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L .. Plaintiff,
~ ORDER DENYING MOTIONS TO
'RECONSIDER

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

Defendants,
of which,

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

Vs

QL‘lent’in S. Broom, Jr.,

azand

Third-party Defendant.
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This mattér comes before the Court by way of consecutive motions toreconsider filed by
Defenidant H. Hughes Andrews, Individually and on behalf of Tri-Star Communications, Inc., as
a Third-ﬁaﬁy "Plainti»ff, puréuant to Rlules.-59 and 60,‘SCRCP: Sijeciﬁcally, Hughés asks this _
Court to recoﬁsider its Order of November 1, 2011, dismissing all of the cléims brought by
Hughes, indi{/idually and on behalf of Tri-Star Comrﬁum’cations, Inc.

A hearing was held on October 5, 2011, to consider Broom’s motion ‘;o dismiss all of the
claims. On Oc‘tober 7, 2011, this Court'issued a Form 4 and requested submission of a formal

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

reconsider, before entry of the Court’s formal Order.
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) . | On :NQ'\(é.r'_nb ¢f 1 201 1 ) thls Court’ e1_1't"ér-éd-‘_ _th“e'-;.‘fc")i‘ma'_li O1derd1smlssmg -?111 : Clai_hié On

- November 11; 201 1, Hughes filed a ‘supplemiental motion t6.reconisider the formal Order.” -

- On :Deéember 17,2012;.a heéring _was'held, and after _ca_reful .c__(_)nslid'er_ationj of therecord -~

in this. case,_fhc's'u'b‘vmjrsjjs'.iuc:ms_v‘o'f -f_h’e’ par‘t'ies,’_a'n_d ‘arg"ﬁmshts_‘ of .éoﬁﬁ'_sél',:'thi‘_é_"Court 18 :Li.i’lablé.t(). L
discover any material fact or principle of law that either has been overlook¢d or disregardé_d and.

further finds no error of laws or facts not appropriately c}onsider}edl ACcordingly,_this'Cbun'
Order filed Nc;vember 1, 2011.

‘hereby DENIES the motions pursuant to Rule 59(e) and 60(b), SCRCP to reconsider this Court’s

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

T E _ y’i—l}efnorable J. Mark Hayes, II
| ] 30 / /3 - *
Date: !

Spartanburg, South Carolina
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