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McLAREN & LEE
ATTORNEYS AT LLAW
1508 LAUREL STRELT
| COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA
JAMES T, McLARIN TELEPHONE (803) 799-3074 HLOASE RFLY TO
C. DIXON LEE, I+ FACSIMILE (803) 252.3548 PUSY OITNCE BOX 11809
‘ COLUMBIA, SOUTH CARGLINA
YALS0 ADMITTED INNC 203111800
May 8, 2006

VIA FACSIMILE

Scott L. Robinison, Esquire

Steven S. McKenze, Esquire
\ Johnson, McKenzie & Robinson, LLC
t 16 North Brooks Street
' Manning, South Carolina 29102

RE: Willlam Simpson, Jr v. Becky Simpson.
2004-DR-14-0318, 243

Qentlomen:

Please find enclosed a dralt of the proposed Order in connection with the above
matter. Please review and advise of any revisions you may have. I would liko to
transmit the Order on to Judge Segars-Andrews as quickly as possible.

With kindest regards, ] am

Very Truly Yours,

JTM /mms
Enclosure
cc;  Jan L. Warner, Esquire

FELLOWS, AMERICAN ACADIMY OF MATRIMONIAL TAWYSRRS
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )  INTHE FAMILY COURT FOR THE
) THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CLARENDON ) DOCKET NO: 2004-DR-14-315, 243
)
WILLIAM R. SIMPSON, JR,, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
V5. ) ORDER
)
BECKY H, SIMPSON )
and WADE INGLE, )
)
Defendants. )
)
Hearing Date: April 13, 2006
Presiding Judge: Frances P. Segars-Andrews
Plaintiff’s Atlorneys: Steven S. McKenzie

81(0/700 'd

Defendant Simpson’s Atiomeys:

Guardian ad Litem:
‘Court Reporter:

Scott L. Robinson
Jan L, Warner
James T. McLaren
Carric A. Warner
James A. Stoddard
Sandra McGarry

This matter was heard before the undersigned at Sumter, South Carolina on April

13, 2006. Plaintifl was represented by his attorney Steven 8. McKenzie. Defendant

Simpson was represented by her attorneys Jan L, Warner and James T. McLaren, The

hearing was conducted at Sumler rather than in Manning with the consent and agreement

of counsel for bath parties and as an accommodation to the Court which was sitling in

Suraier on the hearing date.

\

This matter was before the Court for a hearing on Plaintiff's “Natice of Mation

and Molion for a New Trial Based Upon Failure of the Defendants’ Caunsel to Disclose

the Court's Conflict of Interests™ dated March 28, 2006.
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At the hearing on April 13, 2006 the Court also raised, sua sponte, the question of
whether the Court should disqualify itself and prant a new trial based upon tﬁc fact that
Mr. M¢Laren, one of the Dcfenda:txt‘s attorneys, had been co-counsel with Lon Shull, 2
partner in the Mt. Pleasant law firm of Andrews and Shull!, in a personal injury case
settled in late 2004 which resulled in a six-figure contingency fec being paid to Andrews
and Shull and then divided, per thelr parmership agreement, between Lon Shull and Mark
Andrews, At the hearing the Court requested that cach party submit any Memorandum or
other documentation which they desired for the Court to consider on this issue.
Defendant has submitted a Memorandum of Law dated April 24, 2006 with an attached
Af{(idavit from Nathan M. Crystal, a Professor at the University of South Carolina Schaol
of Law, Plaintifl has submitted a letter dated April 25, 2006. The Court has considered
these submissions as well as the balance of the record before the Court in reaching its
decision on the matters addressed in this Order. For the reasons set forth hereinafter the
Court finds and concludes that there is ne conflict of interests or other reason why it
should disqualify itself or grant a new teial in this case and thus denies Plaintiff*s Motion
for a New Trial,

BACKGROUND

Defendant Becky H. Simpson has beon represenied in this case by Jan L. Warner,
James T, McLaren and Carrie A, Warner. Plaintiff William R, Simpson, Jr. has been
represented by Steven S. McKenzie and Scoit L. Robinson.

This casc was heard on its merits on Februaty 14 and 16, 2006. A bifurcated
Decree of Divorce wag enlered on March 24, 2005, A Consent Order dated March 7,

2006 resolved the issues of custody and visitation, On March 13, 2006 the Court issued

" Mark Andrews, the othier portnor in Andrews and Shull, is the husband of the undersigned.

