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OPPOSITION TO APPELLANT’S PETITION FOR REINSTATEMENT
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the citation of authorities used in support of the Appellant’s Reply to Respondents’
Return in opposition to Appellant’s Petition for Reinstatement, to include the citation of
authority and corresponding page(s) the authorities can be reviewed as contained in the

aforementioned motion..
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Case No.: 2013-002491

Alexander GUICE, .......... ... ... Appellant,
V.
US Foodservice, Inc., and Ace American Insurance Co.

c/o Gallagher Bassett Service, Inc.,............................. Respondents’.

REPLY TO RESPONDENTS’ RETURN IN OPPOSITION TO APPELLANT’S
PETITION FOR REINSTATEMENT

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that ALEXANDER GUICE, the APPELLANT, proclaims
the pleadings in this case are being filed by Appellant in Propria Persona, wherein pleadings are
to be considered without regérd to technicalities. Appellant was served with a copy of the
Respondents’ Return in Opposition to Appellant’s Petition For Reinstatement dated May 8, 2014
via regular mail with service of the same to the Appellant on May 12, 2014. Pursuant to Rule
240 SCACR Appellant submits t}'1is Reply to Respondents’ Return in Opposition to Appellant’s
Petition For Reinstatement, and would further state as follows:

1. The Respondents return is without merit. The Respondents, by way of Erin L.
Hantske, Esquire (Attorney Hantske), asserts that the Respondents ‘Motion to Dismiss’
“adequately complied” with Rule(s) 240(c) and (c)(2) SCACR; however, a review of the

Respondents Motion to Dismiss confirms the absence of a Memorandum of Citations in support
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of the motion. Additionally, none of the supporting documents submitted by Respondents were
“consecutively numbered”, which was also a requirement. If the Motion to Dismiss filed by the
Respondents were in compliance with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, then Appéllant
asserts the April 24, 2014 Order dismissing this action should have stated as much, but failed to
do so.

Furthermore, the Resbondents, and the Court, continues to act with DELIBERATE
IGNORANCE regarding the FACT that the “Motion for Reinstatement of Employment and
Release of Temporary Total Compensation Payments” (Return and Counterclaim, Exhibit
“16” previously submitted) filed by the Appellant with the workers’ compensation commission
dated March 4, 2013 was never adjudicated by the Commission or the lower court. The Court
Order dated April 24, 2014 failed to adjudicate whether Commission Executive Director Gary
M. Cannon had the authority to issue a decision regarding a contested case before the
commission, or address the fact that the Respondents filed a proper ‘Reply’ (Return and
Counterclaim, Exhibit “17” previously submitted) to the aforementioned “Motion for
Reinstatement of Employment and Release of Temporary Total Compensation Payments”
wherein Attorney Hantske failed to “affirm or deny” the arguments contained in the
aforementioned motion.

Still further, Attorney Hantske MADE NO MENTION, as evidenced in the Respondents
‘Return in Opposition to Appellant’s Petition for Reinstatement’, to the Appellant’s VALID
ARGUMENT that Mr. Cannon’s letter dated March 27, 2013 returning the aforementioned
“Motion for Reinstatement of Employment and Release of Temporary Total Compensation
Payments” to the Appellant, un-adjudicated by the jurisdictional commissioner on the grounds

“the Commission does not have subject matter jurisdiction for the issues set forth in the
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Motion” (Return and Counterclaim, Exhibit “21” previously submitted) constituted a
DECISION that is in fact appealable pursuant to Rule 201 SCACR. The aforementioned March
27, 2013 decision by Mr. Cannon prejudiced the substantial rights afforded to the Appellant,
AND TO DATE, the aforementioned motion HAS NEVER BEEN LAWFULLY
ADJUDICATED. Attorney Hantske cites the grounds asserted by the lower court order dated
June 14, 2013 to dismiss this matter, although the order dated June 14, 2013 contains NO
STATUTE, RULE, or CITATION OF CASE LAW in support of the opinion (Return and
Counterclaim, Exhibit “24” previously submitted).

