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Decision Contract Controversy 
Matter of: Neptune Worldwide Protection / Sycurion Protection Services – SC, LLC v. 

South Carolina Department of Disabilities and Special Needs 

File No.: 2025-106 

Posting Date: July 8, 2025 

Contracting Entity: Department of Disabilities and Special Needs 

Solicitation/Contract: 5400024884 / 4400031748 

Description: Armed Guard & Security Services – Central Office 

DIGEST 

Claims denied where evidence does not support claimant’s allegations. Respondents’ claims for reimbursement 

of overpayment granted where claim is supported by evidence and not contested by claimant. 

AUTHORITY 

Per S.C. Code Ann. § 11-35-4230, the Chief Procurement Officer (CPO) conducted an administrative review of 

a request for resolution of a contract controversy filed by Neptune Worldwide Protection / Sycurion Protection 

Services (Sycurion) making a claim against South Carolina Department of Disabilities and Special Needs 

(DDSN). Sycurion’s request sans attachments is attached as CPO Exhibit A. On April 24, 2025, the CPO 

conducted a hearing. At the hearing, Sycurion was represented by Christal Neptune, owner Sycurion. DDSN 

was represented by Erin Oehler, DDSN’s attorney. Also present for DDSN was Derek Rollins, Legal Assistant-

Paralegal. This decision is based on the documentary evidence and applicable law and precedents. 
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BACKGROUND 

On March 15, 2025, DDSN solicited competitive sealed bids for armed security services. (DDSN Exhibit A 

00003)1 On March 30, 2023, DDSN issued an amendment to the solicitation. (DDSN Exhibit A 00038) 

Hereinafter, any reference to the solicitation is to the solicitation as amended. The solicitation notified potential 

bidders that any resulting contract would be a one-year contract with the four one-year optional renewal periods. 

(DDSN Exhibit A 00008, A 00032, and A 00039)  

The solicitation required the contractor to “furnish the necessary security personnel to provide proper 

protections to DDSN property, clients, personnel, vehicles and real property." The solicitation further required 

the contractor to provide the following security services: 

• Monday through Friday, 7 AM – 7 PM:

o Established presence in the front lobby during normal office hours

o Walk-through security check inside the office building at least one in the morning and once
in the afternoon

o Security checks of the exterior of the building

• Monday through Sunday, 7 PM – 7 AM:

o External rotational security checks

o Minimum of five random security checks of building exterior and grounds per night

• Security officer to be 24-hour emergency response contact for security alarm is activated

(DDSN Exhibit A 00019) The solicitation also required the contractor to have a patrol vehicle for exterior 

security checks of the building. Id. 

Sycurion timely submitted a bid, and on May 18, 2023, DDSN awarded a contract to Sycurion to provide 

armed security guard services at the DDSN’s central office in Columbia, South Carolina. (DDSN Exhibit A 

00001 and A 00040.1 through A 00040.12) Per the award, the contract’s initial one-year term started on June 2, 

2023.2 The total potential value of the contract if all optional renewals were exercised was $555,098.40. 

1 The CPO conducted a hearing on April 24, 2025. At that hearing, the Department submitted an Exhibit Binder. Any 
reference to “DDSN Exhibit” followed by a letter of the alphabet and a number is a reference to a document within that 
binder with a page number for where it is found in the binder. 

2 The record indicates that Sycurian’s actual performance did not start until June 19, 2023. 
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Early in the performance of the contract an event occurred which Sycurion believes affected events a year later. 

This event was memorialized in a text message Ms. Neptune sent to Robert McBurney, former Program 

Manager at DDSN, on September 20, 2023. This message claimed that a DDSN employee was creating a hostile 

work environment for Sycurion’s guard and requested DDSN conduct an investigation and take corrective 

action. (CPO Exhibit B) That same day, Ms. Neptune emailed the same complaint to Mr. McBurney. (DDSN 

Exhibit G 00143) 

On October 27, 2023, the parties executed a change order which resulted in a per hour price increase of $1.62 

and an increase in total hours per day. (CPO Exhibit C) This change was a result of negotiations that started 

shortly after contract award but before performance started.  

On November 21, 2023, DDSN had an issue with the absence of a guard during business hours. That day, Ms. 

