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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF RICHLAND 

INRE: 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Protest of: ) 
HASS CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC. & ) 
SOUTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVESITY ) 

Appeal by: 
HASS CONTSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC., 
ET. AL., & SOUTH CAROLINA STATE 
UNIVESITY 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

BEFORE THE SOUTH CAROLINA 
PROCUREMENT REVIEW PANEL 

CJ g ..,...,. 
Case No. 1997-16-:; ~ 
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98-CP-40-2380 & 98-CP~~46.£;. 
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This matter come before me by way of motion from the South Carolina Procurement 

Review Panel (Panel) for an order granting a ten day extension of time to issue a new order 

in the above captioned case. The Panel was directed to issue a new order pursuant to the 

Honorable Judge William P. Keesley who presided over the Circuit Court Appeal in this 

case. An order such as this is based on the following facts: 

1. Beginning on February 18, 1998 the Panel, by the use a hearing officer, heard a 

twenty-one day contract controversy between Hass Construction Company, Inc., 

Et al., & South Carolina State University. The case involved approximately 

10,000 pages of documents. 

2. On June4, 1998 the Panel issued a five page order in this case. 

3. Shortly thereafter all parties appealed the Panel's decision to the Circuit Court. 

4. The Circuit Court hearing was held on February 2, 2000. 

5. The Circuit Court Order was issued on July 28, 2000 which directs the Panel to 

issue a New Order on Remand. 

6. All parties agree the statutory time for issuing the order is thirty days. 

7. All parties also recognize the volume of the documents to be examined in this case 

and thereby consent to the granting of a ten day extension to the Panel. 
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THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED that the motion for a ten day extension for the 

issuance of the new order in the above captioned case in granted. 

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 

September _ _,_/---'-9 __ , 2000 
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Chief Administrative Judge, 
Court of Common Pleas, 
5th Judicial Circuit 