Additionally, the Respondents through Attorney Hantske asserts “The Circuit Court has
not rendered a decision on the merits of this claim but, instead, dismissed Appellant’s previous
appeal on the grounds that Appellant failed to exhaust his administrative remedies” (Respondents
Return to Petition for Reinstatement, p. 2); however, the Appellant poses this question for the
Appellate Court to consider, which respectfully should have been properly addressed and
adjudicated in the April 24, 2014 Order: WHAT ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES UNDER
THE ACT ARE AFFORDED TO A PARTY WITH RESPECT TO THE LEGAL RIGHT TO
APPEAL OR OTHERWISE CHALLENGE A DECISION IN A CONTESTED CASE BEFORE
THE COMMISSION THAT IS RENDERED BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE
COMMISSION? |

The lower court order dated June 14, 2013 as well as the April 24, 2014 Order from this
Court reflects a pattern of deliberate ignorance with respect to hearing and deciding all matters
brought before the Court with respect to the failure of the Commission to adjudicate the
aforementioned motion for reinstatement of employment and release of temporary total

compensation payments and instant actions of executive director Gary M. Cannon of the
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Commission, and demonstrates a clear departure from the essential requirements of law.

Finally, it is more than understandable and expected that the Respondents would agree
with the April 24, 2014 Order of this Court. However, it is the firm position of the Appellant
that if the April 24, 2014 Order would have been favorable to the Appellant, and with respect to
the arguments submitted the Respondents, the aforementioned Order only referenced the
Respondents arguments by stating “RESPONDENTS FILED A RETURN?” that the Respondents
would have valid grounds to challenge that Order. The Order dated April 24, 2014 dismissing
this action is CLEARLY BIASED to the Appellanti and the Respondents “Return” in opposition
to Reinstatement of this matter is without merit.

2. The Appeal must be reinstated based on the failure of the April 24, 2014
Order to adjudicate the Appellant’s proper argument challenging the validity of the
Settlement Agreement and Release. The ‘Respondents Return in Opposition to Appellant’s
Petition For Reinstatement” MAKES NO REFERENCE OR ARGUMENT in opposition to
Appellant’s assertion that the Settlement Agreement and Release entered into by the parties on
December 22, 2005 and approved by the Commission on January 5, 2006 (Refurn and
Counterclaim, Exhibit “8”, previously submitted) is in willful violation of S.C. Code Ann. §42-
1-620 and therefore must be invalidated by this Court.

Appellant asserts every Order rendered in this matter from the Commission favorable to

the Respondents is predicated on the presumption that the Settlement Agreement and Release

approved by the Commission, and in particular, Commissioner David W. Huffstetler, is valid.

However, Appellant presented UNDISPUTED EVIDENCE which constitutes ABSOLUTE
PROOF, NEVER DENIED OR CHALLENGED BY THE RESPONDENTS, that at the time the

Respondents terminated the Appellant’s compensation payments on December 4, 2005 the
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Appellant had IN FACT received compensation payments for approximately 213

CONSECUTIVE DAYS, to include the FIRST 150 DAYS pursuant to the WCC Form 18 —

Periodic Report filed with the commission by the Respondents Representative (Return and
Counterclaim, Exhibit “6”, previously submitted).
SC Code Ann. § 42-1-610 (1962) states in relevant part,

No contract or agreement, written or implied, and no rule, regulation or other
device shall in any manner operate to relieve any employer, in whole or in part, of

any obligation created by this Title except as otherwise expressly provided in this
Title (emphasis added).

SC Code Ann. § 42-1-620 (1962) states in relevant part,

No agreement by an employee to waive his rights to compensation under this Title
shall be valid (emphasis added).

Furthermore, S.C. Code Ann. §42-9-260(F) & (G) (1996) states in relevant part,

(F) After the one-hundred-fifty-day period has expired, the commission shall
provide by regulation the method and procedure by which benefits may be
suspended or terminated for any cause, but the regulation must provide for an
evidentiary hearing and commission approval prior to termination or suspension
unless such prior hearing is expressly waived in writing by the recipient or the
circumstances identified in Section 42-9-260(B)(1) or (B)(2) are present. Further,
the commission may not entertain any application to terminate or suspend benefits
unless and until the employer or carrier is current with all payments due.

