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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 
___________________ 

 
APPEAL FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSION 

___________________ 
 

Case No. 2023-000187 
___________________ 

 
Pamela Cartee, Claimant, 

 
v. 
 
SC Judicial Department, Employer, and State Accident  
Fund, Carrier 
 
In Re: Attorney’s Fee Petition of Preston F. McDaniel, Esquire, and 
John M. Milling, Esquire,              Appellants, 
 
           v. 
 
South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commission,        Respondent. 

___________________ 
 

MOTION TO STAY APPEAL 
___________________ 

 
Respondent's Initial Brief and Designation of Matter are due August 31, 2023. On August 

29, 2023, Respondent filed a Motion for Certification with the Supreme Court of South Carolina. 

(See Exhibit A). Pursuant to Rules 240 and 263, SCACR, Respondent requests that this Court issue 

an order staying this appeal and holding all briefing deadlines in abeyance until the Supreme Court 

determines whether it will certify this matter. In the event the Supreme Court declines to certify 

this matter, Respondent requests an extension of thirty days from the Supreme Court's order to file 

its Initial Brief and Designation of Matter.  

Aug 29 2023



 2 

 After consultation, Appellants have informed the undersigned that they want to review the 

Motion to Certify before taking a position on this Motion. However, at a minimum, Appellants 

consent to a 30-day extension of the briefing deadlines. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

      s/ John L. Warren III 
      Greg Harris, SC Bar #7859 
      Harris & Gasser, LLC 
      1529 Laurel Street 
      Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
      greg@harrisgasserlaw.com 
      (803)-779-7080 
 

John L. Warren III, SC Bar #101414 
      Law Office of Bill Nettles 
      2008 Lincoln Street 
      Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
      JW@billnettleslaw.com 
      (803)-814-2826 
 
 
August 29, 2023 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Supreme Court 

___________________ 
 

APPEAL FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSION 
___________________ 

 
Case No. 2023-000187 
___________________ 

 
Pamela Cartee, Claimant, 

 
v. 
 
SC Judicial Department, Employer, and State Accident  
Fund, Carrier 
 
In Re: Attorney’s Fee Petition of Preston F. McDaniel, Esquire, and 
John M. Milling, Esquire,              Appellants, 
 
           v. 
 
South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commission,        Respondent. 

___________________ 
 

MOTION FOR CERTIFICATION 
___________________ 

 
Pursuant to Rules 204(b) and 240, SCACR, Respondent South Carolina Workers' Com-

pensation Commission ("the Commission") moves for certification of the above-captioned appeal 

for review by this Honorable Court. In support thereof, and as more fully set forth in the accom-

panying Memorandum, Respondent respectfully shows as follows: 

1. This appeal involves a workers' compensation attorneys' fee dispute initiated by Appellants 

Preston F. McDaniel, Esquire, and John M. Milling, Esquire. 

2. Appellants served the Notice of Appeal of the underlying Orders on February 3, 2023.  
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3. The Notice of Appeal did not name Claimant, Employer, or Carrier as Respondents and 

was only served on the Commission's Judicial Director, Amy Bracy; General Counsel, J. Keith 

Roberts; and Staff Attorney, Kristen McRee. 

4. Appellants filed their Initial Brief on August 1, 2023. 

5. Absent an extension, Respondent's Initial Brief is due August 31, 2023. 

6. Under Rule 204(b), SCACR, and S.C. Code Ann. § 14-8-210(b), this Court may certify a 

case for review "before it has been determined by the Court of Appeals."  

7. "Certification is normally appropriate where the case involves an issue of significant public 

interest or a legal principle of major importance." Rule 204(b), SCACR. 