2.
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five (5) pages of written instruclions for a Final Order on all remaining issues and
requested that Mr, Warner and Mr. McLaren prepare and submit a proposed Order
consistent with those instructions.

On March 28, 2006, after the Court’s written instructions had been issued,
Plaintiff filed his Notice of Motion and Motion for a New Trial Based upon Failure of
Defendant ‘s Counsel to Disclose the Court's Conflict of Interests aeserting, in substance,
that he should get a new trial because Lon Shull? had given an affidavit on the issue of
attorneys fees in the case of “Daisy Wallace Simpson vs. William Robert Simpson, Sr.
individually and as shareholder/member of W.R, Simpsan Farms, L.L.C. and William R.
Simpson, Jr., as a shareholder/member of W.R. Simpson Farms, L.L.C.,”, Dacket No,
2003-DR=14-128 (thc “Simpson, Sr. casc”). Daisy Wallace Simpson and William Robert
Simpson, Sr. arc the parents of William R. Simpson, Jr., the Plaintiff in this case.
William R. Simpson, Jr. Qw named as a porty defendant in the Simpson, Sr, case,
Plaintiff"s Motion contends that Mr. Shuil having given an af(idavit on the issue of
attorneys fees in the Simpson Sr. case (heard and decided by Judpe Turbeville) creates a
conflict of interests preventing the Court from hearing this case and that Defendant
Beclcy H. Simpson’s attorncys should have disclosed this alleged conflict of interests to
Plaintiff and his attorneys. Plaintiff’s Motion did not allege any prejudice or bias
resulling from the asserted conflict of interests nor was any evidence or argument of
prejudice resulting from the asserted confliet of interests presented.

A hearing was conducted on Plaintiff’s Motion for 2 New Trial at Sumter on April

13,2006. At that hearing the Court, acting sua sponte, raised the question of whether it

* As-praviously noted Mr. Shull is 3 partor in the Mt. Pleasant law firm of Andrews and Shull. Mark
Andrews, the other partner in that law fivin, is the undersigned’s husband.
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should disqualify itself and grant & new trial on the grounds the Court had not previously
disclosed the fact that James T. McLaren had been co-counsel with Lon Shull in a
personal injury casc which concluded in late 2004 or early 2005%. As the Court stated at
the April 13, 2006 hearing, the Court did not have a conscious awarencss that Mr.
MclLaren had been co-counsel with Mr. Shull in that case prior to Plaintiff filing the
Maotion for a New Trial and, as a rcsult, had not disclosed that fact previously.
DISCUSSION |
1. Mr. Shull's Affidavit in the Simpson Sr, case.

There is no contention by Plaintiff that Mr. Shull has been an attomey, witness or
otherwisc involved directly or indirectly in this case (W. R. Simpson, Jr. vs. Becky H.
Simpson, Docket Nos. 2004-DR-14-243 & 315). Mr. Shull’s sole involvement in the
Simpson Sr. case, heard and decided by Judge Turbeville, was as a witness, via affidavit,
on the single issue of attorney fees. M. Shull did not appear as an attomney in that case
and had no other invelvement in that case, The ‘Coun was completely unaware that Mr.
Shull had given an affidavit in the Simpson Sr. case until that fact was presented to the
Court as part of Plaintiff’s “Notice of Motion und Motion for ¢ New Trial Based Upon
Failure of the Defendants’ Counsel to Disclose the Court’s Congliet of Interests”.

The Court has carefully reviewed and considered Canon 3 the Code of Judicial
Conduet and finds no basis in that Canon or clsewhere under the law of the State of South
Carolina which wonld require the Court 10 disqualify itself in this case baged upon My,

Shull’s limited involvement, as a witness, in the divoree case of Plainti[[’s parents.