(G) Failure to comply with this section shall result in a twenty-five percent penalty
imposed upon the carrier or employer computed on the amount of benefits withheld
in violation of this section, and the amount of the penalty must be paid to the
employee in addition to the amount of benefits withheld. However, the penalty does
not apply if the employer or carrier has terminated or suspended benefits when the
employee has returned to any employment at the same or similar wage (emphasis

added).
Still further, S.C. Code Reg. § 67-506(D) & (E) (1997) states in relevant part,

D. After the one hundred fifty day period, when the claimant is receiving temporary
compensation and the authorized health care provider assigns an impairment rating
and reports the claimant is unable to return to work at the same or other suitable job,
the employer's representative must continue payment of temporary compensation
until the Commission finds the employer's representative may terminate temporary
compensation (emphasis added).
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E. To request a hearing for permission to terminate temporary compensation, the

employer's representative shall file a Form 21 with the Judicial Department.

(1) The employer's representative shall serve a copy of the Form 21 on the claimant

according to R.67-211.

(2) The employer's representative shall certify temporary compensation is current or no

hearing will be set (emphasis added).

Therefore, Appellant could not legally settle, waive, or in any manner agree to terminate
compensation payments received by the Appellant, or agree to relieve the Respondents
continuing obligation to pay compensation benefit payments to the Appellant; (1) once the
Appellant received compensation payments after 150 days; and (2) when the authorized health
care provider, namely, Dr. Alan Tamadon, assigned an impairment rating, and reported to the
Respondents that the Appellant was unable to perform the same or similar job due to the
Appellant’s work-related incapacity (Return and Counterclaim, Exhibit “4”, previously
submitted).

As such, this clearly erroneous Settlement Agreement and Release which violates S.C.
Code Ann. § 42-1-620 (1962) is the only grounds asserted by the Respondents with respect to
failing to comply with S.C. Code Ann. § 42-9-260(F) & (G) (1996) as well as S.C. Code Reg.
§67-506(D) (1997), based on the fact that no STOP PAYMENT HEARING HAS EVER BEEN
LAWFULLY REQUESTED BY THE RESPONDENTS OR CONVENED IN THIS MATTER
BY THE COMMISSION, AS REQUIRED, and the fact that the Appellant duly challenged the
validity of the Settlement Agreement and Release as contained in “paragraph 4 (A)”, pages 24-
25 of the Appellant’s ‘Return and Counterclaim to Respondents Motion to Dismiss’ which was
previously submitted. This Court must reinstatement this matter and issue an opinion regarding
the validity of the aforementioned Settlement Agreement and Release approved by the

Commission on January 5, 2006 which was properly challenged by the Appellant.

Should the Court issue an opinion that the aforementioned Settlement Agreement and
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Release is in fact not valid with respect for use by the Respondents to continue unlawfully
termination of temporary total compensation payments, which the Appellant’s argument of the
illegality of the “clincher” was never contested by, but used in support of not paying
compensation to the Appellant, by the Respondents (See Exhibit “I, pages 2 & 5” enclosed
herein (“Defendants deny that the Claimant is entitled to any additional benefits under the
S.C. Workers’ Compensation Act as he entered into a clincher settlement agreement to resolve
his claim related to his accident of May 5, 2005 and this settlement was approved by the
Commission™)), then Appellant asserts the Respondents would be lawfully required to
immediately comply with S.C. Code Ann. § 42-9-260(F)&(G) (1996) and S.C. Code Reg. § 67-
506(D) (1997) by immediately releasing illegally withheld temporary total compensation

payments to the Appellant, at the mutually agreed upon average weekly wage of $1, 161.00

(Return and Counterclaim, Exhibit “17”, previously submitted) with the carrier responsible for
66 and 2/3 percent of the weekly wage, the employer responsible for 33 1/3 percent of the
weekly wage, effective November 2, 20085 to date, plus the 25% penalty on the illegally
withheld compensation payments.