8. As explained in the accompanying Memorandum, certification of this case is appropriate 

for the following reasons: 

a. This case involves important questions of administrative law, legal and judicial eth-

ics, and constitutional law. Specifically, the Commission was the "Administrative 

Tribunal" from which Appellants have appealed. See Rule 202(b), SCACR. Appel-

lants have improperly named the Commission as the Respondent in this appeal. As 

a party, the Commission is now required to defend its own judicial decision on 

appeal. Moreover, Appellants named the Commission's General Counsel and Staff 

Attorney as counsel-of-record in the Notice of Appeal. Both attorneys are court 

personnel who acted as judicial law clerks for the Commission.1 See Canon 3(B)(9), 

CJC, Rule 501, SCACR (prohibiting court personnel from making "any public 

 
1 Given the potential ethical issues that have arisen from Appellants naming the Commission's 
court personnel as counsel-of-record, the Commission has hired outside counsel for this appeal. 
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comment that might reasonably be expected to affect its outcome or impair its fair-

ness"). 

b. Neither the Claimant, Employer, or Carrier are parties to this appeal. The underly-

ing fee dispute involves funds paid by Employer/Carrier and awarded to Claimant. 

Appellants have put themselves in an adversarial position with Claimant, who has 

no representation in this appeal. 

c. There is no relief that can be awarded to Appellants from the Commission. The 

funds in this case were paid by the Employer to Appellants' trust account. The Com-

mission has never possessed these funds and would not be able to disburse the dis-

puted fees to Appellants. 

d. Given the importance of these threshold issues and the extensive prior litigation in 

this case, any opinion of the Court of Appeals would be appealed to this Court 

regardless of the outcome, which will further delay a final resolution of this case. 

9. Appellant submits the attached Memorandum and exhibits in support of this Motion. See 

Rule 240(c)(2), (3), SCACR. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

      s/ John L. Warren III 
      Greg Harris, SC Bar #7859 
      Harris & Gasser, LLC 
      1529 Laurel Street 
      Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
      greg@harrisgasserlaw.com 
      (803)-779-7080 
 

John L. Warren III, SC Bar #101414 
      Law Office of Bill Nettles 
      2008 Lincoln Street 
      Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
      JW@billnettleslaw.com 
August 29, 2023     (803)-814-2826 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Supreme Court 

___________________ 
 

APPEAL FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSION 
___________________ 

 
Case No. 2023-000187 
___________________ 

 
Pamela Cartee, Claimant, 

 
v. 
 
SC Judicial Department, Employer, and State Accident  
Fund, Carrier 
 
In Re: Attorney’s Fee Petition of Preston F. McDaniel, Esquire, and 
John M. Milling, Esquire,              Appellants, 
 
           v. 
 
South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commission,        Respondent. 

___________________ 
 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR CERTIFICATION 
___________________ 

 
Respondent, pursuant to Rule 204(b), SCACR, and S.C. Code § 14-8-210(b), and in ac-

cordance with Rule 240, SCACR, hereby submits this Memorandum in Support of its Motion for 

Certification of the above-captioned appeal to this Court. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY2 

On July 28, 2016, Respondent South Carolina Workers' Compensation Commission ("the 

Commission") first awarded Claimant a lump sum payment of $29,600.93 in back-owed Tempo-

rary Total Disability. (Ex. 2 at 3). On September 12, 2016, the Commission awarded Appellants a 

 
2 Respondent has submitted documents in support of this Motion. See Rule 240(c)(3). The attached 
Affidavit of J. Keith Roberts, General Counsel of the Commission, lists these documents and ver-
ifies that they are true and correct copies. (See Ex. 1). 
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$9,866.98 contingency fee on that payment of compensation. (Id.). In April 2017, the Single Com-

missioner "awarded Claimant permanent and total disability benefits under § 42-9-10 and lifetime 

medical care under § 42-15-60." (Id.). The Employer appealed the Single Commissioner's award 

to the Commission. (Id.). "While on appeal, Claimant remained on a running award of weekly total 

disability benefits." (Id.). The Appellate Panel affirmed the Single Commissioner's award on Oc-

tober 17, 2017, and the Employer did not appeal to the Court of Appeals. (Id.; Ex. 3). Therefore, 

the Commission's award "became the law of the case on or about November 16, 2017." (Ex. 2 at 

3).  

