
From: Dot Faulkenberry
To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Cc: Theile McVey; John Kassel; kpaul@dobslegal.com; jrutkoski@kassellaw.com; tbranham@dobslegal.com; Aaron

Chapman; dhumen@dobslegal.com; khardin@dobslegal.com; tbarnes@dobslegal.com; Peter Protopapas; John
Chandler; Brian Barnwell; kevin.hall@wbd-us.com; asanzgirl@richardsonplowden.com;
spugh@richardsonplowden.com; cberthelsen@richardsonplowden.com; James Elliott; O"Neill, Elizabeth;
bcarlton@richardsonplowden.com; cganjehsani@richardsonplowden.com; vrawl@grsm.com; Jon Robinson;
Murrell Smith; Shanon Peake; ljoyner@gwblawfirm.com; jlay@gwblawfirm.com; gculbreath@gwblawfirm.com;
ljordan@gwblawfirm.com; ejones@gwblawfirm.com; sbrown@ycrlaw.com; rhines@ycrlaw.com;
tgandy@ycrlaw.com; golive@ycrlaw.com; Justman, Aimee; troy.brown@morganlewis.com;
dana.beckner@morganlewis.com; Edwards, Brady; Jacques, Robert; Scrudato, Paul A.;
cmcqueen@richardsonplowden.com; donna.yingling@wbd-us.com; "todd.carroll@wbd-us.com";
sasmith@grsm.com

Subject: Tibbs v 3M Company et al Case Nos. 2023-002006, 2023-002007, 2023-002007, 2023-002008, 2023-002009,
2023002010, 2023-002011

Date: Wednesday, April 10, 2024 10:22:22 AM
Attachments: 2024.04.10 Ltr Ct App re extension obj, 3.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Please find attached correspondence from Jon Robinson regarding the above referenced
appeals.
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April 10, 2024 


 


 


 


VIA Email  


The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings 


Clerk of Court 


South Carolina Court of Appeals  


PO Box 11629 


Columbia, SC 29211 


 


RE:  John A. Tibbs and Margaret B. Tibbs v. 3M Company, et al. 


Appellate Case No. 2023-002006, 2023-002007, 2023-002007, 2023-


002008, 2023-002009, 2023002010, 2023-002011 


Our File No. 0100-0303 


 


Dear Ms. Kitchings: 


 


I represent Respondent Peter D. Protopapas, in his capacity as the court-appointed 


Receiver for Cape PLC, individually and as successor in interest to Cape Asbestos 


Company Limited, n/k/a Cape Intermediate Holdings Ltd. in the above-referenced appeals.  


The Receiver is in receipt of Appellants’ recent requests for a 10-day extension of time to 


file their returns to the Receiver’s April 1, 2024 Motion to Dismiss the interlocutory 


appeals from a discovery order.  While the Receiver is aware the Court routinely grants 


extension requests in appellate matters, the Receiver respectfully objects to these requests 


for an extension as an attempt to further delay the case.  


 


In light of the multiple requests for extension, Appellants’ continued position that 


the receivership court and the Receiver are without authority to proceed during the pending 


appeals, and Appellants’ refusal to recognize the Supreme Court’s recent disposition of the 


appealability of orders denying motions to dismiss and dissolve receiverships, the Receiver 


is providing the enclosed information for the Court’s consideration in connection with the 


extension requests.  


 


Please let me know if anything further is needed.    


 


 


 







 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 


       


Jonathan M. Robinson 


 


JMR/dlf 


Enclosures  


 


cc:  All counsel of record 


 


 
 
 






