. +-CarMax’s motion for summary judgment is granted.

) F;actual.B’ackg' round
In July 2017, Respondent (“CarMax”) hired Claimant (“Terry”) to work at its fa‘ci.[.itjl-_‘-i”.

, ‘.Columbia‘ South Carolina. As part of the application and hiring process, Terry signed statefﬁéq;é“
conﬁl"ming that his employment would be terminable at-will, and that his at-will status could not
- be modified by an oral or implied agreement, but only by a specific, express written émploy,n:]éﬁ',t
contract signed by an officer ofVCarMax and Terry. |
Terry initially worked part-time in the evenings while working dayé as a scho.q[:"',
administrator. In October 2017, CarMax promoted Terry, and Terry quit his school ad.minﬂstra’tbr’f }

' Job. Temy’s supervisor, Adam Wamer offered Terry a schedule working mornings and early,

3 aftemoons to accommodate his late afternoon and evening track coachmg job. In Apn[ 2018

:eny raxsed a concem with management that his team lead Layla Cunmngham InadJ schedlu d.

f‘.ﬁjelow,~f'Ciaiﬁént-.Terry’s motion for partial summary judgment is de'ni.‘ed,n*_fa'l;nd'..R_e_;slpc")rnden_tf BRI




work with a limited schedule and other medical restrictions. A fter working part-ime hghtduty

~ Couthians Williams for failure to provide him information and records regarding the{fﬁxsu
'i“investigalion while he was on medical leave. Associate Relations Manager Susan Caldwe[h

il”finves&igated Terry’s second complaint and completed her report on August 1, 2018.

,‘Cél.'Max granted him a medical leave of absence until September 2018, when Terry retlum to _

for approximately two weeks, Terry requested additional medical leave. Terry has remaine_d.dfq

of work since September 2018.

Terry’s medical incident and medical leave delayed the conclusion of Pendergrass’s.'f'-

investigation. Pendergrass completed a written investigative report on May 31, 2018. Temry filed-

a second complaint alleging misconduct by Pendergrass and Director of Human Resources -

' -"'T_Pgrt of Terry’s complaint to Pendergrass was that management was not-foﬂbyvm .Ga’rMaXt?




‘mdiVid@&S:é'B:dﬂﬁ‘ em ffenjrtcompl‘aiﬂed'é Ad?

_,.-f-a-ss_em he is entitled to summary judgment on claims of fraud, constructive fraud, iptegepn

‘ _ misrepresentation, intentional infliction of emotional distress, and gross negligence. I find _-_Te_r_ﬁ‘ry

"has not established the essential elements of his claims. Moreover, Terry’s claims fail for ﬂh

reasons set forth in CarMax’s motion for summary judgment.

As an at-will employee, Terry had no right to rely on promises regarding future R

employment benefits. As a matter of law, Terry had no right to rely on oral or implied promises.'_‘ _

g .- " Nor can CarMax’s internal policies and procedures serve as a basis for the claims Terry has
asserted. Under.Scjuth Carolina law, at-will employment is presumed. CarMax made Clieae".tb
_Te;ry during the application and hiring process that his employment would be at-will, amdieT(en;y

eeknowledged his understanding of that status with his signature.

Moreover, as CarMax argues, Terry’s claims in this case are preempted by the exe

= provnswn of the South Carolina Workers Compensation Act. Temy seems to acknowﬁedg that o




Il‘of Tery’s claiins; with'th

’

.. - - preempted’by. the exclusivity. provision Of : mpensation Act.