Further, the Court’s proper and legal invalidation of the Settlement Agreement and
Release or “clincher” would automatically result in the vacating of the invalid Order dated
February 22, 2013 by Commissioner Susan S. Barden (Return and Counterclaim, Exhibit “14”,
previously submitted); the invalid “Decision and Order” dated July 17, 2013 by the Full
Commission (Return and Counterclaim, Exhibit “25”, previously submitted); the invalid
March 27, 2013 decision by Executive Director Gary M. Cannon, the invalid June 14, 2013
Order of the lower court, and result in the immediate administrative dismissal of the current

appeal before the lower court regarding the aforementioned July 17, 2013 ‘Decision and Order’
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of the Full Commission, under Case Number 2014-CP-32-00399 before the Lexington County
Court of Common Pleas.

CONCLUSION

Under Standard of Review, the South Carolina Administrative Procedures Act establishes
the standard for judicial review of decisions of the workers’ compensation commission. Hargove

v. Titan Textile Co., 360 S.C. 454, 617 S.E. 2d 369 (Ct. App. 2005). A reviewing court may

reverse or modify a decision of an agency if the findings, inferences, conclusions, or decisions of
that agency are “clearly erroneous in view of the reliable, probative and substantial evidence on

the whole record.” Brusey v. South Carolina Department of Health & Environmental Control,

360 S.C. 135, 141, 600 S.E. 2d 80, 84 (Ct. App. 2004). S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(A)(6)(e).
Under the scope of review established by the S.C. Administrative Procedures Act (APA), the
Appellate Court may not substitute its judgment for that of the appellate panel as to the weight of
the evidence on questions of fact, but may reverse where the decision is affected by an error of

law. Liberty Mutual Insurance Company v. South Carolina Second Injury Fund, 363 S.C. 612,

611 S.E. 2d 297 (Ct. App. 2005); Frame v. Resort Services, Inc., 357 S.C. 520, 593 S.E. 2d 491

(Ct. App. 2004).
The substantial evidence rule of the APA governs the standard of review in a workers’

compensation decision. Frame, 357 S.C. at 527, 593 S.E. 2d at 494; Corbin v. Kohler Company,

351 S.C. 613,571 SEE. 2d 92 (Ct. App. 2002). In the instant case, and pursuant to the APA, the
Appellate Court’s review is limited to deciding whether the agency’s decision to approve the

Settlement Agreement and Release is unsupported by substantial evidence or is controlled by

some error of law. Grant v. Grant Textiles, 361 S.C. 188, 191, 603 S.E.2d 858, 859 (Ct. App.

2004) (“A reviewing court will not overturn a decision by the workers’ compensation
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commission unless the determination is unsupported by substantial evidence or is affected by an
error of law”). A review of the record clearly establishes that the Appellant received
compensation payments for a period of 213 consecutive days, including the first 150 days. As
such, the Respondents were, and remains obligated to pay temporary total compensation
payments to the Appellant, at the mutually agreed average weekly wage of $1,161.00 pursuant to
S.C. Code § 42-9-260 (F) and S.C. Code Reg. § 67-506 (D). The Respondents have never
applied for permission to terminate temporary total compensation payments to the Appellant by
filing a WCC Form 21 in this matter with the Commission pursuant to S.C. Code Reg. § 67-506
(E).

The Commission has never convened a stop payment hearing, and therefore has never
lawfully granted permission to the Respondents to terminate compensation payments to the
Appellant. The Settlement Agreement and Release entered into by the parties on December 22,
2005 and approved by the workers’ compensation commission could not serve in any way to
settle, waive, resolve or terminate the Appellant’s legal right to continue receiving temporary
total compensation payments. Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 42-1-610 (1962) and S.C. Code
Ann. § 42-1-620 (1962) the Appellate Court must vacate the aforementioned Settlement
Agreement and Release.

In Stokes v. First National Bank, 298 S.C. 13, 377 S.E.2d 922 (S.C. App. 1988) this Court

determined “Compensation laws constitute of form of social legislation and were enacted
primarily for the benefit, protection and welfare of working men and their dependents; and such
laws should be construed liberally in favor of the employees and their dependents, in furtherance
of the beneficent purposes for which they were enacted and to avoid any incongruous or harsh

results.” The Appellant has been unlawfully deprived access to entitled compensation benefits,



to include access to medical, dental and compensation payments since November 2, 2005, more
than eight (8) years. The Appellant has been unemployed and unable to obtain any employment
since being unlawfully terminated by the employer on or around November 2, 2005 (Return and
Counterclaim, Exhibit “5”, previously submitted). The actions of both the workers’
compensation commission and the Respondents have had “incongruous” and “harsh” results
upon the Appellant.