Neptune reached out to Robert McBurney, former Program Manager at DDSN, via text message, stating, “[h]e 

is back at the post it will not happen again. He stated he had to get something from his home.” (DDSN Exhibit B 

00057). A similar situation occurred on February 27, 2024. On this occasion, Mr. McBurney sent a text message 

to Ms. Neptune stating, “[o]ur front desk is unattended right now and we have no guard on premises 

apparently.” (DDSN Exhibit B 00058).  

On February 28, 2024, at 12:05 PM, Mr. McBurney received an email from Sylvia Johnson, Administrative 

Specialist at DDSN, stating that “Rodrick had to leave and Trevon is not hiere yet. He asked me to call him if he 

needs to come back. I am going to lunch at this time, so I will not be at the desk.”3 (DDSN Exhibit B 00047). 

Mr. McBurney then reached out to Ms. Neptune. At 12:11 PM, Ms. Neptune responded via text message that 

“Jodrick is coming inside now.” (DDSN Exhibit B 00059). Thus, the issue seems to have been resolved in a 

matter of 15 minutes or less. In the same text message exchange with Mr. McBurney, MS. Neptune informed 

him that, “Andrew pulled a no call no show again. I am pulling the plug. New Guard by Friday. We have 

tomorrow worked out.” Id. The record does not indicate there was any coverage issue resulting from Andrew’s 

“no call no show.”  

The record does not reflect any further issues with security coverage over the next four months, and DDSN 

allowed the contract to automatically renew for additional year starting June 2, 2024.  

 

3 Many of the text and email messages quoted herein contain a number of spelling and grammatical errors. All quotes are 
exactly as they appear in the original. However, due to the number of such errors, the CPO has omitted cluttering the text 
with “[sic]”. 
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On June 12, 2024, Sycurion sent Mr. McBurney a request for a rate increase via email. (DDSN Exhibit D 00074 

and CPO Exhibit D) Mr. McBurney forward this request to DDSN’s Director of Procurement, Valerie Duncan, 

on June 17, 2024, without comment. (DDSN Exhibit D 00074) On June 18, 2024, Ms. Duncan emailed the 

request to Quincy Swygert, DDSN’s Chief Financial Officer stating: 

Please see attached and advise if you are in agreement to proceed with this requested increase. 

At you time you expressed that Executive staff had an interest in canceling this contract, I wanted 
to make sure that is no longer at issue? 

Please advise. 

(DDSN Exhibit D 00073) On June 25, 2024, Ms. Duncan sent Mr. Swygert a follow up email stating: 

Good Morning, 

Circling back on this request. Please advise if Executive staff is still contemplating cancelling the 
security contract. 

Id. The record does not contain any evidence of why DDSN was considering cancelling the contract at this point 

apart from the couple of incidents four months or more earlier.  

On July 3, 2024, DDSN experienced an issue with security coverage. (DDSN Exhibit B 00060). A text message 

sent by Mr. McBurney to Ms. Neptune on July 4, 2024, indicates the issue was a lack of coverage on the 

afternoon of the third. Id. Ms. Neptune memorialized the fact that there was an issue in a text message to Mr. 

McBurney on the third stating: 

Robb. I took a personal leave today because I’m a bit under the weather. I do apologize for what 
took place today as you know that is not the standard. Marquez is always willing to come early he 
stated for me to you his direct line and I gave him yours as well. This will not happen again.  

Id. 

On July 9, 2024, Ms. Neptune sent Mr. McBurney a text message at 4:15 AM stating: 

Good morning Rob. Teresa text me at 4 am saying she has a bad fever with chills. She is 
attempting to reach out to Jodrick to cover her shift as well as Marquez. I am assuming they are 
currently sleeping. We are working on getting some there (sic) apologies for any inconvenience.  

(DDSN Exhibit B 00062). At 6:38 AM, Ms. Neptune sent a follow up text message stating: 

 Just fyi Ms. Sylvia was made aware by Teresa if she can monitor the post until we get coverage. 
Of course jodrick comes at 1 we are hoping to get someone before that. …I’m sure you know we 
don’t have attendance issues but sometimes these hiccups occur so I am hiring temp guards to fill 
in the gaps.  

