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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
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_______________ 
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Acting Circuit Court Judge 
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Stafford Insulation Company; Standard Insulation Company of 
N.C., Inc.; Systra Engineering, Inc.; United Construction Co. of
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Interest to Pipe & Boiler Insulation, Inc. f/k/a Carolina Industrial
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Flame Refractories, Inc., United Construction Co. of Rome, Inc., 
Wind Up, Ltd., Individually and as Successor-in-Interest to Pipe & 
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Payne & Keller Company, and PBI QSF, LLC, By and Through 
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Indemnity Company, Travelers Casualty & Surety Company f/k/a 
Aetna Casualty & Surety Company, National Union Fire Insurance 
Company of Pittsburgh, PA, Medmarc Casualty Insurance 
Company, Individually and as Successor in Interest to Dependable 
Insurance Company, Inc., Berkshire Hathaway Specialty Insurance 
Company f/k/a Stonewall Insurance Company, Individually and as 
Successor in interest to Stonewall Surplus Lines Insurance 
Company, Lexington Insurance Company, First State Insurance 
Company, Birmingham Fire Insurance Company, Certain 
Underwriters at Lloyd’s of London and various London Market 
Companies, South Carolina Property and Casualty Insurance 
Guaranty Association, R.L. Jarrett (Underwriting) Agency, Inc., 
U.S. Risk, L.L.C., Rexel USA, Inc., Compass Risk Services, LLC, 
SKRLA, LLC, Century Indemnity Company, in its own capacity 
and as successor to CCI Insurance Company, as successor to 
Insurance Company of North America, United States Fire 
Insurance Company, and Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company,   
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Payne & Keller Company, by and through its Receiver Peter D. 
Protopapas, is the ...............................................................................  
 

and 
 

 
 

Respondent, 
 
 

AIG Property Casualty Company, formerly known as Birmingham 
Fire Insurance Company; Lexington Insurance Company; National 
Union Fire Insurance Company f/k/a Stonewall Insurance 
Company, individually and as successor in interest to Stonewall 
Surplus Lines Insurance Company; Continental Insurance 
Company, individually and as successor in interest to Harbor 
Insurance Company; and Travelers Casualty & Surety Company 
f/k/a Aetna Casualty & Surety Company are the ...............................  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appellants. 

_____________________ 
 

TRAVELERS’ RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO  
MOTION FOR SANCTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 269 

_____________________ 
 



INTRODUCTION 

 The Receiver’s motion is meritless, and the Court should see it for what it is: an abject 

attempt to close the courthouse doors to and chill legitimate advocacy by parties who challenge 

the creation of receiverships and the scope of the Receiver’s actions. Despite the Receiver’s 

attempt at misdirection, the law is still the law, and the Court should resoundingly deny the 

Receiver’s efforts to silence Travelers from asserting its legitimate rights of appellate recourse.  

The thrust of the Receiver’s motion is that Travelers and other insurance carriers are 

making filings “designed only to delay the disposition of this case and actions in contempt of this 

Court’s September 8, 2023 Order.” (Mot. at 1.) This is absurd. Travelers has fought hard for its 

right to have this appeal proceed notwithstanding the Receiver’s oft-repeated requests for sanctions 

and requests for the Court to dismiss this appeal. One thing appears obvious: the Receiver does 

not want any appellate scrutiny of the trial court’s rulings and of his conduct as a receiver. He 

instinctively labels any advocacy by Travelers (or anyone else) as frivolous, meritless, brought 

with the intent to delay, and worthy of sanction, and he does so in an apparent attempt to pressure 

adverse parties out of protecting their positions and interests. That is patently improper. 

Travelers only desires to have the trial court’s rulings and the Receiver’s actions be 

promptly reviewed and addressed by this Court in accordance with the South Carolina Appellate 

Court Rules and long-settled South Carolina law. To suggest anything to the contrary is untrue, 

and the Receiver’s motion should be denied. 