? In apprexintately 2003 Mr, MeLaren and Mr, Shull began represanting a PlaintifT in a wrongful death
case. That cose was seftled in December 2004, The settlement was pald In cerly 2005, At that time

Andrews and Shull received a six figure contingency fee which was divided berween Mr, Shull and Mr.
Andrews per their partnership agreement.
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Plaintiff does not arpue or suggest or contend that the Court “....individually or as
a fiduciary, oc the judge's spouse, parent or child wherever residing, or any other member
of the judpc's family residing in the judge's household, “has an economic interest” in the
subjcct matter in conttovetsy of in a party to the proceeding or has any other more than
de minimis “interest that could be substantially affected by the progeeding;”. [Canon
3E(1)(¢e)]. There is no evidence or argument that Mr. Shull has any economic intercst in
the outcome of this case (the Simpson, Jr. casc). Further, it appears that Mr. Shull was
not paid or otherwise compensated for his affidavit in the Simpson, Sr. case, thus Mr.
Shull neither has or had an econowmic interest in the outcome of cither Simpson case.

Plaintif¥ does not suggest or contend that the Court “.....or the judgce's spouse, or a
person within the third degree of telationship” to either of fhem, or the spousc of such a
person: (1) is a party 10 the proceeding, or an afficer, director or trustee of a party; (i) is
acting as a Jawyer in the proceeding; (iii) is known “by the judge to have a more than de
minimis™ interest thal could be substantinlly affected by the proceeding;

(iv) is to the judge's knowledge “likely to be a material witaess in the proceeding.”
[Canon 3E(1)(d)]. To the contrary there is no cvidence or even a suggestion that Mr.
Shull has had any involvement whatsocver in the Simpson, Jr, case.

Finally, there is no cvidenee, arpument or even suggestion by Plaintiff that Mr.
Shull’s limited involvoment in the Simpson Sr, case in any way resulted in the Court
having a bias or prejudice against Plaintiff in this case. The Court heard and decided this
case fairly and completely without bias or prejudice for or against either party. As stated
previously, the Court was completely unaware that Mr., Shull had given an affidavit in the

Simpson Sr, case until it received Plaintiff*s “Notice of Motion and Motion for a New
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Trial Based Upon Failure of the Defendants’ Counsel ta Disclose the Court’s Conflict of
Interests”, That Motion was not rade until March 28, 2006, morc than a month after the
Court heard the cvidence in this case and almost two (2) weeks after the Court issued it
memorandwn ruling in this case.

Based on the foregoing the Court finds that Mr, Shull’s limited involvement in the
Simpson Sr. case was not something which cither the Court or Defendant’s attorncys
wete required to disclose 1o tho Plaintiff nor docs Mr. Shull’s lirnited involvement in the
Simpson Sr. case warrant granting a ncw trial in this case. Accordingly, the Court
concludes that Plaintiff's “Notice of Motion and Motion for a New Trial Based Upon
Failure of the Defendants’ Counsel to Disclose the Court's Conflict of Interests” should
be denled,

2. The “Duty to Sit”

South Carolina law, like that of most other jurisdictions, imposes a “duty to sit™ in
cases where disqualification is not required.

South Carclina Appellate Cowrt Rule 501, Canon 3B(1) expressly states;

(1) A judge shall hear and decide matters assiened to the judge

except those in which disqyalifjcation is required. (cmphasis added)
&g see Unired States of America vs. Gary L, DeTemple, 162 F.3d 279 C.A4 (V A) 1998,

US. v. Snyder, 235 F.3d 42 C.A.1 (Mass.) 2000 — [* *[a] frial judge must hear cases
unless [there is] some reasonable factual basis to doubt the impartiality or faimess of the
tribunal.' Blizard vs. Frechette, 601 F,2d 1217, 1221 (1st Cir.1979). Thus, under § 455(a)
a judge has a duty (o recuse himself if his impartiality can reasonably be questioned; but

otherwise, he has a duty to sit."]
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2. The Court‘s disqualification is not required in this case,

South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 501, Canon 3E governs those situalions
where judicial disqualification is required. That Rule states:

E. Disqualification.

(1) A Judge shall disqualify himself or herself in a proceeding in whick the
Judge's impartiallty might reasonably be questioned, including but not
limited o instances where:

(a) the judge has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party or a
party's lawyer, or personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts
concerning the proceading;

(b) the judge served as g lawyer in the matter in controversy, or a lawyer
with whom the judge previously practiced law served during such
associalion as a lawyer concerning the matter, or the judge has been a
material wilness conccrning it;

