either written or orgl, exists between the parties. Simply put, the
contract is acknowledged by both parties.

- After reviewing the evidence and considering the arguments of the parties, this Court finds

in favor of the Plaintiffs and awards the Plaintiffs, collectively, the amount,

Plamtlﬁs have proved their case by a preponderance of the evidence by clearly demonstratmg the
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existence of a contract and a refusal to pay by the Defendant. Furthermore, the evidence _.
demonstrates tﬁa_t the Defendant has been willfully noncompliant and obstreperous in an attémpt
to avoid paying the monies due.

Further, this Court denie‘s the Defendant's counterclaim. First of all, the Defendant
presented no evidence of damages. The Defendant elected, rather, to read into the record his
previously filed motion. He presented no bills, no evidence ofi remediation, or evidence of
depreciation. Again, the Defendant presented no evidence at all.

NOW, THEREF ORE, the Court finds as follows: |

‘1. The Plaintiffs have proven by a preponderance of the evidenpe that ‘$3OOQ.00 is due

and owing from the Defendant;

2. That judgment shall be entered against the Defendant in the amount of $§OO0.00 in

favor of these Plaintiffs; and‘

3. The Defendant has failed to prove his counterclaims by a preponderance of the

evidence, and his claims are therefore dismissed.

P

ROBIN B. STILWELL

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

October 10, 2017
Greenyille, South Carolina
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Clerk of Court C.P. & G.S.
Greenville County, SC

, Dated O 21»1 13
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