Id. Finally, at 10:05 AM, Ms. Neptune sent a text message stating: 

Waiting on Marquez Possibility he’s coming in early cover the shift.  

The record does not reflect when Marquez or another security guard arrived on site.  
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(DDSN Exhibit B 00063) 

On August 2, 2024, Ms. Neptune sent Mr. McBurney a text stating: 

Hey Rob if I wanted to check if a guard came in on the past two Sundays is there a way to do so? 
Is there a record of when they key in the alarm or even video surveillance? If so can you look to 
see if a guard came the past two Sunday.  

(DDSN Exhibit B 00063). Later that day Ms. Neptune sent a text message asking if “there is someone I can 

contact to check.” Id. On August 5, 2024, Ms. Neptune followed up with a text message asking Mr. McBurney 

to give her a call about the matter observing that she has not been able to obtain help and “No one answers.” 

(DDSN Exhibit B 00065) Ms. Neptune followed up with one more text message that day asking to speak with 

the Mr. McBurney regarding the matter. Id. Finally, Ms. Neptune called DDSN Central Office and spoke with 

Derek Rollins. Mr. Rollins memorialized the conversation in an email, stating that Ms. Neptune is “asking for 

someone to go back and look through the cameras here to see if [her] security guard, Jodrick Wise, was present 

the last three Sundays (Aug 4, July 28, Jul 21).” (DDSN Exhibit B, pg. 00052). In response to this request, 

DDSN personnel reviewed security camera footage. This review showed that no guard was present on any of 

these three dates. (DDSN Exhibit B 00048). DDSN provided this information to Ms. Neptune the day of her 

request and Ms. Neptune then informed DDSN via email that the guard in question had been fired as a result. Id.  

It appears that by August 23, 2024, DDSN decided to part ways with Sycurion. On that day DDSN reached out 

to Chief Security Solutions (Chief) to discuss security services. (Exhibit E) Communications with Chief 

continued over the next several workdays. Id. On August 29, 2024, DDSN sent Sycurion a notice that it was 

terminating the contract for the convenience of DDSN. (DDSN Exhibit B 00041). The termination was effective 

Tuesday, September 3, 2024, at 9:00 AM. Id. Also on August 29, DDSN emailed Tammy Mikels with Chief 

stating, “It was great speaking with you again today. I look forward to meeting you on Tuesday, September 3 at 

11 am. I spoke to my team and if you can bring a security guard with you on Tuesday, we would appreciate it.” 

(CPO Exhibit E) It appears that DDSN had decided to acquire the services of Chief to replace Sycurion using 

emergency procurement procedures.4 (CPO Exhibit F) 

 

4 At the hearing, DDSN suggested they had acquired the services of Chief using a statewide term contract. The Division of 
Procurement Services did not then and does not now have a statewide term contract for security guard services. Documents 
provided by DDSN pursuant to a Sycurion Freedom of Information Act Request include an internal email exchange of 
August 23, 2024, concerning a review of Procurement Services website to find out if Procurement Services had security 
guard services on statewide term contract. Their search only turned up contracts for security software products.  
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 ISSUES 

Sycurion claims that DDSN’s termination of it contract for convenience was inappropriate because it was 

“arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to established law.”5 Accordingly, Sycurion asserts breach of contract 

damage claims for: 

• Loss of Profit: The anticipated profit from the full performance of the contract 

• Costs Related to Equipment: Expenses incurred for equipment specifically purchased or 

leased for the performance of the contract. 

• Lease Obligations: Costs associated with lease agreements directly tied to the fulfillment of the 

contract. 

• Additional Damages: Any other reasonable costs incurred as a direct result of the termination, 

including legal and administrative expenses for preparing the termination claim. 

DDSN counters that its decision to terminate Sycurion’s contract was not “arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to 

established law” and Sycurion has failed to prove its damages. DDSN also makes a counterclaim for damages 

from overbilling by Sycurion. 

ANALYSIS 

As the claimant, Sycurion bears the burden of proving upon a preponderance of the evidence its claims against 

DDSN. Maro v. Lewis, 389 S.C. 216, 222, 697 S.E.2d 684, 688 (Ct. App. 2010). DDSN likewise bears the 

burden of proving its claim that it is due damages from Sycurion due to overbilling.  