On or about December 13, 2017, the Employer filed a Form 19 with the Commission, 

"showing that it had paid the award to Claimant in a lump sum in the amount of $179,077.14." 

(Id.; Ex. 4). This payment "represented the commuted value, calculated in accordance with Reg. 

67-1605, of the remaining weeks of total disability under § 42-9-10 that were due and payable at 

the time the award of the Full Commission became final." (Ex. 2 at 3). 

On December 8, 2017, Appellants filed a Form 61 with the Commission, asking for a sec-

ond contingency fee award of $73,094.45. (Ex. 5). According to Appellants' Disbursement Sheet, 

which was attached to the Form 61, the claimed $73,094.45 contingency fee award was to be 

withheld from the $179,077.14 lump sum payment.3 (Id. at 3). This fee award would have been 

40.82% of the lump sum payment. (See Ex. 2 at 4). 

On January 9, 2018, the Single Commissioner sent the following email to Appellants: 

I have reviewed your fee petition in Pamela Cartee v. SC Judicial Department sev-
eral times. I have also reviewed the law I believe to be applicable. I can only find 
justification for a fee of $59,632.69. If you wish to amend your Form 61 to reflect 
this amount as your fee, I will approve the fee petition. Otherwise, I am glad to set 
the matter for a hearing pursuant to the Act. I am happy to hear your position. 

 
3 The Form 61 was later amended on March 2, 2018; however, Appellants sought the same con-
tingency fee award. (See Ex. 6). 
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(Ex. 2 at 4). The Single Commissioner set the matter for a hearing on February 12, 2018. (Id.). 

After the hearing, on February 21, 2018, the Single Commissioner issued an Interim Order ap-

proving the disbursement of $59,632.69, which is 33.3% of the lump sum payment. (Ex. 7); see 

S.C. Code Ann. Regs. 67-1205(C) ("An attorney may charge up to, but not more than, 33% of the 

total amount of compensation . . . ."). In response to this Interim Order, and while the remaining 

fee request was still under consideration, Appellant Preston McDaniel sent the Single Commis-

sioner a letter in which he threatened to file an action with this Court and a letter that stated that 

the Interim Order was "a slander on [his] name" and "a personal affront."4 (Ex. 8, 9).  

 On March 6, 2018, the Single Commissioner issued a Decision and Order denying Appel-

lant's request for the additional $13,461.76 in attorneys' fees. (Ex. 10). The Single Commissioner 

analyzed the issue under S.C. Code Ann. Regs. 67-1205(C)(2), which reads, in pertinent part: "If 

the attorney secures the payment of permanent disability later, the attorney may charge, according 

to these regulations, up to but not more than 33.3% of the settlement or award." (Id.). Although 

the Single Commissioner awarded the Claimant permanent and total disability in April 2017, he 

noted that his decision was appealed and "[t]he determination of the award with finality could not 

be reached until [his] Order became the law of the case." (Id.). Once the award became final, the 

Employer paid the commuted value of the award, $179,077.14, which entitled Appellants to 33.3% 

of that total award. (Id.). 

 
4 This letter also insinuated, without any support, that the Single Commissioner was improperly 
discussing the legal issue with others. (See Ex. 9 at 1 ("I have refrained from saying this but as a 
reminder, it is improper for any judicial officer whether that be a Judge or Commissioner or oth-
erwise to confer with anybody else or to seek legal advice on any matter pending before them 
without notifying the parties.")). 
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From March 7 through March 23, 2018, Appellant McDaniel sent letters and emails to the 

Single Commissioner, the Commission's Judicial Director, and the Commission's General Coun-

sel. (Ex. 11). Appellant McDaniel repeatedly sought legal advice and threatened civil litigation in 

these communications. (Id.). Additionally, on March 20, 2018, Appellants filed a Form 30 Request 

for Full Commission Review. (Ex. 2 at 5). The Single Commissioner requested that the appeal be 

heard en banc "since the appeal involved novel issues of law and regarded attorneys' fees." (Id.). 