(¢) the fudge knows that he or she, individually or as a fiduciary, or the
Judge's spouse, parent or child wherever residing, or any other member of
the judge's family residing in the judge's household, has an cconomic
inlerest in the subject mattet in confraversy or in a party to the proceeding
or has any other more than de minimis interest that could be substantially
affected by the proceeding;

() the judge or the judge's spouse, or a person within the third degree of
relationship to elther of them, or the spouse of such a person:

(i) is a parly to the proceeding, or an officer, direcror or trustee of
a parfy;

(1) Is acting as a lawyer in the proceeding;

(iii) is known by the judge 10 have a more than de minimis interest
that could be substantially affected by the proceeding;

(iv) is to the judge's knowledge likely to be a material witnass in
the proceeding.

(2) 4 judge shall kesp informed about the judge's personal and fiductary

economic interests, and make a reasonable cffort to keep informed about
the personal ecanomic interests of the judge's spouse and minor childran
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residing in the judge's houschold,

Here, there is no evidence whatsacver of any factual basis requiring the
Coutt’s disqualification in this case.

There is no evidence that the Court has “a personal bias or prefudice
concerning a porty or a party's lawyer, or personal knowledge of disputed
evidentiary facts” in this casc nor has any bias or prejudice been suggested,
alleged or argued.

There is no evidence, argument or suggestion that the Court has “served as
a lawyer in the malter in controversy, or a lawyer with whom the judge previously
practiced law served during such association as a lawyer concerning the matter,
or the judge has been a mbterial wilness concerning it.”

There is no cvidence, argument or suggestion that the Court has
“individually or as a fiduciary, or the judge's spouse, parent or child wherever
residing, or any other member of the judge's family residing in the judge's
household, has an economic interest in the subject matter in conlroversy or in a
party to the proceeding...”.

There is no evidenco, argument or suggestion the Cowrt or my husband
“,..or a parson within the third degree of relationship to either of them, or the

spouse aof such a person:

() is a party lo the proceeding, or an officer, director or trustee of
aparty;

(1) is acting as a luwyer in the proceeding:

(1ii) is known by the judge to have a more than de minimis interest
that could be substantially affected by the proceeding;
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(iv) is ta the fudge's knowledge likely to be a material witness in
the proceeding. "

There is simply no factual basis in this case which requires or mandates thew
Coust’s disqualification as a judge in this case,

3. The duty of disclosure.

Whilo there is a duty of disclosuse under South Carolina Appellate Court Rule
501, Canon 3, in certain instances, none of those instances apply to the subjcet case or
circumstances.

Undcr this rule, a judge is disqualified whenever the judgc's
impartiality might reasonably be questioned, regardless whether any of the
specific rules in Section 3E(1) apply. For example, if a judge were in the
process of negotiating {or employment with a law firm, the judge would
be disqualificd from any mailers in which that law firm eppearcd, unless
the disqualification was waived by the parties after disclosurc by the
judge.

A judge should disclose on the record informatian that the judge
believes the partics or their lawyers might consider relevant to the
question of disqualification, sven if the judge believes there is no real
basis for disqualification. (South Carolina Appeilate Court Rule 501,

Canon 3B, Commentary.)

There is no duty or requirement to disclose atienuated telationships or other
circumstances which do not rcasonably form a basis for disqualification. No
circumstances reasonably forming a basis for disqualificution are present jn this case.

For example, if the duty to disclose and/or disqualify was as broad as is suggesied
by Plaintiff, then Chief Justice Jean Toal of the South Carolina Supreme Court and Chicf
Judge Kay Hearn of the South Carolina Court of Appeals would he required 1o either
disqualify themselves or make disclosure in all cascs where their respective spouses or
their spouse’s Jaw firms had previously been co-counsel with or shared fees with any

attorney or law firm representing a litigant before those Courts, irrespective of the fact
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tha the previous casc or cascs had been conceluded and there was no continuing or
ongoing relationship. Disqualification and/or disclosure does not oceur in these
circumstances because it is not required. Nor is it required under the circumstances
presented in this case.