ARGUMENT 

I. Travelers and others have rightly relied on Appellate Rule 205 and its prohibition on 
the trial court from exercising jurisdiction over issues on appeal. 

 
 On April 28, 2023, Travelers noticed an appeal of the trial court’s order that both continued 

the receivership over Payne & Keller—a Texas company that dissolved in 1986 and, therefore, has 
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been immune from litigation since 1989 as a matter of Texas law—and modified the scope of the 

receivership. It appealed that order as a matter of right under South Carolina Code § 14-3-330(4), 

which provides for immediate appeals of any order “granting, continuing, modifying, or refusing 

the appointment of a receiver.” The General Assembly allows such orders to be immediately 

appealed for numerous reasons, including because receiverships are “drastic” and exceedingly 

rare, as they involve the seizure of the property of another. See, e.g., Richland Cty. v. S.C. DOR, 

422 S.C. 292, 313, 811 S.E.2d 758, 769 (2018) (reiterating that appointing a receiver is “is a drastic 

remedy, and should be granted only with reluctance and caution”); Vasiliades v. Vasiliades, 231 

S.C. 366, 376, 98 S.E.2d 810, 815 (1957) (warning that the “refusal of revocation [of a 

receivership], under changed circumstances, is also drastic”). 

 As a matter of standard appellate practice, the April 28, 2023 Notice of Appeal was 

supposed to freeze the circumstances at the trial level so that the Court could properly evaluate the 

issues presented in this appeal, including inter alia: whether the trial court had jurisdiction to create 

this receivership in the first place, whether the receivership was rightly allowed to continue, 

whether the trial court erred in finding that the Receiver had made a prima facie showing that 

Payne & Keller was dissolved as a result of “fraud,” and whether the trial court erred in 

retroactively applying a Texas statute despite the Texas Constitution’s express prohibition against 

retroactive legislation. All of these issues strike at whether this Receiver can even exist or function 

as a matter of law, and they are all properly before this Court on appeal. 

 Because these issues are currently before the Court, Travelers objected to further 

proceedings at the trial level that involved the Receivership, as the trial court lacks power to 

address issues that would interfere with this Court’s “exclusive jurisdiction.” Rule 205, SCACR.  
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Travelers is not making a novel argument—this is black-letter South Carolina law. See, 

e.g., Stokes-Craven Holding Corp. v. McKenzie, 416 S.C. 517, 534, 787 S.E.2d 485, 494 (2016) 

(explaining that “Rule 205 divests the lower court or administrative tribunal of jurisdiction over 

‘matters affected by the appeal’” (quoting Tillman v. Oakes, 398 S.C. 245, 255, 728 S.E.2d 45, 

51 (Ct. App. 2012))) (emphasis supplied by the Supreme Court); Morris v. Morris, 295 S.C. 37, 

40, 367 S.E.2d 24, 26 (1988) (“This Court has exclusive jurisdiction over an appeal upon the 

service of a Notice of Intent to Appeal.”); Tillman, 398 S.C. at 255 & n.3, 728 S.E.2d at 51 & n.3 

(reiterating that “[u]nder Rule 205, the lower court is deprived of the power to proceed with matters 

that are affected by the appeal,” and explaining that this rule “deprives the lower court of the power 

to address a particular issue, or ‘matter,’ during the pendency of the appeal”); Binkley v. Burry, 

352 S.C. 286, 294, 573 S.E.2d 838, 843 (Ct. App. 2002) (“Once an appeal is filed, the appellate 

court has exclusive jurisdiction over the matter.”); Jean H. Toal, et al., Appellate Practice in South 

Carolina 121 (3d ed. 2016) (confirming that “[t]he appellate court obtains exclusive jurisdiction 

over the appeal upon service of the notice of appeal”).1 

Travelers believes that the trial court has wrongly ignored the plain language of Rule 205 

and the State’s unbroken jurisprudence on this point. While this appeal has been pending, the trial 

court—at the plaintiff’s request and with the Receiver’s consent—issued a further ruling that 

purports to convert the “prima facie” findings of its order on appeal into conclusive factual findings 