WHEREFORE, based on the foregoing, to include all pleadings and supporting
documents filed in this action, Appellant moves the Court to deny the relief sought by the
Respondents, REINSTATE this appeal, and AGRESSIVELY ACT to vacate the Settlement
Agreement and Release approved by the workers’ compensation commission, and the like, relied
upon by the Respondents to continue unlawful withholding of temporary total compensation
payments to the Appellant BECAUSE;

1. The Respondents Return in Opposition to Appellant’s Petition for
Reinstatement is without merit;

2. The Appeal must -be reinstated based on the failure of the April 24, 2014 Order
to adjudicate the Appellant’s proper argumeht challenging the validity of the Settlement
Agreement and Release; and

3. The grounds asserted in support of Reinstatement reflect valid issues previously

argued by the Appellant which the April 24, 2014 Order failed to clearly address or

adjudicate.

Alexander Guice
Post Office Box 13281
Tampa, Florida 33681
(813) 562-0547

May 12, 2014 Appellant, pro se
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SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS' COMPENSATION COMMISSION:

W.C.C.FILE.NO: 0506205

ALEXANDER GUICE, !
}
Eimployee, }
' }
Claimant, }
}
vs. }

US FOODSERVICE, INC.; } o )
| } CERTIFICATE
Employer, }. OF

1 SERVICE
AND i
o }
ACE AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY }
C/O.GALLAGHER BASSETT SERVICES, )
INC., }
_ }
Carrier, }
}
Defeadants. }

The undersigned. certiies that she is an employee at MCANGUS GOUDELOCK & COURIE..
and that she has sefvéd; -on the date sct forth: below, a. Copy of tlie document described below, inihe above-
gititled acétion to the followmg, persons, pursuan do. Scciion 15-9-930-and Section 15-9-940 of the Code
of Laws of South, Cardlina, 1976, by depositing a. copy of same in. the: United States Mail, ;posidge
prepaid, addressed to:

TO.. Alexander Guice
Post:Officé Box.8651
Taripa, 'F!ori‘da‘ 33674

South Carolida, Workrr s Compensation. Cominission
1333 Main Street, Suite 500 - Post: Office Box 171$
Columb;a Seuth Carolina 29202- 1715

DOCUMENT: Amended Form 51

DATEOF .lanuary 14, 2003
MAILING:

| Légal As¥istant fo Erin L. Haniske E?XHEEET g
g OF &




WCC File:# 0506205 -

3C Workers” Compensation ‘Commission
333 Main. Street, stiité 500 « Post Office:Box 1715
‘olumbia, SouthCarolina; 29202-1715

803)737:5723.

Cartier Filé- #:.  004063:032175-we-0L

Carrier Code #°

_Employer FEIN-#:  36-3642294

" '_2@5;555377‘: _ US Foodservice, Inc.

Alexander Guice:

'..Cla?nanl's Name T SSN - “Employer's.:Name

Post.Office Box-8651 **Emiployer Address™

Tampa Elorida 33674 B .

" City Sxa:e Zip Address: -City."State Zip
(813) 335-4046 ACE American Insurance Company cloGallagher Basgsett
) Servnces ] nc o ) o

“Home Phone & ST '&.’e}l« FhoeE e ner

Etin L. Hantske MéAngus: Goudelock & Coune o (843) 576 2946
" iPreparer’s Name Law Firm . T Pnong: Numbar ’ ] . i

Date of Accident: _575/05

-Compléte each information blank. Specify clearly when:contentions. are admitted in part-and denied’in part.
The employer-insurance tarrier in answer o the claim, respectfully shows:

1. Itis admitted that the'employee sustained -an injdry-on or.about the date set forth in the application.. The reasons for-denial
-are: Defendants admit claimant suffered :a:compensable; injury by accident in the- course: and scope. of his employment: on or
about May 5,:2005. o ) , o _

2. ltis admitted that both the employerand employee were: subjectto the Workers* Compensation: Aét at the time-in 'q'ge'stion.:‘
The reasons foridenial are: )