Sycurion’s Claim that DDSN Improperly Terminated Its Contract for Convenience 

Sycurion’s contract with DDSN included a termination for convenience clause, which states: 

TERMINATION FOR CONVENIENCE (JAN 2006)  

(1) Termination. The Procurement Officer may terminate this contract in whole or in part, for the 
convenience of the State. The Procurement Officer shall give written notice of the termination to 
the contractor specifying the part of the contract terminated and when termination becomes 
effective.  

(2) Contractor's Obligations. The contractor shall incur no further obligations in connection with 
the terminated work and on the date set in the notice of termination the contractor will stop work 
to the extent specified. The contractor shall also terminate outstanding orders and subcontracts as 

 

5 Sycurion’s claim includes purported citations to case law and Procurement Code provisions applicable to the matter. A 
subsequent brief does likewise. However, one of the cited Procurement Code provisions, Section 11-35-4220 governing 
debarment of vendors, has nothing to do with the propositions for which it was cited. Moreover, CPO could not find many 
of the cited cases using the Westlaw case law search feature.   
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they relate to the terminated work. The contractor shall settle the liabilities and claims arising out 
of the termination of subcontracts and orders connected with the terminated work. The 
Procurement Officer may direct the contractor to assign the contractor's right, title, and interest 
under terminated orders or subcontracts to the State. The contractor must still complete the work 
not terminated by the notice of termination and may incur obligations as are necessary to do so.  

(3) Right to Supplies. ...  

(4) Compensation. (a) The contractor shall submit a termination claim specifying the amounts due 
because of the termination for convenience together with cost or pricing data required by Section 
11-35-1830 bearing on such claim. If the contractor fails to file a termination claim within one 
year from the effective date of termination, the Procurement Officer may pay the contractor, if at 
all, an amount set in accordance with Subparagraph (c) of this Paragraph.  

(b) The Procurement Officer and the contractor may agree to a settlement and that the settlement 
does not exceed the total contract price plus settlement costs reduced by payments previously 
made by the State, the proceeds of any sales of supplies and manufacturing materials under 
Paragraph (3) of this clause, and the contract price of the work not terminated;  

(c) Absent complete agreement under Subparagraph (b) of this Paragraph, the Procurement 
Officer shall pay the contractor the following amounts, provided payments agreed to under 
Subparagraph (b) shall not duplicate payments under this Subparagraph:  

(i) contract prices for supplies or services accepted under the contract;  

(ii) costs reasonably incurred in performing the terminated portion of the work less amounts paid 
or to be paid for accepted supplies or services;  

(iii) reasonable costs of settling and paying claims arising out of the termination of subcontracts 
or orders pursuant to Paragraph (2) of this clause. These costs must not include costs paid in 
accordance with Subparagraph (c)(ii) of this paragraph;  

(iv) any other reasonable costs that have resulted from the termination. The total sum to be paid 
the contractor under this Subparagraph shall not exceed the total contract price plus the 
reasonable settlement costs of the contractor reduced by the amount of payments otherwise made, 
the proceeds of any sales of supplies and manufacturing materials under Subparagraph (b) of this 
Paragraph, and the contract price of work not terminated.  

(d) Contractor must demonstrate any costs claimed, agreed to, or established under 
Subparagraphs (b) and (c) of this Paragraph using its standard record keeping system, provided 
such system is consistent with any applicable Generally Accepted Accounting Principles.  

(5) Contractor's failure to include an appropriate termination for convenience clause in any 
subcontract shall not (i) affect the State's right to require the termination of a subcontract, or (ii) 
increase the obligation of the State beyond what it would have been if the subcontract had 
contained an appropriate clause.  

