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SUMMARY

The South Carolina Supreme Court held that a named-driver exclusion authorized by South Carolina
Code section 38-77-340 may exclude uninsured motorist coverage, as well as other forms of coverage,
while the designated driver operates the vehicle. Because Belinda Pickens had signed an exclusion
naming Kevin Simms and Simms was operating the vehicle when she was injured, the court affirmed
the denial of her uninsured motorist claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether South Carolina Code section 38-77-340 permits a named driver exclusion to preclude
uninsured motorist coverage for an insured passenger injured while the excluded driver was operating
the vehicle.

2. Whether the exclusion violates section 38-77-150's requirement that automobile insurance policies
contain uninsured motorist coverage.

HOLDINGS

1. When the insured agrees to exclude coverage while a named driver operates the vehicle, the exclusion
extends to all forms of coverage under the policy, including uninsured motorist coverage.

2. A named driver exclusion authorized by section 38-77-340 may exclude uninsured motorist coverage
notwithstanding section 38-77-150's requirement that automobile policies contain uninsured motorist
coverage.

3. Pickens's argument that the policy language itself applied only to liability coverage was unpreserved
because the circuit court did not rule on it and Pickens did not file a Rule 59(e) motion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold the reasoning expressed in Knight applies equally here: where the parties agree to exclude coverage
when a named driver is operating a vehicle, that exclusion extends to all forms of coverage in the policy.”

“However, excluding a named driver from all forms of coverage—even mandatory coverage—is permitted by
section 38-77-340 and therefore does not violate section 38-77-150.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Belinda Pickens was injured while riding as a passenger in her insured 1997 Chevrolet, which was being
operated by her son, Kevin Simms. Pickens's automobile policy provided liability, personal injury protection,
uninsured motorist, and underinsured motorist coverage, but she had signed a named driver exclusion covering
Simms while operating the insured vehicle. Pickens sought uninsured motorist benefits, and USAA denied the
claim because Simms was the excluded driver; the parties stipulated that Simms was driving when the accident
occurred and had separate insurance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

USAA filed a declaratory judgment action after denying Pickens's claim for uninsured motorist coverage. On
cross-motions for summary judgment, the Richland County circuit court ruled for USAA, holding that the
named driver exclusion authorized by section 38-77-340 applied to uninsured motorist coverage and did not



violate public policy. Pickens appealed, and the Supreme Court of South Carolina certified the case for its review
and affirmed.

DISPOSITION
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