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PER CURIAM:  In this appeal from the Administrative Law Court (ALC), 
Charles Holdorf challenges the suspension of his driver's license for failing to 
submit to a drug screening. Holdorf contends the ALC erred in determining the 
record contains substantial evidence to support a finding that reasonable suspicion 
existed to require him to submit to a drug test.  We reverse. 

Pursuant to section 56-5-2950(A) of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2012): 

A person who drives a motor vehicle in this State is 
considered to have given consent to chemical tests of his 
breath, blood, or urine for the purpose of determining the 
presence of alcohol or drugs or the combination of 
alcohol and drugs if arrested for an offense arising out of 
acts alleged to have been committed while the person 
was driving a motor vehicle while under the influence of 
alcohol, drugs, or a combination of alcohol and drugs. . . . 
If the officer has reasonable suspicion that the person is 
under the influence of drugs other than alcohol, or is 
under the influence of a combination of alcohol and 
drugs, the officer may order that a urine sample be taken 
for testing. 

Here, the record is devoid of evidence indicating Trooper Brigham had reasonable 
suspicion1 to believe Holdorf was under the influence of drugs.  Initially, while 
Holdorf did fail two of the three impairment tests and was unable to complete a 
third, nothing in the record links his impairment specifically to drugs as required 
by subsection 56-5-2950(A). See S.C. Code Ann. § 56-5-2950(A) (Supp. 2012) 
(requiring an arresting officer to have reasonable suspicion an operator of a motor 
vehicle is under the influence of drugs other than alcohol, or is under the influence 
of a combination of alcohol and drugs before requesting a urine test).  Further, 
although Trooper Brigham testified, based on his experience, that he believed 
drugs could be involved, he failed to explain what requisite articulable facts led 
him to believe Holdorf was under the influence of drugs or a combination of 

1 We find the ALC's notation that an officer must have "reasonable grounds" rather 
than "reasonable suspicion" to ask for a urine test to be a mere scrivener's error.  
Specifically, we make this finding in light of the ALC's acknowledgement that 
Holdorf was arguing the arresting officer lacked the "necessary reasonable 
suspicion that [Holdorf] was under the influence of drugs other than alcohol."   



 

 

 

 

alcohol and drugs. Based on the foregoing, we hold the ALC erred in finding the 
record contained substantial evidence to uphold Holdorf's license suspension.   

REVERSED. 


SHORT, THOMAS, and PIEPER, JJ., concur.   



