STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
, ) FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER ) CASE NO. 2015-CP-18-2381

Ronald Tucker, Jr. and Kenneth. W. Tucker
a/k/a Kenneth Tucker, Individually and as
Co-Personal Representatives of the Estate of
Mary H. Tucker, and Michael Allen,

Plaintiffs,
V.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Lutricia Tucker Blakey, Gwendolyn )
Garretson, Priscilla Gray, Florie T. Hamiiton, )
Jamika Tucker Jackson, Doris Tucker Jenkins, )
Alice C. Johnson, Pamela D. Tucker McKnight, )
Charlene Tucker Smalls, Abraham Tucker, )
Ashaunte Tucker, Bradley Tucker, Calvin - )
Tucker, Clifford Tucker, Craig Tucker, Cynthia )
Marie Tucker, Cynthia Tucker, Dorothy Tucker, )
Dorothy Kitt Tucker, Frank T. Tucker, Gary C. )
Tucker, Hazel Tucker, Herman Tucker, )
Kenneth J. Tucker, Kenneth Tucker, Larry )
Tucker, Lillian A. Gregg Tucker, Mary Tucker, )
Maurice Tucker, Michael Anthony Tucker, = )
Reubin Tucker, lll, Ryan Tucker, Sadie )
-Hutchinson Tucker, Shawn Tucker, Sheldon )
Tucker, Shontique Tucker, Sophronia Tucker, )
Spencer Tucker, Victor Leroy Tucker, Victoria .)
Lorene Tucker, Deborah Tucker White, )
John Doe, a fictitious name used herein to )
designate the estates and unknown heirs at )
law, distributees, devisees, issue, personal )
representative, successors and/or assigns of )
Lawrence Herman Culttino, Lula Tucker Cuttino)
Jerry Cuttino, Drayton W. Gray, Jr., Marion )
Tucker Gray, Alonza Tucker, Bernice Harrison )
Tucker, Carsedra Yvette Tucker, Charles )
Tucker, Donald Vaughn Quentin Tucker, Eliza )
Gallashaw Tucker, Emmie Richardson Tucker, )
Geraldine Tucker, Harry Tucker, Israel Tucker, )
Sr., James Tucker, Lucille Tucker, Lucius J. )
Tucker, Mary Ella Tucker, Nathaniel Tucker, )
Regimen Gerthrod Tucker, Reubin Tucker, )
Reubin Tucker, Jr., Ronald Tucker, Teselene )
Rlvers Tucker, Theron Antonio Tucker, Wllham )
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Tucker, Willie B. Tucker all being deceased )
person(s) or who may be deceased person(s); )
and Mary Roe, a fictitious name designating )
all other persons and legal entities unknown )
who may have or claim any right, title, estate, )
interest in or lien upon the real estate described)
herein, including any such as may be infants, )
minors, prisoners, incompetents, or under any )
other disability, including the Servicemembers )
Civil Relief Act, American Builders & S )
Contractors Supply, Co,, Inc., Citifinancial, )
Department of the Treasury - Internal Revenue)
Service, First Credit of Holly Hill, Lowcountry )
Credit, LLC, South Carolina Department of )
Revenue, South Carolina Electric and Gas, )
Herbert E. Myers, )
o )

)

)

o Defendants..

This fnatﬁer comes before the Court on the Defendant, Lutricia Blakey's,
Motion to Rec’ons_ider pursuant to Rule 59(e) SCRCP filed and served on
November 12, 2019. ’ » |

‘Rule 59(e), SCRCP provides “A motion tov alter or amend the judgment
- shall be served not later than 10 days after receipt of Written notice of the entry of
the order.” In this case, this Court's Order was ﬁied on October 23, 2019 and

served on counsel for the Defendant, Lutricia Blakey, the same day
| electronically, as evidenced by the Notice of Electronic Filing (NEF). Even
allowing‘ an additional 5 days for service via- electronic service, any Motion
puréuant to. Ru.le 59(e) should have been served 15 days after receipt, 6r by
- Thursday, Novémﬁer 7, 2019.  Because the Defendant's Motion was not filed

and served until November 12, 2019, it is not timely.

Order Denying Motion for Reconsideration .
Case No.. 2015-CP-18-2381

- 18£2081dOS102#3SVO - SYIT1d NOWWOD - d3183HOHOA - Wd L 1:2 0F UBf 020¢ - a4 ATIVOINOY L0373



As held by the South Carolina Supreme Court, “[a] trial court does not
have the power to alter or amend a final order if more than ten days passes and
no Rule 59(e) métion has been _served, nor does a trial court have any power to
grant the movihg 'party an extension of time in which to file a Rule 59(e} motion.”
Overland, Inc.‘ d/b/a Land Rover Greenville v. Lara Marie Nance et al, 423 S.C.
253, 257, 815 S.E.2d 431 (S.C. 2018) (internal citations omitted). Accordingly,
bgcausé the time period to serve thé Rule 59(e) motion had expired, this Court

denies the Motion as not timely.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

bate: y //Z?/Zfd

Summerville, Séuth Carolina Rugséil A. DeMott
o ‘ Special Referee for Dorchester County
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