(without discovery, without trial, and without jurisdiction to even take up the point) that Payne & 

Keller engaged in fraudulent behavior in Texas in 1986 when it went out of business. And the 

Receiver—without any notice to Travelers or its co-appellants—secretly took that non-final order 

 
1  The Receiver has never responded to this argument or identified any authority to the contrary. 
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to a Texas state court and pretended that it was entitled to full faith and credit. The impropriety of 

those maneuvers is presently being litigated before the Texas state court.  

In other words, while this appeal has been pending, the Receiver actively worked to create 

chaos of the appellate process by changing the foundation of the issues that are on appeal and that 

have been within this Court’s “exclusive jurisdiction” since April. And he did so without giving 

notice to Travelers, its co-Appellants, or anyone else. 

On October 16, 2023, Travelers and its co-appellants timely filed Rule 59 motions with the 

trial court after it entered the order purporting to unwind Payne & Keller’s corporate dissolution. 

They had no awareness of the Receiver’s procedurally and legally improper actions in Texas until 

October 23, 2023, when the Receiver made a “Notice of Filing” in South Carolina of a “Certificate 

of Revocation of Dissolution” that the Texas Secretary of State issued regarding Payne & Keller 

in reliance on the trial court’s intervening, improper order. Travelers and its co-appellants then 

filed their “Emergency Motion to Enforce Rule 205” with this Court that same day. And Travelers 

and its co-appellants obviously did not want any delay—they sought relief from this Court the very 

day they learned there was a problem, and they specifically called the motion an “Emergency” that 

needed immediate attention. 

On November 21, 2023, this Court denied the motion to enforce Rule 205 because the trial 

court’s improper order is not yet before the Court. But that motion was obviously made in good 

faith and does not come close to sanctionable conduct. 

For one, the Appellate Court Rules are designed to prevent exactly what is happening 

below so that the appellate courts can review a static record and a static set of issues on appeal, 

rather than forcing both the parties and the Court to hit a moving target. See, e.g., Rule 205, 

SCACR (“Upon service of the notice of appeal, the appellate court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
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over the appeal; the lower court or administrative tribunal shall have jurisdiction to entertain 

petitions for writs of supersedeas as provided by Rule 241.”); id. Rule 210(c) (“The Record shall 

not, however, include matter which was not presented to the lower court or tribunal.”); id. Rule 

210(h) (“Except provided by Rule 212 and Rule 208(b)(1)(C) and (2), the appellate court will not 

consider any fact which does not appear in the Record on Appeal.”). 

Likewise, the law in South Carolina is that trial courts lack authority to construe the 

Appellate Court Rules unless those rules specifically allow the trial court to do so, which Rule 205 

does not. See generally Kearney v. Allen, 287 S.C. 324, 328, 338 S.E.2d 335, 337 (1985) (“As no 

procedure is specified [in the Appellate Court Rules, then known as the Supreme Court Rules], 

authority to resolve such a dispute is vested in the Supreme Court, not the Circuit Court.”); see 

also State v. Cooper (In re Cooper), 342 S.C. 389, 398, 536 S.E.2d 870, 876 (2000) (extending the 

Kearney rule to the Court of Appeals, and holding that “the Court of Appeals has the power and 

authority to rule upon issues arising under SCACR”). 

Accordingly, Travelers sought immediate—“Emergency”—relief from this Court, which 

has “exclusive jurisdiction” over the issues on appeal and is the only court that has “the power and 

authority” to enforce the controlling Appellate Court Rule. That this Court deferred ruling until 

after the trial court rules on the pending motion for reconsideration and the improper order is also 

presented on appeal does not somehow write Rule 205 and the battery of case law enforcing it out 

of South Carolina jurisprudence. And it certainly does not render Travelers’ motion sanctionable. 

