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

Ms. Kitchings:

Good afternoon. Please find attached for filing in the above matter our correspondence with
enclosures. We would greatly appreciate your sending back date-stamped copies once
these are filed. Thank you in advance for your assistance.

With best regards,

Frank Blanchard

|Attorney at Law|

40 Calhoun Street, Suite 450
Charleston, SC 29401

Office: (843) 577-6726 | Fax: (843) 724-8036
Direct Phone: (843) 266-8123 | Direct Fax: (843) 266-2232
dblanchard @rosenhagood.com

www.rosenhagood.com
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This electronic mail transmission and any accompanying documents contain information belonging to the sender which may be
confidential and legally privileged. This information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you
are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information
contained in this transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by
telephone at (843) 577-6726 and delete the message. Thank you.

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE

To comply with U.S. Treasury Department regulations, we inform you that, unless otherwise expressly indicated, any tax advice
contained in this communication (including any attachments or enclosures) is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, for
the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the Internal Revenue Code or any other applicable tax law, or (ii)
promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any entity, investment, plan, transaction, arrangement, or other tax related

matter.
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DANIEL F. BLANCHARD III
Email: dblanchard@rosenhagood.com
Direct dial: (843)266-8123

March 18, 2026

VIA EMAIL FOR ELECTRONIC FILING:
Jenny Abbott Kitchings, Clerk of Court

South Carolina Court of Appeals

1220 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29201
ctappfilings@sccourts.org

Re:  Inre: Estate of James L. Strobel
Appellate Case No. 2026-000229
Circuit Court Case No. 2024-CP-10-04752
Probate Court Case No. 2022-ES-10-00235

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Our firm represents Daniel Lloyd Strobel, James Andrew Strobel, John Anthony Strobel,
and Peter Nicholas Strobel in the above matter. We have received the correspondence dated
yesterday from Thomas B. Iandoli, Esquire, who represents Paula M. Strobel and Dorothy
Elizabeth Strobel Bell. We agree with Mr. landoli that the appellate case caption should be
corrected. However, we respectfully disagree with the proposed correction that Mr. Iandoli offered
in his letter. Further, as discussed below, we reserve our clients’ position that the lower court’s
Orders that were appealed from are not immediately appealable.

Our clients (Daniel Lloyd Strobel, James Andrew Strobel, John Anthony Strobel, and Peter
Nicholas Strobel) are the Plaintiffs in the lower court. The Defendants in the lower court are Paula
M. Strobel, as Personal Representative of the Estate of James L. Strobel, and individually; Dorothy
Elizabeth Strobel Bell, as an interested person; and Zoie P. Ogletree, as an interested person.

The above information is reflected in the Orders attached to the Notice of Appeal that Mr.
Iandoli’s clients filed in this Court on January 27, 2026. The Orders appealed from involve the
Circuit Court’s denial of Paula M. Strobel’s Motion to Amend Answer and the denial of her Motion
for Jury Trial. The Circuit Court’s Orders do not rule upon or involve any motion made by Dorothy
Elizabeth Strobel Bell. Copies of the motions that were denied by the lower court are enclosed.

Despite the above, the Notice of Appeal names both Paula M. Strobel and Dorothy
Elizabeth Strobel Bell as the Appellants even though the lower court’s orders do not address or
rule upon any motion made by Ms. Bell. Our position is that Ms. Bell is not a proper appellant and
that she lacks standing to appeal from Orders denying motions made by another party (Paula M.
Strobel). We intend to address this issue more fully in our briefs to the Court. Mr. Iandoli’s letter
also improperly asks this Court to realign the parties in the lower court to make Zoie P. Ogletree a
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respondent. No such relief has been granted in the lower court.

In addition to the above, our position is that the lower court’s Orders are not immediately
appealable. As the Notice of Appeal as well as the enclosures with this letter show, the lower court
denied Paula M. Strobel’s Motion to Amend Answer pursuant to SCRCP 15(a) and also denied
her separate Motion for Jury Trial pursuant to SCRCP 39(b). The denial of a motion to amend
answer under Rule 15(a) is not immediately appealable under state law. See Baldwin Const. Co.
v. Graham, 357 S.C. 227, 230, 593 S.E.2d 146, 147 (2004) (order denying a motion to amend an
answer is not immediately appealable). Similarly, an order denying a motion for jury trial under
Rule 39(b) is not immediately appealable. See Rowe Furniture Corp. v. Carolina Wholesale
Furniture Co., 292 S.C. 575, 576, 357 S.E.2d 725, 725 (Ct. App. 1987) (trial court order denying
party’s motion for jury trial pursuant to SCRCP 39(b) was not immediately appealable); Hannah
v. United Refrigeration Servs., Inc., 305 S.C. 394, 394, 409 S.E.2d 360, 361 (1991) (“A ruling on
a Rule 39(b) motion is within the discretion of the judge and is interlocutory and not directly
appealable.”). In short, regardless of whether Ms. Bell is a proper appellant, she and Paula M.
Strobel are attempting to appeal from Orders that are not immediately appealable.

