STATE OF'SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF BERKELEY,

rHon Deadra L Jefferson

?’Defendants A
Defendants’ »eabody)sAttomey
Dateiof | v_eanng
%Court;(Reporter

D,ayton.i.@r@mgqr

THIS MATTER:comes. béfore this Court by way ‘of Defendants; Rogers "'Tl?ovms_gnq &

#Amend; filed May'20, 2019, asking t_h.l.s@our_t;: to .‘alterf*'or':am;end_ its: Qrd,c.x, Granting Plaintiffs

Thottias H. Gaillard.afid Thotias W. Cotie?s (“Plaintiffs?) Mation for ‘Nonjoindex, filed May-9;

b

this: ffice on May 20, 2019. Plaintiffs: served ‘their response: in. opposition to: the Defendants™

i

led copy: was.received by
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Defendants® Motion;to Reconsider;-Alter or. Amend Judgment:is hereby :deriiedi,""

“Thepiitpose of Rule:59(e), SCRCP, 6 alteror ainiend the judginentisito requestthertial
Judge to reconsider'mafters properly ‘encompassed in a decision on the merits.” Arnold v. State;

309 S.C. 157,172,420 S.E.2d 834, .842(1 992-)'@.-.55%‘.paft_'y;imay*wisﬁg;t’obﬁléﬁsuéh amotion'when she:

argument-or issue,;and the:party wishes-for thecourt 0

‘SUch.a motion whien an issiie:or afgumerit hastbeen faised, but ot ruled-on, in, 6rder to:preserve it

jfé;r_’tgggéﬂgfe.; tg'@i@gyg;*’*‘ﬁlijaqp Ve S@pt"ﬁ; 'C'?‘é}'_gp‘l'_ipg;@ém;,» ofTranSD361 S.C.9, 24 602 S:E.2d 772;

/

éﬁéaéﬁfﬂﬁlli‘av‘féiﬁfiiSfed,,ﬁfib”rl’fti?)‘:{{jﬁéi‘gﬁié’ii’t’B"‘u’tiﬁiﬁ%ﬁ‘dtif;§‘z7§}1§iéf§6ﬁfmér‘ﬁ‘éﬁiafﬁ’éﬁﬁ;,;i'“I:ﬁjcf."'_‘\"/T.,.H'_iigéi’ij,‘_ﬁ}fi

S1C: 497,498, 443 S:E. 24:399, 400 (Ct; App. 1994) (citing CAM. v. I'H

093));iSee-also:Atniold.v: State, 309 S.C. T57,172:473, 420 S'E.2d834;1842:(1992),

The:Deferidants! fotion séeks to féargue the issue:on‘the.samé basis:prévidusly

Alter or-Amend-the Judgment: The Deféndants:have:not highlighted any-portions oftherecord

this:Couit iay ave sisunderstood, failed to filly consider, orperhiaps failed 6 ruleron.
However, the Defendants’motion’seeks to have'the Court make:additional findings-of fact:and,

\
¢onclusions ofilaw wholly-unrélated to thesinterpretation-and.application:of Rule:21; SCRCP..As:

such the Court:declines to, makesany additional findinigs of Tact unirelated to. the miotion-originially

before it; Further;the Court-would note as:it did‘in the original Order;that nothing:in the ruling

sed:of: wnthout the necessity ofa’ hearing:and decided,on the récord:and briefs: Rule459(t)
ity.of Florénce,:314 SiC./397, -401-402, 444'S7E:2d 534, 536 (Ct: App. 1994)..

-reconsider. or'rule on its A: party mustfile
party

1S.C, 389,434

‘:_ ‘plesents nomovel’ facts;: ‘arguments, ot theoties in suppoiti of the-Motioni'to Reconmdex .
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has a preclusive effect onthe Defendants pursiing;atiy:of its canses of action of defenses.

Accordingly, the:-Motion to Reconsider; Alfer or Amend.is hereby DENIED:

IT IS;SO ORDERED:,

HonDéa ra
PresidingJudge ~
Ninth Jidicial :Ciféufitf ‘ T
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