 Incredibly, Appellants then filed a Declaratory Judgment against the Commission in the 

Court of Common Pleas for Darlington County and obtained an ex parte Temporary Restraining 

Order ("TRO"). (Ex. 12; Ex. 13). Appellants served the Commission with the ex parte TRO on 

April 19, 2018.5 (Ex. 2 at 5). "Despite the prohibition by the court on the Commission taking any 

action on the Appeal, [Appellants] filed a Brief of Appellant on April 22nd, 2018." (Id.).  

On May 30, 2018, the Commission issued a Decision and Order affirming the Single Com-

missioner.  (Ex. 14). The Commission held that "[t]he amount of compensation that is to be 

awarded cannot be determined until the Decision and Order making that award is final." (Id. at 7). 

Furthermore, the Commission held "that it is not appropriate to allow an attorney to take back 

benefits that have already been paid to a Claimant to satisfy an attorney's fee." (Id. (emphasis 

added); see id. at 8 ("It would be unconscionable to require Claimants to pay to their attorneys the 

weekly benefits they were receiving before the attorney had successfully defended an appeal.")). 

The Commission emphasized that S.C. Code Ann. Reg. 67-1205(C)(2) only permits attorneys' fee 

to be awarded when an attorney "secures the payment of permanent disability." Thus, the 

 
5 The Attorney General's Office represented the Commission in the civil action. (Id.). Eventually, 
the civil action was resolved pursuant to a confidential settlement agreement, which Appellants 
breached in their Initial Brief (Appellants' Br. at 10 (discussing the terms of the settlement)). 
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Commission held that an attorney "secures" that payment when the 30-day period to file an appeal 

from the Commission expires.6 (Id.). 

The following day, Appellant McDaniel wrote the Commission a letter in which he stated 

that Appellant John M. Milling was not served with the May 30, 2018, Decision and Order and 

that Appellants would be filing a Petition for Rehearing. (Ex. 15). On June 1, 2018, the Commis-

sion's Judicial Director responded that Appellant "Milling was not served with a copy of the De-

cision and Order as he was neither a party to the December 8th, 2017 Form 61 Fee Petition nor the 

March 20th, 2018 Form 30 Request for Full Commission Review." (Ex. 16). However, the Judicial 

Director stated that the Commission would be "happy to send him a copy of the Decision and 

Order." (Id.).  

On June 25, 2018, Appellants filed a Motion for Rehearing with the Commission. (Ex. 17). 

The Motion was denied the following day as it was not made within five days of the Decision and 

Order, as is required by S.C. Code Ann. Regs. 67-215(B). (Ex. 18). Appellants filed a Notice of 

Appeal in the Court of Appeals;7 however, they eventually withdrew the appeal. (See Ex. 19). Over 

the next few years, Appellants and the Commission litigated the civil Declaratory Judgment action. 

On June 29, 2022, the parties filed a Joint Stipulation of Dismissal. (Ex. 20).  

On June 6, 2022, the Commission re-filed the May 30, 2018, Decision and Order affirming 

the Single Commissioner's ruling on Appellants' request for attorneys' fees. (Ex. 2). Appellants 

 
6 Two Commissioners concurred in part and dissented in part and would have held that an attorney 
secures the payment of permanent disability on the date of the Commission's final Decision and 
Order rather than the date the 30-day period to appeal expired. (Id. at 14–20). Therefore, these two 
Commissioners would have permitted Appellants to recover attorneys' fees on an additional 30 
days of benefits. (See id.). Importantly, however, no Commissioner adopted Appellants' argument. 
 
