STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

i FOR CHARLESTON COUNTY
J. DANIEL MAHONEY,

CASE NO.: 2019-CP-10:178
Plaintiff,
v

THEMUHLER COMPANY, INC::an
HENRY HAY, SR., in his individiial

REC
capacity,

-~
%

__ARBITRATION

| JUL 24 2019 %
_ Defendants. ‘

Z% T
Defendams.
Having had the benefit of oral argiinent 6.May-31,:2019, as well -as dftei reviewirig materials

provided by all paties fa'fthé:h',eja;'riﬁf_g,-,ihﬁ Courttules é_;_sffdllqws

1. Defendants’ Motion 1§ granted, and arbitration is compelled:

2. Based on the facts and ¢ircustances of this dispute, I find Aﬂiﬁie‘,‘XIII; Section 2 of
the Amerided Bylaws to- the Mutiler Company, Inc. regarding the selection :of the
arbitrators to be inequitable and therefore unenforceable. S.C. Code Ann. Section 15-

43-10_(&_1)(“% written agreement to submit any existing controversy to-arbitration or a
provision ina writtén ¢ontract to submit to arbitration any controversy-thereafter arising
betweén the parties is valid, enforceable and irrevocable, save upon such grounds as

exist at law or in equity for the tevocation of any contract.”) I find Section 2 should be

3. Further, Article’XIIl, Section 8 contains a Sevefability clause meaning the remainder

of the arbitration provision:is valid and binding. -

4, Having strack Article X111, Section 2, the default arbitrator selection language of the
South Garolina Uniform Arbitration A‘étuapplies,; “If the arbitration agreement provides
amethod of appointinent of arbitrators, this method is followed. Intheabsence tf.heréOf,

- there shall be three. arbitrafors with one chosen by the party making the demand for

2
=1
8
@&
S
=
e
2
€
=
=)

ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’
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arbitration, one chosen by the party agdinst whom demand is made and thé third being
¢hosefi by thiose two chosen by thie parties” S.C. Code Ann. Section 15-48:40.

5. 1willtetain jurisdiction.of this case to hear all matters once the arbitration is concluded.

—

Dougl§s7'Pﬁcé O

Circuit Judge