4. Related South Carolina law,

0
Ve oea or L aad rro- -

s T v T —

As stated in the Commentary to South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 501, Canon

?E(l)(d):

The fact that a lawyer in a proceeding is affiliated with a law
firm with which a relative of the judee is affiliated does not of itself
disqualify the judge. Under appropriate circumstances, the fact that "the
judgc's impartiality might reasonably be questioned" under Section 3E(1),
or that the relative is known by the judge to have an interest in the law
firm that could be "substantially affected by the outcome of the
proceeding” under Scction 3E(1)(d)(iii) may require the judge's
disqualification. (emphasis added)

‘The circumstances presented here are far more remote than those described above.
No lawyer in this proceeding is “affiliated with a law firm with which a relative of the
judge s afTiliated”, Mr, McLarcn was co-counsel with Mr, Shull (Mzark Andrews” law
partner) in one personal injury case which was seitled and concluded well more than a
year before this case was heard. No relative of the Court has any interest whatsocver in
any low firm that sould be "substantially [or even minimally) affected by (he outcome of
the proceeding". There is no ongoiny relationship between Mr, McLaren and Andrews
and Shull. Yo the contrary, Mr. McLaren has been opposing counsel in cascs before and
since that time to litigants represented by both Mr, Shuil and Mr. Andrcws.

While there are apparcntly no reported South Carolina cases dealing dirzetly with

facts similar {0 those presented in this case and the issuc of judicial disqualification, there

10
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ate & plethora of analogons cases, all of which support the proposition that neither
disqualification nor disclosure is required in this case.

Tn Doe vs. Howe, 367 S.C. 432, 626 S.E.2d 25 (Ct. App. 2002), Doo sucd Howe
for legal malpractice, The trial judge then granted summary judgment in favor of Howe.
Two days afier the summary judgment hearing the trial judge disclosed that he had
contacted Howe to inquire about employment for his wife with the Charleston Law
School (where Howe was on the Advisory Committee) and that the judge’s law clerk had
applicd for cmployment with one of Howe’s attorneys. Doe moved for disqualification
of the trial judge. The trial judge denied that Motion. The Court of Appeal affirmed the
denial of disqualification stating:

"Under South Carolina law, if there is no evidence of judicial

prejudice, a judge's failure to disqualify himself will not be reversed on -

appeal," (FN7) "It is not cnough for a party to allege bias; a party secking

disqualification of a judge must show some evidence of bias or prejudice.”
Because Doe made no showing here of actual prejudice, we find no
abuse of distretion in the wial judge's refusal to disqualify himself, If

anylhing, the trial judge demonstrated sensitivity toward any concerns Doe

might have had regarding his impartiality by voluntarily making full

disclosure of bis and his law clerk's contacts with Hnwc and Howe's
counsel, 626 S.E.2d at 630.

In Ness vs. Eckerd Corp., 350 8.C. 399, 566 S.E.2d 193 (Ct. App.2002), a casc
somewhat analogous to this case, Judge Harwell denicd Eckerd’s Motion to sct aside a
default judgment. Eckerd filed a Rule 59(e) Motion requesting reconsideration of that
ruling.

In an order dated July 13, 1998, Judge Harwe‘ﬂ stated "(he]
discovered that one of the [his] brothers has a relationship (o he

corpurate defendant which was unknown [to me] at the rime this Court

heard the Motions in question and entered the Order of May 28, 1998."

He then vacaled his earlier order and recused himself from the case. 566
S.E2dat195

11
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The case was assigned to Judge Smoak who then set aside the default. Ness
~ appealed, Tho Court of Appeals reversed Judge Harwell setting aside his Order stating
in rclevant part:

cerssresiansienON realizing there might be a problem, Judge Harwell

properly deelined to take any further action in the case, but he should

not have vacated his earlier order. Rule 63, SCRCP, directs ag follows:

If by yeason of death, sickncss, or other disability, a judge before whom an

action has boen tricd is unable wo perform the duties to be performed by

the court under thesc rules after a verdict is returned or findings of fact and

conclusions of law arc filed, then the resident judge of the circuit or any

other judge baving jurisdiction in the court in which the action was tricd

may perform those duties....

We construe the language "other disability” to include

disqualification of the teinl judge. Therefore, the Rule 59(c) motion

should have been heard by another circuit judge. (emphasis added) 566

S.E.2d at 196

Here, like in Ness vs. Eckerd Corp., the Court made a decision in this casc before
recalling the basis now asserted far the Court's disqualification. Even more
compellingly, the grounds for disqualification in Ness vs. Eckerd Corp, mandated or
required disqualification under Canon 3E(d)(iii) as Judge Harwell’s brother had more
than a de minimus interest in the defendant corporation that could be substantially
affected by the proceeding. Thera is no basis for a required or mandatory disqualifieation
in this case.