7 Appellants filed a litany of motions during this appeal, including a motion to remand to the Com-
mission for a ruling on their untimely Motion for Rehearing. 
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filed a timely Motion for Rehearing on June 10, 2022. (Ex. 21). The Commission held a hearing 

on September 19, 2022, and denied the Motion for Rehearing on January 4, 2023. (Ex. 22). Ap-

pellants then filed a Notice of Appeal, which was only served on the Commission's Judicial Direc-

tor, Amy Bracy; General Counsel, J. Keith Roberts; and Staff Attorney, Kristen McRee. Moreover, 

the Notice of Appeal omitted the Claimant, Employer, and Carrier from the caption.  

 On February 9, 2022, the Court of Appeals sent a letter to counsel, which re-captioned the 

appeal to include the Claimant, Employer, and Carrier. On February 22, 2022, Appellant McDaniel 

sent a letter to the Court of Appeals, stating that "the re-captioning is not correct and [he] believe[s] 

it is also in violation of State law." In response, the Court of Appeals informed Appellants that no 

action would be taken on a letter. See Rule 240, SCACR. Appellants then filed a "Motion to De-

termine the Correct Caption of the Case Pursuant to SCACR" on March 15, 2023.  

 On March 21, 2023, the Commission filed a Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Relief of 

Counsel. The Commission argued, inter alia, that is not a proper party to the appeal, has never 

held or retained the disputed funds, and cannot be represented on appeal by its General Counsel 

and Staff Attorney. 

 On May 26, 2023, Chief Judge H. Bruce Williams denied the Motions8 in a brief Order 

without addressing any of the Commission's arguments. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

This Court may, in its discretion, "certify the case for review . . . before it has been deter-

mined by the Court of Appeals." Rule 204(b), SCACR. "Certification is normally appropriate 

where the case involves an issue of significant public interest or a legal principle of major 

 
8 The caption was modified to remove the word, "Defendants." 
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importance." Id.; see also S.C. Code Ann. § 14-8-210(b). "The effect of such certification shall be 

to transfer jurisdiction over the case to the Supreme Court for all purposes." Rule 204(b), SCACR. 

ARGUMENT 

Respondent respectfully submits that this appeal involves legal principles of major im-

portance and that certification to this Court is appropriate. 

This appeal involves Appellants' claim to $13,461.76 in attorneys' fees arising out of a 

workers' compensation case. The Single Commissioner denied Appellant's request for these addi-

tional fees on March 6, 2018. (Ex. 10). Since that time, Appellants have: (1) sent numerous inap-

propriate letters and emails to the Single Commissioner and the Commission's staff; (2) obtained 

an ex parte TRO that restrained the Commission from taking any action on their appeal of the 

Single Commissioner's decision; and (3) filed a Declaratory Judgment action against the Commis-

sion, which was litigated by the Attorney General's Office for more than four years. (Exs. 8, 9, 

11–13, 20). Appellants have now named the Commission as the party-Respondent in their appeal 

of the Commission's final decision. 

The Commission cannot be a party to this appeal, as it served in a judicial capacity as the 

Administrative Tribunal before whom the underlying dispute was decided. Bedrock principles of 

constitutional and administrative law prohibit the Commission from defending the merits of its 

final judicial decision on appeal to the Court of Appeals.9 Moreover, as a practical matter, there is 

no relief that can be awarded to Appellants from the Commission. The Commission has never had 

possession of the disputed funds, as they were paid by the Carrier to Appellants' trust account. 

