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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  

COUNTY OF       

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 

 

      

  

      

PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 

 

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE) 

 JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury.  The issues 

have been tried and a verdict rendered. 
 

 DECISION BY THE COURT.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court. 

The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.  
 

 ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):  Rule 12(b), SCRCP;  Rule 41(a), 

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);  Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); 

 Other       
 

 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):  Rule 40(j), SCRCP;  Bankruptcy; 

 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify 

      arbitration award;  

   Other       
 

  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY 

 

  DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX): 

   Affirmed;   Reversed;   Remanded;   

 Other        
   

  NOTE:  ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR 

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.  

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:  See attached order (formal order to follow)  Statement of Judgment 

by the Court:  

 

ORDER INFORMATION 

This order  ends  does not end the case.                                                   See Page 2 for additional information.  

  

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 

 

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a 

copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on                         . 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 

Gogogreens LLC for Gogogreens LLC
Arthur E Perry for Arthur E Perry
Arthur Perry for Arthur Perry
Gogogreens LLC for Gogogreens LLC
AEP2 LLC
Arthur E Perry for Arthur E Perry
Arthur E Perry, II
Arthur Perry for Arthur Perry

01/27/2021

✔

2017CP1002900

This matter came before the Court on January 18, 2021 on Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, filed
September 4, 2018. Representing the Plaintiff was Franklin L. Greene, Esq. Representing the Defendant
was Mary L. Arnold, Esq. This Motion is disposed of without the necessity of a hearing pursuant to  the Chief
Justice's April 3, 2020 Order, As Amended December 16, 2020, Section (c)(4). This Motion is listed on the
January 18, 2021 Charleston County Motions Roster published December 14, 2020. The Plaintiff filed its
Memorandum in Support on January 14, 2021. The Defendant filed its Memorandum in Opposition on
January 18, 2021.

Arthur Perry et alAmerican Express Bank FSB

Charleston

✔✔

✔
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Court Reporter:       
 
E-Filing Note:  The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk's 

entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to 

parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

“Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine issue of material fact such
that the moving party is entitled to prevail as a matter of law.” Evening Post Pub. Co. v.
Berkeley County Sch. Dist., 392 S.C. 76, 81, 708 S.E.2d 745, 748 (2011) ; Rule 56(c),
SCRCP.  “Under Rule 56(c), the party seeking summary judgment has the initial
responsibility of demonstrating the absence of a genuine issue of material fact.”
Baughman v. Am. Tel. & Tel. Co., 306 S.C. 101, 115, 410 S.E.2d 537, 545 (1991) (citing
Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 106 S. Ct. 2548 (1986) ). In considering a motion
for summary judgment, “the evidence and its reasonable inferences must be viewed in
the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.” Id.

Indeed, in considering a motion for summary judgment, the nonmoving party receives
every benefit of the doubt. See Watters v. Terminix Service, Inc., 376 S.C. 632, 635, 658
S.E.2d 110, 111 (Ct. App. 2008). “Summary judgment is not appropriate where further
inquiry into the facts of the case is desirable to clarify the application of the law... Even
when there is no dispute as to evidentiary facts, but only as to the conclusions or
inferences to be drawn from them, summary judgment should be denied.” USAA
Property & Cas. Ins. Co. v. Clegg, 377 S.C. 643, 653, 661 S.E.2d 791, 796 (2008).

After considering the record, the Court finds that genuine issues of material fact exist.
Accordingly, the Motion is heard and respectfully Denied.
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Charleston Common Pleas

Case Caption: American Express Bank FSB  VS Arthur  Perry  , defendant, et al

Case Number: 2017CP1002900

Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

IT IS SO ORDERED.

s/D.L. Jefferson Ninth Judicial Circuit Judge 2128

Electronically signed on 2021-01-27 11:42:17     page 3 of 3
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