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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON CIVIL ACTION NO: 2011-CP-10-4867
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This matter came before the Court for a hearing on Thursday, November 29 201% tha)‘\b
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Defendants’ Motion to Reconsider the Order Granting the Plaintiff’s Motion fof Summary
Judgment and denying the Defendants’ cross Motion for Summary Judgment which wa‘s entered
on June 19, 2012. The court incorporates by reference the statement of facts from its June 14,
2012, Order.

The Defendants raised eight (8) points in their motion including that the applicable
statute, S.C. Code Ann. §56-10-280(A)(4), requires insurance on the Buick Century that was
added to the policy after inception for a minimum of thirty (30) days or, that .[he Permanent
General policy required a minimum of thirty (30) days of coverage on the Buick automobile
because it was a “newly acquired auto.” Additionally, the Defendants sought modification of the
June 19, 2012, Order because the Defendants contend that they were not given the opportunity to
pay the additional premium required for the Buick automobile and the fact that the premium was
not paid does not mean that they were seeking coverage for which they had not paid.

The Court finds that all of the eight (8) arguments made in the motion to reconsider were
arguments that were made by the Defendants in support of their motion for summary judgment.

Defendants have not shown any new evidence or new law applicable to the circumstances of this
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dispute that would cause the Court to reconsider its prior Order. Therefore, for the reasons set
out in the June 14, 2012, Order, Permanent General Assurance Corporation properly denied

coverage for this claim.

Accordingly, the Defendants® Motion to Reconsider is DENIED.

-

ichael G. Nettles

IT IS SO ORDERED.
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