 
9 The Commission has been unable to locate any appeal involving the merits of an attorneys' fee 
award in which it has been named as a Respondent. Either the Claimant or the Carrier/Employer 
are the proper party-Respondents in an appeal of an attorneys' fee award. See, e.g., Timothy Starnes 
v. Meritage Asset Mgmt, Inc. d/b/a Century Glass et al., No. 2022-001595 (S.C. Ct. App. 2023) 
(Briefs attached as Ex. 23). 
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Additionally, the parties who do have an interest in the disputed funds—i.e., Claimant, Employer, 

and Carrier—are not parties to this appeal. That is particularly troubling given the inherent conflict 

of interest between Appellants and Claimant.10  

Given the important threshold questions of administrative law, legal and judicial ethics, 

and constitutional law that are implicated by this appeal, Respondent respectfully contends that 

certification is proper. Indeed, this Court has previously exercised its discretion to certify a case 

involving an award of attorneys' fees in a workers' compensation case. See Baxter v. Martin Broth-

ers, Inc., 368 S.C. 510, 514, 630 S.E.2d 42, 44 (2006) (resolving the question of whether a Com-

missioner has authority to award attorneys' fees as a litigation expense). Moreover, this Court has 

certified numerous appeals in order to remedy procedural or jurisdictional infirmities. See, e.g., 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Hosp. Auth. v. S.C. Dep't of Health & Envtl. Control, 387 S.C. 265, 266, 

692 S.E.2d 894, 894 (2010) (certifying appeals from the Administrative Law Court ("ALC") and 

"dismiss[ing] the appeals because the order of the ALC is not immediately appealable"); Pee Dee 

Reg'l Transp. v. S.C. Second Injury Fund, 375 S.C. 60, 62, 650 S.E.2d 464, 465 (2007) (dismissing 

a notice of appeal from the Commission that was "filed in the Court of Appeals and certified to 

this Court" and holding that "the appeal shall instead proceed as filed in the Court of Common 

Pleas"). 

Certification should also be granted as a matter of judicial economy and practicality. Ap-

pellants have been litigating this issue for more than five years. The Commission has been required 

to expend significant resources on this matter, including the retention of counsel for this appeal.11  

 
10 Given this conflict, a Guardian ad Litem or independent attorney would likely be in the best 
position to represent Claimant's interests. 
 
11 Appellants named the Commission's General Counsel and Staff Attorney as counsel-of-record 
in the Notice of Appeal. Both attorneys are court personnel who acted as judicial law clerks for 
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CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons discussed above and set forth in the accompanying Motion, Respondent 

respectfully requests that this Court exercise its discretion under Rule 204(b), SCACR, and S.C. 

Code Ann. § 14-8-210(b) and certify this appeal. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

      s/ John L. Warren III 
      Greg Harris, SC Bar #7859 
      Harris & Gasser, LLC 
      1529 Laurel Street 
      Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
      greg@harrisgasserlaw.com 
      (803)-779-7080 
 

John L. Warren III, SC Bar #101414 
      Law Office of Bill Nettles 
      2008 Lincoln Street 
      Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
      JW@billnettleslaw.com 
      (803)-814-2826 
 
 
August 29, 2023 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
the Commission. See Canon 3(B)(9), CJC, Rule 501, SCACR (prohibiting court personnel from 
making "any public comment that might reasonably be expected to affect its outcome or impair its 
fairness"). 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Supreme Court 

___________________ 
 

APPEAL FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSION 
___________________ 

 
Case No. 2023-000187 
___________________ 

 
Pamela Cartee, Claimant, 

 
v. 
 
SC Judicial Department, Employer, and State Accident  
Fund, Carrier 
 
In Re: Attorney’s Fee Petition of Preston F. McDaniel, Esquire, and 
John M. Milling, Esquire,              Appellants, 
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South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commission,        Respondent. 