II. The Receiver’s constant refrain about a “stay” is irrelevant. 

 To further smear Travelers and its counsel, the Receiver states that they have acted “in 

contempt of this Court’s September 8, 2023 Order,” and he peppers the rest of his motion with 

similarly-charged rhetoric. (Mot. at 1; see, e.g., id. at 2 (“refused to abide by the September 8, 
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2023 Order”); id. at 6 (“ignored this Court’s September 8 ruling”); id. at 12 (“refused to abide by 

this Court’s September 8, 2023 Order”); id. at 18 (“disregard of orders”).) This, too, is absurd.  

First, the below-signed counsel regularly appears before this Court in all manner of cases, 

and he has the highest respect for it. No one is acting “in contempt” of any ruling of this Court.  

Second, the September 8th order does not mention Rule 205, nor does it address this 

Court’s “exclusive jurisdiction” in any way. Both the Supreme Court and this Court have 

previously recognized that the existence of a “stay” below is fundamentally distinct from the 

absence of jurisdiction below. See, e.g., Arnal v. Fraser, 371 S.C. 512, 519, 641 S.E.2d 419, 422 

(2007)  (“Because Father’s payment of child support and medical expenses as required by the final 

divorce order were not stayed by the appeal, the family court retained jurisdiction to enforce those 

payments. However, the family court did not have jurisdiction to modify matters in the final 

divorce order that were on appeal.” (citing Rule 205, SCACR)) (emphasis supplied by the Supreme 

Court); Tillman, 398 S.C. at 255, 728 S.E.2d at 51 (“Thus, the existence or nonexistence of a stay 

under Rule 241 does not control the family court’s power to proceed with the action and address 

matters not affected by the appeal. Rather, the lower court’s power to proceed is determined by 

whether the issue sought to be litigated in the lower court during the appeal is a ‘matter affected 

by the appeal’ under Rules 205 and 241(a).”) (cleaned up); see also Toal, Appellate Practice in 

South Carolina 121 (“Note that the existence or nonexistence of a stay under Rule 241 does not 

control the [trial] court’s power to proceed with the action and address matters not affected by the 

appeal. Rather, the lower court’s power to proceed is determined by whether the issue sought to 

be litigated in the lower court during the appeal is a matter affected by the appeal under Rules 205 

and 241(a).” (citing Tillman)).2 

 
2  The Receiver has never responded to this argument or identified any authority to the contrary. 
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A jurisdictional prohibition trumps any notion of a discretionary stay; this is basic law, as 

it relates to a court’s power to act. See Limehouse v. Hulsey, 404 S.C. 93, 104, 744 S.E.2d 566, 

572 (2013) (discussing jurisdiction and noting that without it, “a court cannot proceed at all in any 

cause” (quoting 32A Am. Jur. 2d Federal Courts § 581 (2007))). And South Carolina’s appellate 

courts have been clear that when the trial court acts without jurisdiction because an issue is pending 

on appeal, such an order is void ab initio. See, e.g., Arnal, 371 S.C. at 518–19, 521–22, 641 S.E.2d 

at 422, 423–24 (2007) (holding various parts of a trial court order issued after an appeal was taken 

were “void ab initio” because the trial court “did not have jurisdiction to modify matters in the 

final divorce order that were on appeal,” as Rule 205 prohibits the trial court from “issu[ing] orders 

that affect an issue on appeal”) (emphasis supplied by the Supreme Court); Wingate v. Wingate, 

289 S.C. 574, 575, 347 S.E.2d 878, 878 (1985) (holding that a family court’s order reducing 

alimony payments “is void” because “alimony was an issue on appeal from the divorce decree” 

and “this Court had exclusive jurisdiction over the alimony issue”); Wilson v. Walker, 340 S.C. 

