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Office of the Attorney General

State of South Carolina
Opinion No. 3704
February 6, 1974

*1  In Re: Act No. 387, Acts of 1973, Private Security Personnel Employed Directly by Employer

F. Hall Yarborough, Esquire
Attorney at Law
Post Office Box 1265
Orangeburg, South Carolina 29115

Dear Mr. Yarborough:
Inquiry has been made as to whether or not security personnel working directly for an employer, such as a watchman,
plant guard, gatekeeper, parking lot attendant, or one performing similar duties, must be registered with SLED under
the subject Act when their duties do not include arrests for detentions that the average citizen is not empowered to effect,
and who is not armed in the performance of his duties.

The Act requires that persons engaged in ‘private security work’, a term not defined by the Act, shall be registered by
SLED. The recognized reference works do not provide a substantial, satisfactory definition of the phrase.

In the circumstances, it is my opinion that SLED is empowered under Section 3(3) of the Act to promulgate an
enforceable rule to define the term ‘private security work’ as used in the Act.
 Yours very truly,

Joseph C. Coleman
Deputy Attorney General
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