[07-7B265-1] 

While the government has broad latitude to terminate for convenience, Boarhog LLC v. U.S., 129 Fed. Cl. 130, 

134 (2016), it must act in good faith.  S.C. Code Ann. § 11-35-30. A termination for convenience clause “is not 

an open license to dishonor contractual obligations.” JKB Solutions and Services, LLC v. U.S., 18 F.4th 704, 709 

(Fed. Cir. 2021). But proving bad faith is difficult. A procurement officer is presumed to act in good faith, and 

overcoming this presumption requires “well-nigh irrefragable proof” that the government intended to injure the 
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contractor. Caldwell & Santmyer, Inc. v. Glickman, 55 F.3d 1578, 1581 (Fed. Cir. 1995). Nevertheless, a 

termination for convenience is likely in bad faith if done (a) to acquire a better bargain from another source or 

(b) to avoid paying a contractor.  JKB Solutions, 18 F.4th at 709. Similarly, bad faith exists when terminating a 

contract that was entered with no intention of fulfilling its promises. Id. 

Sycurion alleges that DDSN’s actions were made in retaliation for the harassment complaint it made on 

September 20, 2025, but does not provide any evidence supporting this allegation. The record simply does not 

contain any documentation showing a connection between DDSN termination of Sycurion and Sycurion’s 

harassment complaint eleven months earlier. Ms. Neptune speculates there is a connection in her testimony but 

presents no actual evidence. 

Sycurion also alleges a “pattern of neglect” following the “termination of the Procurement Officer who chose 

me.” In this regard, Ms. Neptune states that after the Procurement Officer left employment with DDSN, DDSN 

routinely ignored her communications. The evidence certainly supports a conclusion that DDSN ignored Ms. 

Neptune’s communications regarding a request for an increase in the contract amount while it was considering 

whether to terminate Sycurion’s contract. (CPO Exhibit G) However, this lack of communication is not the 

reason for DDSN’s decision to terminate the contract but rather a result of that decision. In other words, it is not 

evidence that DDSN’s decision was made in bad faith.  

Finally, Sycurion argues that DDSN terminated its contract in order to obtain a better bargain with Chief. 

However, the record reflects that DDSN did not reach out to Chief until Friday August 26, 2024, the same day it 

searched Procurement Services website to see if it could find a statewide term contract for these services. The 

record is clear that by this time, DDSN had already been considering terminating Sycurion for some time. 

DDSN did not even have a cost proposal from Chief until the day before it sent notice of termination to 

Sycurion. While Chief’s cost proposal was less than Sycurion’s contract amount, the record does not reflect that 

this was driving DDN’s decision. Rather the record supports a conclusion that DDSN’s decision to terminate 

Sycurion was the reason it reached out to Chief.  

In opposition to Sycurion’s allegations, DDSN points to the security guard coverage issues that arose during the 

course of contract performance and states that the final decision to terminate Sycurion was not made until after 

the last incident. While Sycurion counters that the contract has to allow grace for personnel issues, the fact is the 

contract does not. The contract required Sycurion to have an armed security guard present in accordance with 

the schedule specified in the contract. Any failure to meet this requirement was a breach of contract. At what 

point such failure becomes a material breach may be argued. Certainly, Sycurion had a rash of issues within the 

period of July 3 through August 4, 2024. One might argue that if DDSN had an issue with Sycurion’s breaches, 
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it should have handled the matter through a cure process used in anticipation of terminating the contract for 

default. However, rather than terminate for default, DDSN terminated for convenience as permitted by the 

contract. Regardless of whether one believes termination was warranted, these incidents of breach provide a 

rational basis for DDSN’s termination for convenience, and absent any irrefutable evidence to the contrary, 

counter any allegation of bad faith.  

Sycurion has failed to carry its burden of proving “well-nigh irrefragable proof” that DDSN terminated its 

contract with the intent to cause it harm. 

Sycurion’s Claim for Compensation 

Having failed to prove that DDSN acted in bad faith, Sycurion is only entitled to compensation allowed as a 

termination claim under the termination for convenience clause, not breach of contract damages. Allowed 

compensation includes such things as: 

• “contract prices for … services accepted under the contract”  
• “costs reasonably incurred in performing the terminated portion of the work less amounts paid … paid 

for accepted … services” 
• “ reasonable costs of settling and paying claims arising out of the termination of subcontracts”  
• “any other reasonable costs that have resulted from the termination.” 