531, 540, 532 S.E.2d 19, 23 (Ct. App. 2000) (vacating a contempt order “for lack of jurisdiction 

because the trial court issued it while an earlier order on which the contempt order was based was 

on appeal).3 

Nor is the Receiver correct when he argues that the Court has already addressed this point. 

No doubt, the Appellants raised Rule 205’s jurisdictional bar when responding to the Receiver’s 

“motion to clarify” that there was not an “automatic stay” in place over the receivership due to the 

pendency of this appeal. The Receiver makes much of this fact, copying-and-pasting heavily from 

the Appellants’ arguments on that motion. (E.g., Mot. at 5–6.) But it is equally true that the 

September 8th Order did not mention or address this point.  

 
3  The Receiver has never responded to this argument or identified any authority to the contrary. 



8 
 

As a matter of South Carolina law, a court’s silence on a point does not resolve an issue; 

at the trial level, Travelers would have had to file a Rule 59 motion to address the silence and 

generate an actual decision on the point, but such a procedural device is unavailable before this 

Court. Compare I’On, LLC v Town of Mt. Pleasant, 338 S.C. 406, 421–22, 526 S.E.2d 716, 724–

25 (2000) (describing the process for issue preservation at the trial level), with Rule 221(c), 

SCACR (“The appellate court will not entertain petitions for rehearing on a motion or petition 

unless the action of the court on the motion or petition has the effect of dismissing or finally 

deciding a party’s appeal.”).4  

When the circuit court issued its intervening ruling, the issue appeared to become ripe, 

prompting the Appellants to file their Emergency Rule 205 motion. Now, with the jurisdictional 

point remaining unaddressed, Travelers and its co-appellants have no choice but to continue 

relying on the plain language of Rule 205, along with the unbroken line of authority enforcing its 

jurisdictional bar exactly as it is written: Stokes-Craven, Arnal, Tillman, Morris, Binkley, Wingate, 

Wilson, and even Justice Toal’s treatise. This is simply not a close call, and it is outrageous to 

suggest that Travelers or its counsel are acting “in contempt” of any ruling by this Court. 

  

 
4  Notably, the Receiver’s current motion for sanctions is largely copied from his opposition to 
the Appellants’ Emergency Motion to Enforce Rule 205, which he ended by asking for sanctions 
and even cited Rule 269, SCACR. (Receiver’s Opposition Mem. at 11 & n.4, 17.) The Court, of 
course, did not sanction the Appellants when it resolved the emergency motion, and there was 
absolutely no reason to do so. But using the Receiver’s own logic, his current motion for sanctions 
is nothing but a “veiled attempt to seek reconsideration” (Mot. at 5) of the Court’s rightful refusal 
to sanction the Appellants for simply trying to protect their rights under black-letter South Carolina 
law. In addition to being frivolous on its face, the motion for sanctions can be stricken pursuant to 
Rule 221(c), SCACR, alone.  



9 
 

III. The Receiver initiated proceedings in Texas, where Travelers has naturally asked a 
Texas court to interpret and enforce Texas law regarding a Texas company. 

 
 In yet another beyond-the-pale accusation, the Receiver claims that the Appellants have 

made a “spurious affront to the South Carolina judiciary” by “the initiation of legal action in Texas 

against the Receiver.” (Mot. at 11.) This is untrue, and Travelers is surprised by the boldness with 

which the Receiver makes this misrepresentation to the Court.  

The Receiver himself left South Carolina and began proceedings in Texas in order to 

domesticate the trial court’s non-final order purporting to unwind Payne & Keller’s corporate 

dissolution in Texas in 1986. He did so in secret and did not give Travelers or the other Appellants 

any notice of those efforts, which forced them to move to intervene in the Receiver’s Texas 

proceedings for purposes of challenging his improper attempt to domesticate a non-final judgment 

issued by a court lacking jurisdiction. The Receiver’s “Notice of Domestication of a Foreign 

Order” that began proceedings in Texas is attached, which he never served on Travelers or the 

other Appellants, even though they are parties to this case and, in fact, are the parties who have 

opposed his actions. (Ex. A.) 