___________________ 
 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
___________________ 

 
The undersigned employee of Law Office of Bill Nettles, attorney for Respondent South 

Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commission, does hereby certify that service of the Motion for 

Certification, Memorandum in Support of Motion for Certification, and Exhibits 1–23 was made 

upon all counsel of record by electronic mail to: 

§ Preston F. McDaniel: preston@pfmcdlaw.com 

§ John M. Milling: johnmilling@bellsouth.net 

 
By: _________________________               August 29, 2023 
 John L. Warren 



From: John Warren jw@billnettleslaw.com
Subject: Cartee v. SCJD - Motion to Certify

Date: August 29, 2023 at 2:47 PM
To: preston@pfmcdlaw.com, johnmilling@bellsouth.net
Cc: Greg Harris greg@harrisgasserlaw.com

Bcc: Roberts, Keith keroberts@wcc.sc.gov, Mcree, Kristen KMcree@wcc.sc.gov

Preston and John,

Please find attached and served upon you Respondent’s Motion for Certification, Memorandum in Support of Motion for Certification, 
and the accompanying exhibits. These documents will be filed in the Supreme Court of South Carolina this afternoon.

Best,

-John Warren

John L. Warren III
Law Office of Bill Nettles
2008 Lincoln St.
Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 814-2826

Exhibits to 
Motion…ion.pdf

Motion for 
Certification.pdf

Memorandum in 
Suppor…ion.pdf

141 KB
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Exhibit 4 



f' ' • " 

South Carolina Workers' Compensation Commission 
P.O. Box 1715 ♦ 1333 Main Street, Suite 500 

·wee File # 1307922 

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-1715 
(803) 737-5700 

CarrierFile# 2013-001614 
Carrier. Code # 500 - SF 
Employer FEIN  

Pamela Cartee  JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 
 1015 Su_mter Street, Columbia, SC 29201 

. (843) 339-4003 (home) () - (work) 

Preparer's name: Meggan Damiano (803) 896-5893 State Accident Fund, Insurance Carrier 

Compensation Paid 

1. NumberofweeksT.T. 

2. Number of weeks T.P. 

Number of Weeks From 

230.0000 * Details on Page 2 • 

To Amount 

160,634.30 

3. Number of weeks P.P. wee Ordered- P&T 500 weeks commuted 179,077.14 

4. Disfigurement 

5. Agreement and Final Release 

6. Total Medical Benefits* Paid 

7. Funeral Benefits 

( ) Case DJnied 
\ . 

Total Compensation Paid 

Date of Injury: 03/01/2013 

339,711.44 

52,484.06 

.00 

By signing this receipt, I acknowledge that I have received the compens~tion shown above. 

By: ~<·/4 c0 ~ By: 'A~ ~ 
laim~t Employer's Representative 

Print or type the name of the person, other 
than the clairi1arit, receiving benefits and sign below. 

By: ----------

Report of additional Fees and Recoupment 
A Carrier Reimbursement by Third Party 
8. Attorney's Fee Paid by Employer 
C. Attorney's Fee Paid by Claimant 

(Non contingent fees, only) 

. ' . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 

$ 
$ 
$ 

Date: I 3,I U ll ) 

.00 

File this form with the Claims Department according to R.67-414 and R.67-1204. A person, other than the claimant, receiving benefu should sign on 
the line provided. "Do not include as medical costs fees paid for expert testimony, fees for determining carrier's liability, costs of autopsy, birth and 
death certificates and impartial examination. Form 19 must be file<I wff1'~ sixteM %1a~!(8f finafif'at,m\lf ol compensation. Form 19 must be filed when 
a claim is denied. • • : • • : • • : 

wee FORM # 19 REV. DATE 3/9& 19 : • • STATUS REPORT AND COMPENSATION RECEIPT 

•• • ••• • • • • • • • • ·• • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . •• • • ••• • • 

-



.... 
•• . . ' 

South Carolina ·workers' Compensatio~ Commission 
P. 0. Box 1715 ♦ 1612 Marion Street 
Columbia, South.Carofina 29202-1715 
(803) 737-5700 

Pamela Cartee 0 
 

Preparer's name: Meggan Damiano (803) 896-5893 

TT 2.8571 
TT 227.1428 

02-JUL-13 
26-JUL-13 

21-JUL-13 
01-DEC-17 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• ••• • • • • • • • •• ••• • 

.. . • • • • • • • • •• 
• • • 

wee File # 1307922 
Carrier File# • 2013-001614 
Carrier-Code# 500 - SF 
Employer FEIN  

JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT . 
1015 Sumter Street, Columbia, SC 29201 

State Accident Fund, Insurance Carrier 

1,995.45 
158,638.84 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 
 
Preston F. McDaniel, Esquire and 
John M. Milling, Esquire 
 
                                 Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
South Carolina Workers’ Compensation 
Commission, 
 
                                 Defendant. 
 
