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') IN THECQUR T OF COMMON PLEAS 'STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

" '" C()UNTY'OF $p ARTANiuRO' 'J 
) 

:. : ......... ' 
.: '. 

.'. . ~ . 

) 
) 

,', Ci~il'Actio~No.2008-C~-42-3397' ' .. 
Qu~ntinS.Bro()m, Jr., 

, PI~intiff, 
, vs. 

Ten State Street, L.L.P., Timothy D. Scrantom~ 
Mark Broadwater, and H. Hughes Andrews, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO 
'RECONSIDER 

Defendants, 
of which, 

Defendant H. Hughes Andrews, Individually and 
on behalf of Tri-Star Communications, Inc., as a 
Third-party Plaintiff, 

vs. 
, ,) 

Qilentin S. Brb.om, Jr., 

Third-party Defendant. 
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This matter comes before the Court by way of consecutive motions to reconsider filed by 

Defendant H. Hughes Andrews, Individually and on behalf of Tri-Star Communications, Inc., as 

a Third-party flaintiff, pursuant to Rules 59 and 60,' SCRCP. Specifically, Hugl~es asks thls , 

Court to reconsider its Order of November 1, 2011, dismissing all of the claims brought by 

Hughes, individually and on behalf of Tri-Star Communications, Inc. 

A hearing was held on October 5, 2011, to consider Broom's motion to dismiss all of the 

claims. On October 7, 2011, this COUli issued a Form 4 and requested submission of a fonnal 

Order from Broom's counsel. On October 24, 2011, attorneys for Hughes filed a motion to 

reconsider, before entry of the COUli's formal Order. 
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bit N oveniberl; 201 i, this COUli" eritered the ,fo11mll .0rderdlsmi~singal1· claims. On ." • 
,':'. . ' .... 

....• •...• • ·NovemberjC2011,HughesEledasuppleniental modon torecorisidei-'theformal Order~ .' 
. ,":," . .' . .. . . . .,' ' . 
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. . ' . ": .:.: .' .... .... . - .. " . '.' : 

Qn December 17, 20 12;.a hearing was held, and after carefulc()nsideration of the record 

iri this case, the submissions of the parties, and arguments of courisel,this Court is llhable to ..•••.. 
. .' . . 

. discover any material fact or principle of law that either has been overlooked or disregarded and 

. . 

further finds no error of l8.ws or facts· not appropriately considered. Accordingly, this COUli 

hereby DEN1ESthe motions pUlsuant to Rule 59(e) and 60 b), SCRCP to reconsider' this Court's 

. 
Order filed November 1,2011. 

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Date: 

Spartanburg, South Carolina 
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