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SUMMARY

The South Carolina Supreme Court reversed the court of appeals and reinstated summary judgment for

the South Carolina Law Enforcement Division. The court held that former SLED agents were rehired

at reduced salaries and that SLED paid, rather than deducted from their salaries, the employer

retirement contributions required under South Carolina law.
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reversal of the trial court's grant of summary judgment in SLED's
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Summary judgment is reviewed under the same standard applied by
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genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law, with evidence and reasonable inferences
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the undisputed evidence established that Respondents were rehired at new, reduced salaries
rather than at their pre-retirement salaries with the employer retirement contribution deducted from those

salaries.

2. Whether SLED violated S.C. Code section 9-11-90(4)(b), constitutional takings or due process

protections, or appropriations law by operating the Retirement/Rehire program.

3. Whether SLED was entitled to summary judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. SLED was entitled to summary judgment because Respondents were rehired at new, reduced salaries,
and the employer retirement contributions were paid by SLED rather than deducted from Respondents'

salaries.

2. A party opposing summary judgment may not survive merely by pointing to an isolated statement or
creating an unreasonable inference or metaphysical doubt; the party must produce specific facts showing

a genuine issue for trial.

KEY QUOTATIONS

«n

[A] trial court may grant a motion for summary judgment 'if the pleadings, depositions, answers to
interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue

as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.""” (I1.A)

“The court of appeals elevated what is, at best, a metaphysical doubt into a genuine issue of material fact.”
(I1.C)

“The trial court therefore correctly found Respondents' claims had no basis in fact as Respondents were
unable to produce any evidence that they were rehired at their previous salaries or that the employer

retirement contribution was ever deducted from their pay.” (11.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Respondents were longtime SLED employees and members of the Police Officers Retirement System who
retired in 2004 and were subsequently rehired under SLED's Retirement/Rehire program. They agreed in writing
to new salaries reduced from their pre-retirement salaries and to employment terms of no more than four years.
After discovery, the record established that SLED paid the employer retirement contributions from funds

appropriated for benefits and never deducted those contributions from Respondents' salaries.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Respondents, former SLED agents who retired and were rehired under SLED's Retirement/Rehire program, sued
SLED and the State, alleging that SLED unlawfully deducted the employer's retirement contribution from their



salaries. The State was dismissed under Rule 12(b)(6), and the Supreme Court initially reversed that dismissal
based on the allegations of the complaint. After discovery, the circuit court granted SLED summary judgment,
the court of appeals reversed, and the Supreme Court granted certiorari, reversed the court of appeals, and

reinstated judgment for SLED.
DISPOSITION

reversed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court reversed the court of appeals and directed that judgment be entered for SLED, reinstating the trial
court's judgment.
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