In light of the forgoing, we respectfully submit that the appellate case caption should be
corrected to read as follows:

“In re: Estate of James L. Strobel, Deceased,

Daniel Lloyd Strobel; James Andrew Strobel; John Anthony Strobel and Peter
Nicholas Strobel, Plaintiffs/Respondents,

V.
Paula M. Strobel, as Personal Representative of the Estate of James L. Strobel, and
individually; Dorothy Elizabeth Strobel Bell, as an interested person; and Zoie P.

Ogletree, as an interested person, Defendants.

Of whom Paula M. Strobel, as Personal Representative of the Estate of James L.
Strobel, and individually, is the Appellant.”

By sending this letter, our clients reserve and do not waive any and all objections to Ms.
Bell’s standing as an appellant and to the appealability of the lower court’s Orders.

We thank you for your attention to this matter. Of course, please do not hesitate to let us
know if you have any questions about the above or if we can provide any additional information.
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Encls.

Cc:

With best regards, I am

Sincerely,
ROSEN HAGOOD, LLC

T IS PP o gty

Reviewed and Approved for Electronic Transmission

Daniel F. Blanchard, III

Elizabeth J. Palmer, Esquire (w/ encls.)

Bijan K. Ghom, Esquire (w/ encls.)

J. Ashley Twombley, Esquire (w/ encls.)

Thomas Iandoli, Esquire (w/ encls.)
Dan David, Esquire (w/ encls.)
Michael DuPree, Esquire (w/ encls.)
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IN THE PROBATE COURT
CASE NO: 2022-ES-10-00235

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

IN RE: ESTATE OF JAMES L. STROBEL,
Deceased,

DANIEL LLOYD STROBEL;
JAMES ANDREW STROBEL; JOHN
ANTHONY STROBEL; and
PETER NICHOLAS STROBEL
Petitioners,

RESPONDENT PAULAL.

VS.

PAULA M. STROBEL, as Personal Representative
of the Estate of James L. Strobel and individually;
and DOROTHY ELIZABETH STROBEL BELL, as
an interested person,

N N N S N N N N N et N Nt e i g i st e et mgt’

Respondents.

Pursuant to South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a), Respondent Paula M. Strobel,
as Personal Representative of the Estate of James L. Strobel and individually (“Respondent”), by
and through her counsel, hereby moves this Court for an Order granting her leave to file a Second
Amended Answer in order to add a counterclaim against Petitioners.

Respondent hereby seeks leave of Court, pursuant to Rule 15, SCRCP, to add the following
counterclaim against Petitioners: (1) Civil Conspiracy.

Rule 15(a), SCRCP, provides that “leave shall be freely given when justice so requires and
does not prejudice any other party.” Rule 15 “evinces a bias in favor” of granting amendments
and “unless there is a substantial reason to deny leave to amend, the discretion of the [trial] court

is not broad enough to permit denial.” Forrester v. Smith & Steele Builders, Inc., 295 S.C. 504,

507, 369 S.E.2d 156, 158 (Ct. App. 1988) (quoting Dussouy v. Gulf Coast Investment Corp., 660

F.2d 594, 598 (5th Cir. 1981)). “In the absence of a proper reason, such as bad faith, undue delay,





or prejudice, a denial of leave to amend is an abuse of discretion.” Id. (citation omitted); see also

Foman v. Davis, 371 U.S. 178, 182 (1962). Prejudice under Rule 15 is generally defined “as lack
of notice that the new issue is going to be tried, and a lack of opportunity to refute it.” Id. Discovery
is ongoing and the depositions of the petitioners to this action have yet to be taken. Thus,
Petitioners have ample notice of the amendments and will not be prejudiced thereby.

WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully moves this Court for an Order granting
Respondent leave to file the Second Amended Answer and Counterclaim and for such other and
further relief as this Court may deem just and proper.