Itis-admitted that the relattonshlp of employer-and, employee existed at the time in questlon ‘The reasons for denlal are

4. 1t lS admltted thal at the tlme ll"l questlon the' employee-was. performing service growing out of and incidental fo ‘his

5. -lt is admltted that notlce of injury was. glven to.the employer: The redsons. for denial aré:

6. itis denied thatthe émployee needs/is entitied to additional medical cate as aresult of the. lnjury ~ The réasons:far demal‘
are: Th_e parties: entered iinto .a settlement ‘agreement 1o clincher the claim. and this clingher was: agproved by the S.C.
Waoikers"Compensation: Commiission in2008:

7. Ifis denied that the employee:is entitled to‘temporary total disabifity-for the period(s).of: ‘See No. 6 above;

& Itis denied that the employee is permanently disabled. The reasons for. denlal are: See No. 6 above

9. ltis denied that the employee has a serious dlsfgurement

10. itis contended that ar, average weekly wage of $1,154.00 applies, according to attached accounting 6f employeé's eammgs

as provided by law.

11. Further contentions or grounds of defense :are: Defendants deny: that the Cldimant 15 entitfed to any addmonal benems
under the S.C. Workers Compensataon Actas.he entered into a clincher settlement agreement to resolve: his claim-felated
to_his.accident of May 5, 2005, ‘and this . settlement ‘Was a8 Jproved by the Commission. The Commission closed. thelr file
pursuant to: a filed-Form' 19 on.January. 17 2006 :

12. Timeneeded for hearing: 30 minutes

Iicertify.that.| have served this docuiiient pursuant to R.67-217 lq}_ide]i_Vje'r;ih_Q; a:copy to:

Alexander Guice. -Soiith Carglina Workers Compensation Commission
Post Office Box 8651 P. 0. Box 1715
Tampa, Florida 33674 Celumbia, SC 29202-1715

TN 7
orithe 14th day: -of Jangg;yjﬂlS By B4 first. class mail; [J.personal service: ) certified mai.
Re ven{y the contenl:s,of l:hls form-are. accurate and trie to the: bast of my, knowledge

’

3 / - g /4 ] Attorney fof EmployeriCarrier erphantske@mgdlawcom © January 14, 2013
Preparel’s&gnature o Tite © . Email ___ Date v

- Refer to R/67 204 through-R- 67 210 and R.:67:601 throuigh R.67-615. Questlons about the use of this form-ma
Y be difectediio the;Commissien’s Judicial
Depa Tit. Pursuant to R.67-606, a Farm.20 must be fi led with the.Clairns Départment at least 30 days from-the date of filing this:form..

wecrorm# sty AnIMIENC@dS5 1 EMploYer's ANSer to Request for Hearing
J.OF(,

-




McAngus Goudéloch
ATTORNEVS AT LAW

Reply 'l'o

Dial: (84’3)376 946 .

DH’LC
erinhaniske@@mgcluw.com

CHARHS!ON /{-m\/- ’Lf)a { )3

January 14,2013

'Virginia-Crocker, Judicial Director

S.C. WORKERS COMPENSATION COMMISSION
Post Office Box 1715 _

Columbia, South. Carolina 29202-1715

RE:  Alexander Guice.v. U.S: Food Service; Inc. aid ACE American. Insurance Company ¢/o
Gallagher Bassett Services, Inc. '

Date of Accident; MdyS 2005

wWCeE JFile':N"o‘ 0

-Clal}n- No.s 004063 ()32]75 wig-0
Dear Ms. Crocker:,

Please find enclosed the Amended Form-.§1 on behalfl of the gmployerand cartier in e dbove
matter for filing in yourotfice,

By copy of ‘this letter, we are.sérving. a ¢opy of the Airignded Form 57 on the Pro Se Claimant.
Alexander Guice:

B i"{'];iﬂ-a;i}tske: (2

ELH/Mh 5{555
Enclosures:
oy Alexander Guice (w/encl. (via Certificd Manl & U.S. Muil).
Don Merritt;. Gallagher Basseti Services, Inc: _(w/encl ) g@wcc