In Murphy vs, Murphy, 319 8.C. 324, 461 S.E.2d 39 (1995), the husband sought
disqualification of the trial judge on the grounds that the judge has represented the wife's
attorney in a prior legal matter, The trial judge denjed disqualification, The Suprems
Court affirmed the denial of disqualification noting there was “no evidence of judicial

prejudice”, 461 S.E.2d at 42

12
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In Lyvers vs. Lyvers, 280 S.C. 361, 312 S.E.2d 590 (Ct. App.1984), after entry of
the Order the wife moved for disqualification of the trial judge upon learning that the
judge had represented the husband's attorney in his divorce case four years earlier, The
{rial judgo denied the Motion. The Court of Appeals affirmed the densal off
disqualification stating:

Finally, Mrs. Lyvers argues that the court erred in denying her
motion to reconsider its order afier she learned the judge had represented
counsel for Mr. Lyvers in a domestic action four years previously. She
asserts that the judge should have disqualified himself under the dictatss
of Canon 3(C)(l) of the Code of Judletal Conduct.

Canon 3(C)(1) of the Code of Judicial Conduct provides:
(C) Disqualification.

1)) A judge should disqualify himself in a proceeding in
which his impartiality might reasonably be questioned

e

In applying Canon 3(C)(1), the South Carolina Supreme Court has
stated that the movant or pelitioner must show some evidence of the blas
or prejudice of the judge. Rogersv. Wilkins, 275 S.C. 28, 267 5.E.2d 86
(1980). As in Rogers, the record before us is torally devoid of any
evidence of fudicial prejudice agatnst Mrs. Lyvers, or bias in favor of Mr.
Lyvers. Thus, it was not error for the trial judge to deny Mrs, Lyvers's
motion for reconsideralion, 312 S.E.2d at 594

Also sec Townsend vs. Townsend, 323 S.C. 309, 474 8.E.2d 424 (1996) alfirming
trial judge's denial of the father's disquelification motion where the judge was a
childhood acquaintance of the mother,
South Carolina Judicial Advisory Opinion No. 2-1950:
There is no conflict uf interest or impropriely in a judge presiding
over q trial in which one of the atterneys represented him in past
litigation, provided that litigation is aver, that their relationship was

sivictly an arms length lawyer-client relationship and there is no dabt or
Jinancial obligation still outstanding,
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South Carolina Judicial Advisory Opinion No. 28-1996:

A Family Court Judge should recuse himselffherself from all cases
involving the attorneys and their firms who are concurrently representing

a judge's relatives in a divorce proceeding, particularly if the divorce case

is expected to be highly confrontational... ...... ... ..... However, upon

termination of the divorce proceeding, the rules would not mandate that

the judge recuse himself/herself, (emphasis added)

Here, there is no basis asserted under Cannon 3 or otherwise in existonce
requiring or mandating the Court's disqualification in this case. Further, there is no
reason the Cowrt’s impartiality can reasonably be questioned in the decision making
pracess in this case. The Court was completely unaware that Mr, McLaren had been co-
counsel with Mr. Shull in the subject personal injury case until after her husband
reminded it of that fact several days before the April 13, 2006 Motion hearing,

The Court heard and decided this casc fairly without any bias or prejudice for or
against cither parly, The “duty to hear and decide” cases as is set forth in Canon 3B(1)
controls the Court’s decision to deny disqualification and a new trial,

Based on the forcgaing, it is, accordingly,

ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

1. Plainti({"s “Notice of Motion and Mution for a New Trial Based Upon

Failure of the Defendants’ Counsel 1o Disclose the Court's Conflict of Interests™ is

heteby denied.
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2, The foregoing findings and conclusions of the Court arc hereby rendered

the Order of the Court as to the issucs addressed herein,

IT IS SO ORDERED.
FRANCES P. SEGARS-ANDREWS, JUDGE
FAMILY COURT FOR THE
THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Charlesion, South Carolina
Dated; , 2006
15
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