Pursuant to Rule 11, SCRCP, counsel for Respondent certifies that they attempted to

confer with opposing counsel prior to filing this motion but received no response.

s/Bijan K. Ghom

Elizabeth J. Palmer

Bijan K. Ghom

Saxton & Stump, LLC

151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston, SC 29401
843-414-5080
ep@saxtonstump.com
bkg@saxtonstump.com

Andrew E. Rhea, Esquire

Evans Carter Kunes & Bennett, PA
P.O. Box 369

Charleston, SC 29402
843-577-2300

rhea@eckb.com

J. Ashley Twombley, Esquire

Thomas landoli, Esquire

TWENGE + TWOMBLEY LAW FIRM
311 Carteret Street

Beaufort, SC 29902

843-982-0100
Twombley@iwlawfirm.com






iandoli@twlawfirm.com

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT
PAULA M. STROBEL

Charleston, South Carolina
May 14, 2024
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INTHE PROBATE COURT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO: 2022-ES-10-00235
)
IN RE: ESTATE OF )
JAMES L. STROBEL, Deceased, )
)
DANIEL LLOYD STROBEL,; )
JAMES ANDREW STROBEL; JOHN )
ANTHONY STROBEL; and )
PETER NICHOLAS STROBEL )
Petitioners, ) EZFILING
) PROBATE COURT
Vs. ) CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA
) 2022ES1000235
PAULA M. STROBEL, as Personal Representative ) 5/14/2024 3:20PM
of the Estate of James L. Strobel and individually; )
and DOROTHY ELIZABETH STROBEL BELL, as )
an interested person, )
)
Respondents. )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that she served the Respondent Paula M. Strobel’s Motion
to Amend Answer on the following via email on May 14, 2024:

Daniel F. Blanchard, Esquire
Taylor Ambrosius, Esquire o &2
Rosen Hagood, LLC rQE =
40 Calhoun St., Suite 450 r:‘g?'" é
Charleston, SC 29401 x= 5
dblanchard@rosenhagood.com 51’?; w
tambrosius@rosenhagood.com 82‘; =
gou
ATTORNEYS FOR PETITIONERS £$ ’L:
o
o

By: _/s/ Taylor Davis
Paralegal
Saxton & Stump, LLC

i

ad
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) IN THE PROBATE COURT

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO: 2022-ES-10-00235
)
IN RE: ESTATE OF JAMES L. STROBEL, )
Deceased, )
)
DANIEL LLOYD STROBEL; )
JAMES ANDREW STROBEL; JOHN ) RESPONDENT
ANTHONY STROBEL,; and ) PAULA M. STROBEL’S
PETER NICHOLAS STROBEL ) MOTION FOR JURY TRIAL
Petitioners, )
) EZ FILING
VS, ) PROBATE COURT
) CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA
PAULA M. STROBEL, as Personal Representative ) 2022ES1000235
of the Estate of James L. Strobel and individually; ) 6/24/2024 3:14PM
and DOROTHY ELIZABETH STROBEL BELL, as )
an interested person; and ZOIE P. OGLETREE, as ) ]
an interested person, ) ~ ncc'
) / o
Respondents. ) R
) e
T
o

(S

Respondent Paula M. Strobel, as Personal Representative of the Estate of James L.fStro;%E{g
and individually, (hereinafter “Respondent Strobel™) files this Motion for Jury Trial in accé)rdm:g
with Rule 39(b). Respondent Strobel and Respondent Dorothy Elizabeth Strobel Bell have each
demanded a jury trial on all issues so triable as a matter of right pursuant to South Carolina Rules
of Civil Procedure Rule 38. Petitioners have since moved to strike Respondents’ jury trial
demands. Specifically, Petitioners claim that Respondent Strobel waived her right to jury because
-she did not demand a jury trial until she filed her Amended Answer to Petitioners’ Amended

Complaint. To the extent the Court finds that Respondent Strobel waived her right to a jury trial

and that Respondent Strobel’s additional counterclaims do not create new issues of fact',

" Issues of fact in an action for the recovery of money only or of specific real or personal property must be tried by a
jury, unless a jury trial is waived. Rule 38(a), SCRCP. Generally, the relevant question in determining the right to trial
by jury is whether an action is legal or equitable; there is no right to trial by jury for equitable actions. Verenes v,
Alvanos, 387 S.C. 11,690 S.E.2d 771 (2010). Characterization of an action as equitable or legal depends on the “main
purpose” in bringing the action.” Verenes v. Alvanos, 387 S.C. 11, 690 S.E.2d 771 (2010). Petitioners action amounts