CHARLESTON ' .Corpsmia 1 GREENVULE. § Cn,\zz._oﬂr TORALEIGH ¢ MYRILEBEACH
235 JOHNNIE DOIGS, BLYUD, SUiE 2007 POSTOEFICEBOR-650007 M. PLEASANT SC 29465 '843-576:2900 Pudint: 84355450605 17 AX
WWWIMGELAW, COM




SOUTH-CAROLINA WORKERS' COMPENSATION COMMISSION
- W.C,C. FILE NO: 0506205

ALEXANDER GUICE,

Claiinant,
Y§ FOODSERVICE, INCy; B
" CERTIFICATE:

OF

Emplayer, .
SERVICE.

AND:
ACE AMERICAN [NSURANCE COMPANY
/0 GALLAGHER BASSETT SERVICES,

Deféndants:

 The uridersigned ceftifios, that she: is 4n gmployee at MECANGUS GOUDELOCK & COURIE,
and that she hias served, @ the dateset Forth below, a‘copy-of thé dacument degeribed below; i theabave
entitted action to thie. following personsy pursuant to Section 15 0.930 and Section 15-8-940 of the Cader
of Laws.of South Caroling, 1976, by depositing a copy of /

prepaid, addressedto:

same in. the United States Mail, postige.

TEr Alexander Guice: ,
(via Certified Majl drd ULS. Maily
Post Office: Box 865T '
“Tampa, Florida 33674

Robért G, Bacar, Esquire

Bacon Law oyl

1297 Professional Drive; Siiite 101

Myirtle Beaoh, South Carolina 29577
Sguth Carolina Worker’s Com pensation Gommission
373 Main Stroet, Suite 500 Post:Office: Box 1715
Columbia; South Carolifia 29202-1715

DOCUMENT:  Fofin 5k o
 JPAHIBIT




WEC Fife #: 0506205 . e

€ Workers’ Compensatlon Commission , e 7
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THE STATE.OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM. LEXINGTON-COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS.

Thomas A. Russo, Circuit. Court Tudge.
Case No:: 2013-002491

Alexander GUICE, ..........coooiooatoeeoeiiit e ae e e APPellant,
V.

'US Foodservice, Inc., and Ace American Insurance €o.
c/o Gallagher Bassett Service, Inc.,......- e wevvn - Respondents’.

PROOF OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY GERTIFY to the Clerk of Court that a.copy of a “Reply to
Réspondents’ Return in Opposition to Appellant’s Petition: for Reinstatement’; &
Memorandum with citations of authorities in suppoit of Reply to Respondents Return in
Opposition to Appellant’s Petition for Reinstatenient and proof of service was provided
to the'Respondents’ by depositing the same in the U.S. Postal Seivicé on May 12, 2014
and addressed to: Erih L. Hantske, McAngus. Goudelock-and Courie, LLC P.O. Box.
650007 Mt. Pleasant, SC. 29465 on this 12" day of May 2014.

Alexander Guice
Post Office Box 13281
Taripa, Florida 33681
(813) 562-0547
Appellant, pro se




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Thomas A. Russo, Circuit Court Judge

Case No.: 2013-002491

Alexander Guice, ......... ... ... Appellant,

V.

US Foodservice, Inc., and Ace American Insurance Co.

c/o Gallagher Bassett Service, Inc.,.......................... Respondents’.
PROOF OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY to the Clerk of Court that a copy of a ‘Reply to
Respondents’ Return in Opposition to Appellant’s Petition for Reinstatement’; a
Memorandum with citations of authorities in support of Reply to Respondents’ Return in
Opposition to Appellant’s Petition for Reinstatement and proof of service was provided
to the Respondents’ by depositing the same in the U.S. Postal Service on May 12, 2014
and addressed to: Erin L. Hantske, McAngus Goudelock and Courie, LLC P.O. Box
650007 Mt. Pleasant, SC 29465 on this 12™ day of May 2014.

-

F_ﬁ_/

Alexander Guice
Post Oftice Box 13281
Tampa, Florida 33681
(813) 562-0547
Appellant, pro se

May 12, 2014

RECEIVE]D
MAY 15 2014
SC Court of Appeals
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