The contract requires that Sycurion support its claim for compensation with evidence using its standard record 

keeping system, provided such system is consistent with any applicable Generally Accepted Accounting 

Principles. In its formal resolution request dated September 9, 2024, Sycurion presents an itemized termination 

claim as follows: 

Claim for Termination for Convenience** 

**1. Overview of Contract and Termination** 

- **Contract Number:**4400031748 
- **Contract Duration:** 5 years 
- **Contract Start Date:**June 19,,2024 
- **Time Completed:** 1 year (until June 19, 2024) 
- **Termination Date:** September 1, 2024 

**2. Calculation of Lost Revenue** 

- **Hourly Rate:** $26.47 
- **Weekly Hours:** 122 hours 
- **Weekly Revenue:** 122 hours * $26.47 = $3,231.34 
- **Annual Revenue:** $3,231.34 * 52 weeks = $168,230.68 
- **Revenue for Remaining 4 Years:** $168,230.68 * 4 = $673,822.72 

**3. Equipment Costs** 

- **Vehicle Purchase Cost:** $8,500 
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- **Vehicle Insurance:** $12,000 
- **Total Equipment Costs:** $8,500 + $12,000 = $20,500 

**4. Legal Services** 
TBD 

However, only the lost revenue claim is supported by evidence in the record, i.e. the contract and change order 

number 2. Sycurion failed to support its claim for equipment costs or any other compensation with any 

documentary evidence.6  

At the end of the hearing on April 24, 2025, the CPO gave Sycurion the opportunity to supply documentary 

evidence supporting any compensation claims. The CPO documented this in a Closing Summary Schedule 

emailed to the parties on April 29, 2025. In response, Sycurion declined to do so stating: 

Given the procedural irregularities, bias demonstrated during the hearing, and DDSN's history of 
vendor disputes, Sycurion does not feel confident providing further claim documentation, such as 
detailed financial records, lease agreements, and internal operational data, to the MMO or DDSN 
at this time. Instead, Sycurion reserves the right to present these materials in a court of law, where 
procedural safeguards and impartiality are guaranteed. 

Having failed to support its claim of compensation other than lost revenue with evidence, the CPO denies 

Sycurion’s claim for such compensation. As for the loss of anticipated revenue claim, loss of anticipated 

revenue is not recoverable under the termination for convenience clause. Therefore, the CPO denies claim for 

loss of anticipated revenue.  

DDSN’s Claim for Reimbursement of Overcharges 

At the hearing on this matter, DDSN presented to the CPO a counterclaim for reimbursement of overcharges. 

DDSN restated this claim in its closing summary brief:  

Following the termination of the Contract, an audit was performed on the invoices submitted by 
Ms. Neptune for Sycurion’ s services. It was determined that Sycurion double billed on two 
separate invoices, causing a total overpayment of $6,458.68. (DDSN Exhibit E, pg. 00081, 89, 
and 90). Accordingly, DDSN held the final invoice of $4,102.96. (DDSN Exhibit E, pg. 00081). 
This left a remaining balance owed by Sycurion to DDSN of $2,355.72. Id. 

While only implied in the above statement, the record does reflect that DDSN actually paid Sycurion the full 

amounts of the double billed invoices. (DDSN Exhibit E 00082 – 00083) At the hearing, Ms. Neptune stated 

 

6 On December 4, 2024, during settlement discussions, Sycurion submitted a greatly reduced claim based on equipment 
costs for a vehicle, lease obligations, guard severance pay, administrative and manager salaries, and reliance cost. (DDSN 
Exhibit H 00183 – 00185). Because this revised claim was made while the parties were discussion settlement, the CPO 
cannot consider this document as revising Sycurion’s claim, nor can it be used as evidence by DDNS. Even if Sycurion did 
intend revise its damage claim before the CPO, it is unsupported by evidence.  
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that Sycurion does not contest the amount of the overcharge. Therefore, the CPO finds that Sycurion owes 

DDSN the amount of $2,355.72 in overcharges. 

DECISION 

Based on the foregoing, the CPOC denies Sycurion’s claims in their entirety and finds that Sycurion owes 

DDSN $2,355.72 in overcharges. 