By order dated December 1, 2023, Judge Sandill of the Harris County District Court 

granted those motions to intervene despite the fact the Receiver “omitted [them] as original parties 

to this action” in Texas. (Ex. B, at 2.) The Receiver has appealed that decision, but the underlying 

point remains: Travelers didn’t “initiate” legal action in Texas, and it certainly hasn’t made a 

“spurious affront to the South Carolina judiciary.”  

Rather, it is the Receiver himself who left South Carolina for Texas without notifying the 

other parties to this case. Once Travelers became aware of those secret proceedings, Travelers 

rightly intervened and asked a Texas court to address questions arising under Texas law regarding 

a long-ago-dissolved Texas business, which is hardly an unusual request. Cf. Rule 244(h), SCACR 
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(permitting South Carolina’s appellate courts to certify “questions of law to the highest court of 

any state” when the issue presented in South Carolina is controlled by the law of another state).  

Such a litigation decision is in no way inconsistent with Travelers’ arguments to this Court, 

as the Receiver wrongly implies. (E.g., Mot. at 10–11.) To state the obvious, the South Carolina 

Appellate Court Rules do not control the jurisdiction of a Texas trial court, and asking a Texas 

trial court to construe Texas law involving a Texas company has nothing to do with whether a 

South Carolina circuit court can proceed on an issue when that same issue is pending before the 

South Carolina Court of Appeals. 

Nor should the Court credit the Receiver’s argument on Pages 8 and 9 that “Payne & 

Keller’s insurers went to Texas and instructed a new law firm to raise these issues without the 

Receiver’s knowledge or consent in a court filing that the insurers knew the Receiver did not, and 

would not, authorize.”  

For one, despite the Receiver’s ambiguous reference to “the insurers,” the Receiver knows 

that Travelers was not involved in that matter or litigation decision—which, incidentally, resulted 

in a dismissal of Payne & Keller from that lawsuit, a result the Receiver should celebrate rather 

than chastise. 

But more fundamentally, the Receiver’s posturing on that issue assumes he should have 

had a role in guiding litigation about Payne & Keller in Texas in the first place. This is an incorrect 

assumption. As a matter of South Carolina law (as well as a basic point of federalism under the 

United States Constitution), his receivership appointment has no extraterritorial reach. See, e.g., 

Frink v. Nat’l Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 90 S.C. 544, 549, 74 S.E. 33, 35 (1912) (“That a receiver has no 

extra territorial authority is too well settled to require the citation of authority.”); Pollock v. B.&L. 

Ass’n, 48 S.C. 65, 74, 25 S.E. 977, 980 (1896) (reciting that “a receiver has no extra territorial 
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power of official action, none of which the Court appointing him can confer, with authority to 

enable him to go into a foreign jurisdiction to take possession of the debtor’s property,” that 

“[r]eceivers appointed by one jurisdiction are not entitled as of right to recognition in other 

jurisdictions, and courts of equity cannot acquire extra territorial jurisdiction over property by 

appointing receivers,” and “[t]he power of a receiver only extends to the boundaries of the 

territorial jurisdiction of the court appointing him”) (cleaned up). 

The bottom line is this: Travelers has done absolutely nothing wrong with respect to this 

litigation, whether in Texas or South Carolina. The Receiver’s use of a sanctions motion in this 

Court to smear and silence Travelers is improper, and the Court should not condone it. 

IV. Other appellate litigation is irrelevant to this case. 

 The Receiver clearly believes that habitually copying-and-pasting a chart of all appellate 

filings by anyone who has ever had a disputed issue with any of the two-dozen receiverships 

spawned from the South Carolina Asbestos Docket over the last four-plus years will convince the 

Court into thinking some action is needed. This is yet another attempt to bully adversaries into 

silence. 