I
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Respondent Strobel files this Motion for Jury Trial in accordance with Rule 39(b). Under Rule
39(b), “[n]otwithstanding the failure of a party to demand a jury trial in an action in which a
demand might have been made of right, the court in its discretion upon motion may order a trial
by jury of any or all issues.” A party's failure to make a timely demand for a jury trial does not
mean the opposing party acquires a right to have, as a matter of law, a non-jury trial. Hannah v.
United Refrigeration Services, Inc., 305 S.C. 394, 409 S.E.2d 360 (1991); Patterson v. McNeill-
Patterson & Associates, Inc., 312 S.C. 471, 441 S.E.2d 328 (Ct. App. 1994) (granting a demand
for jury trial under Rule 39(b) even though the defendant did not request a jury trial until
approximately a year after plaintiff filed his amended complaint).

Petitioners have not shown, and cannot show, any prejudice, expense, or delay to oppose
Respondents’ demand for jury trial. Moreover, Respondents’ jury trial demands were made in
responsive pleadings (albeit amended ones) and very little discovery has been conducted. In any
event, “[t]he rules concerning discovery under the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure do not
differ for jury or non-jury trials.” Thompson v. Ashpes, No. 2010-CP-32- 05206, 2012 WL

12127218, at *2 (S.C.Com.PL. Apr. 26, 2012)

[SIGNATURE ON FOLLOWING PAGE]

to a breach of contract claim where the only remedy is money damages. See Trotter v. Trotter, 490 So. 2d 827, 831—
32 (Miss. 1986) (“However, a breach of a contract not to revoke a will is just that: a breach of a contract. It is not
grounds for contesting the will pertaining to the contract.”) (citing /n Re Estate of Schmalz, 58 Wis.2d 220, 206 N.W.2d
141 (1973); In Re Derusseau’s Will, 175 Wis. 140, 184 N.W. 705, 708 (1921)). Petitioners are seeking money damages
as a result of the alleged breach of contract, and therefore, a jury trial as a matter of right is appropriate,

2





Charleston, South Carolina
June 24, 2024

s/Bijan K. Ghom

Elizabeth J. Palmer

Bijan K. Ghom

Saxton & Stump, LLC

151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston, SC 29401
843-414-5080
ep@saxtonstump.com
bkg@saxtonstump.com

Andrew E. Rhea, Esquire

Evans Carter Kunes & Bennett, PA
P.O. Box 369

Charleston, SC 29402
843-577-2300

rhea@eckb.com

J. Ashley Twombley, Esquire

Thomas landoli, Esquire

TWENGE + TWOMBLEY LAW FIRM
311 Carteret Street

Beaufort, SC 29902

843-982-0100
twombley@twlawfirm.com
iandoli@twlawfirm.com

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT
PAULA M. STROBEL





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

IN THE PROBATE COURT
CASE NO: 2022-ES-10-00235

IN RE: ESTATE OF

EZ FILING
JAMES L. STROBEL, Deceased, PROBATE COURT
CHARLESTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA

DANIEL LLOYD STROBEL; 2022651000235
JAMES ANDREW STROBEL; JOHN _

6/24/2024 3:14PM
ANTHONY STROBEL; and .
PETER NICHOLAS STROBEL I-(Frp 4757

Petitioners,
Vs,

PAULA M. STROBEL, as Personal Representative
of the Estate of James L. Strobel and individually;
and DOROTHY ELIZABETH STROBEL BELL, as
an interested person; and ZOIE P. OGLETREE, as
an interested person,

N N N N N S N S S N S Nt N N N S N S N St N

Respondents.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that she served the Respondent Paula M. Strobel’s Motion
for Jury Trial and Respondents’ Motion to Amend Scheduling Order on the following via email
and e-filing on June 24, 2024:

Daniel F. Blanchard, Esquire
Taylor Ambrosius, Esquire
Rosen Hagood, LLC

40 Cathoun St., Suite 450
Charleston, SC 29401
dblanchard@rosenhagood.com
tambrosius@rosenhagood.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PETITIONERS

By: _/s/ Tavlor Davis
Paralegal
Saxton & Stump, LLC






		Daniel F. Blanchard, III