__________________________________ 

 
IN RE: 
 
South Carolina Workers’ Compensation 
Commission 
 
WCC File No. 13079222 
__________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 
FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
2018-CP-16-00334 
 
 
JOINT STIPULATION OF DISMISSAL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Pursuant to Rule 41(a)(1), SCRCP, the parties hereby stipulate and agree to dismiss this 

action with prejudice. 

      I so stipulate:  

      s/ Harley L. Kirkland 
       HARLEY L. KIRKLAND 
        ASSISTANT DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
       Office of the Attorney General 
       SC Bar Number 100382   
       PO Box 11549 
       Columbia, SC 29211 
       Phone: (803) 734-0406 
       HKirkland@scag.gov  
 
       ATTORNEY FOR THE SOUTH CAROLINA  
       WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSION 
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We so stipulate:  
 

      s/ Preston F. McDaniel (signed with consent) 
      Preston F. McDaniel 

McDaniel Law Firm 
1315 Elmwood Avenue 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

 
And 
 

      s/ John M. Milling (signed with consent) 
John M. Milling 
Milling Law Office 
88 Public Square Darlington, SC 29532 
(843) 393-4083 

 
PLAINTIFFS  

 
June 29, 2022 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2022 Jun 29 1:48 P

M
 - D

A
R

LIN
G

T
O

N
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2018C

P
1600334



 
 
 
 

 
Exhibit 21 









































































 
 
 
 

 
Exhibit 22 















 
 
 
 

 
Exhibit 23 



Apr 12 2023



















































Apr 12 2023



May 12 2023















May 12 2023



 3 

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 
___________________ 

 
APPEAL FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSION 

___________________ 
 

Case No. 2023-000187 
___________________ 

 
Pamela Cartee, Claimant, 

 
v. 
 
SC Judicial Department, Employer, and State Accident  
Fund, Carrier 
 
In Re: Attorney’s Fee Petition of Preston F. McDaniel, Esquire, and 
John M. Milling, Esquire,              Appellants, 
 
           v. 
 
South Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commission,        Respondent. 

___________________ 
 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
___________________ 

 
The undersigned employee of Law Office of Bill Nettles, attorney for Respondent South 

Carolina Workers’ Compensation Commission, does hereby certify that service of the Motion to 

Stay Appeal and Exhibit A was made upon all counsel of record by electronic mail to: 

§ Preston F. McDaniel: preston@pfmcdlaw.com 

§ John M. Milling: johnmilling@bellsouth.net 

 
By: _________________________               August 29, 2023 
 John L. Warren 
 

Aug 29 2023



From: John Warren jw@billnettleslaw.com
Subject: Cartee v. SCJD - Motion to Stay Appeal

Date: August 29, 2023 at 3:08 PM
To: preston@pfmcdlaw.com, johnmilling@bellsouth.net
Cc: Greg Harris greg@harrisgasserlaw.com

Bcc: Roberts, Keith keroberts@wcc.sc.gov, Mcree, Kristen KMcree@wcc.sc.gov

Preston and John,

Please find attached and served upon you a Motion to Stay with an accompanying exhibit. This will be filed in the Court of Appeals 
this afternoon.

Best,

-John Warren

John L. Warren III
Law Office of Bill Nettles
2008 Lincoln St.
Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 814-2826

Cartee v. SCJD 
- Motio…ice.pdf

98 KB

Cartee v. SCJD 
- Exhib…its.pdf

7.7 MB
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