 For the sake of clarity, Travelers was involved in only a small handful of the filings on the 

Receiver’s chart, and each of those filings was essential to protect Travelers’ or its affiliates’ rights 

or to ensure issues were fully preserved for eventual appellate review. In rare instances more than 

three years ago, it made filings to alert the Supreme Court to events happening below and asked it 

to exercise its discretion to assist in the moment (Entries 1, 7). In another, it filed a protective 

notice of appeal with this Court to ensure that it timely triggered appellate jurisdiction (Entry 5). 

In two instances, it made appellate filings to confirm that the circuit court could not do what it was 
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attempting to do—and Travelers succeeded in each of those instances (Entries 8, 11). Another 

entry comes from a traditional appeal, just like this case (Entry 27).  

Travelers reiterates that it would welcome the opportunity to discuss any of its own filings 

with this Court or the Supreme Court, but the Receiver’s generic chart of filings by other litigants 

cannot possibly serve as a basis for this Court to take any action against Travelers. 

V. Travelers is ready for this appeal to proceed. 

 Finally, the Receiver suggests that Travelers has missed a briefing deadline or otherwise 

engaged in “dilatory tactics” to “delay[] briefing for ten weeks.” (Mot. at 7.) This is incorrect.  

 According to C-Track, the Clerk of Court has designated this appeal “Held in Abeyance”:  

 
 
Inquiries from the below-signed counsel to the clerk’s office regarding that designation have 

confirmed that this designation is the result of the fact that Zurich’s motion to be added to this 

appeal, filed on October 24, 2023, has not yet been resolved by the Court.  

 Travelers remains at the ready to proceed with briefing and preparing the appellate record 

as soon as the Court authorizes such filings. But in the meantime, it is disingenuous for the 

Receiver to pretend that Travelers has tried to delay this appeal when the appeal is on hold because 

of a motion filed by a different litigant. 

CONCLUSION 

 The appellate process is essential to protecting the rights of parties from errors below. And 

the appellate process cannot be engaged fully if a litigant is unwilling to advocate its position on 
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contested issues. Silencing his adversaries appears to be the true goal of the Receiver’s sanctions 

request.5 It is frivolous on its face and loaded with ambiguous phrasing or outright 

misrepresentations designed to prejudice this Court against Travelers, its co-Appellants, and 

apparently anyone else who dares challenge the Receiver. The Court should deny that motion as 

forcefully as possible to protect the integrity of the entire litigation process.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 

WOMBLE BOND DICKINSON (US) LLP 
 
By: /s/ M. Todd Carroll 

S.C. Bar No. 74000 
todd.carroll@wbd-us.com 
M. Elizabeth O’Neill 
S.C. Bar No. 104013 
elizabeth.oneill@wbd-us.com 
1221 Main Street, Suite 1600 
Columbia, SC 29201 
(803) 454-6504 
 

STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP 
 
Harry Lee  
Pro Hac Vice 
hlee@steptoe.com 
1330 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20036 
(202) 429-8112 

 
Attorneys for Petitioner Travelers Casualty and 
Surety Company 

 
December 18, 2023 

 
5  Trying to silence an adversary by suing its counsel or threatening sanctions has become routine 
for the Receiver. So far, he has sued the following lawyers or law firms through various 
receiverships: Wall, Templeton & Haldrup, PA (Case No. 2019-CP-40-02285); Fox Rothschild, 
LLP, Stephanie Flynn, Robert Baum, McGivney Kluger Clark & Intoccia, PC, Robert Thackston, 
and Lathrop GPM (Case No. 2023-CP-40-02034); Baker & Patterson, LLP, and Kenneth C. Baker 
(Case No. 2023-CP-40-05203); and Locke Lord, LLP (Case No. 2021-CP-40-02727). This motion 
for sanctions is consistent with the Receiver’s attempts to misuse the judiciary to silence 
adversaries. 
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at noon

Signed:
12/1/2023
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