 

 

 

 John St. C. White, PE 
Chief Procurement Officer for Construction 
 

Columbia, South Carolina 



 

STATEMENT OF RIGHT TO FURTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
Contract Controversy Appeal Notice (Revised July 2025) 

The South Carolina Procurement Code, in Section 11-35-4230, subsection 6, states: 

(6) Finality of Decision. A decision pursuant to subsection (4) is final and conclusive, 
unless fraudulent or unless a person adversely affected requests a further administrative 
review by the Procurement Review Panel pursuant to Section 11-35-4410(1) within ten 
days of the posting of the decision in accordance with Section 11-35-4230(5). The 
request for review must be directed to the appropriate chief procurement officer, who 
shall forward the request to the panel, or to the Procurement Review Panel, and must be 
in writing setting forth the reasons why the person disagrees with the decision of the 
appropriate chief procurement officer. The person also may request a hearing before the 
Procurement Review Panel. The appropriate chief procurement officer and any affected 
governmental body shall have the opportunity to participate fully in a later review or 
appeal, administrative or legal. 

------------------------------------------------------------ 

Copies of the Panel's decisions and other additional information regarding the protest process is available 
on the internet at the following web site: http://procurement.sc.gov . 

FILING FEE: Pursuant to Proviso 111.1 of the 2025 General Appropriations Act, "[r]equests for 
administrative review before the South Carolina Procurement Review Panel shall be accompanied by a 
filing fee of two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00), payable to the SC Procurement Review Panel. The 
panel is authorized to charge the party requesting an administrative review under the South Carolina Code 
Sections 11-35-4210(6), 11-35-4220(5), 11-35-4230(6) and/or 11-35-4410…Withdrawal of an appeal will 
result in the filing fee being forfeited to the panel. If a party desiring to file an appeal is unable to pay the 
filing fee because of financial hardship, the party shall submit a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver 
form at the same time the request for review is filed. [The Request for Filing Fee Waiver form is attached 
to this Decision.] If the filing fee is not waived, the party must pay the filing fee within fifteen days of the 
date of receipt of the order denying waiver of the filing fee. Requests for administrative review will not be 
accepted unless accompanied by the filing fee or a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the 
time of filing." PLEASE MAKE YOUR CHECK PAYABLE TO THE "SC PROCUREMENT REVIEW 
PANEL." 

LEGAL REPRESENTATION: In order to prosecute an appeal before the Panel, business entities 
organized and registered as corporations, limited liability companies, and limited partnerships must be 
represented by a lawyer. Failure to obtain counsel will result in dismissal of your appeal. Protest of 
Lighting Services, Case No. 2002-10 (Proc. Rev. Panel Nov. 6, 2002) and Protest of The Kardon 
Corporation, Case No. 2002-13 (Proc. Rev. Panel Jan. 31, 2003); and Protest of PC&C Enterprises, LLC, 
Case No. 2012-1 (Proc. Rev. Panel April 2, 2012). However, individuals and those operating as an 
individual doing business under a trade name may proceed without counsel, if desired. 

http://procurement.sc.gov/


 

South Carolina Procurement Review Panel 
Request for Filing Fee Waiver 

1105 Pendleton Street, Suite 209, Columbia, SC 29201 
 
__________________________   ______________________________ 
Name of Requestor     Address 
 
_______________________________  ____________________________________ 
City  State  Zip   Business Phone 
 
 
1. What is your/your company’s monthly income? ______________________________ 
 
2. What are your/your company’s monthly expenses? ______________________________ 
 
3. List any other circumstances which you think affect your/your company’s ability to pay the filing fee:  

 
 
 

 
To the best of my knowledge, the information above is true and accurate. I have made no attempt to 
misrepresent my/my company’s financial condition. I hereby request that the filing fee for requesting 
administrative review be waived. 
 
Sworn to before me this 
_______ day of _______________, 20_______ 
 
______________________________________  ______________________________ 
Notary Public of South Carolina    Requestor/Appellant 
 
My Commission expires: ______________________ 
 
 
For official use only: ________ Fee Waived ________ Waiver Denied 
 
_________________________________________________ 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, SC Procurement Review Panel 
 
This _____ day of ________________, 20_______ 
Columbia, South Carolina 
 
NOTE: If your filing fee request is denied, you will be expected to pay the filing fee within fifteen 
(15) days of the date of receipt of the order denying the waiver. 
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