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- COUNTER-STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL
. Whether thé Workers’ Compensation Commission’s ﬁnding's of fact
must be upheld when they are supported by the claimant’s medical

doctors and vocational expert.

II.  Whether the commission pfoperly ‘construed the partial disability
' statute to allow the claimant 340 weeks of benefits.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
In Sgptember of .2014, Barry Adickes requested a hearing with the Workers"
Compensation Commission; claiming reduced eafning capacity after an injury. (R.;.).3'6‘).
Phillips Health,caré (the employer) and Fidelity & Guara;nty Company (the insurance
carrier) d;sputed this and also said a héaring was prerlriature. (R.p.37).
| A single éommiSsioner heard'the claim m January of 2015. (R.p.115). He issued an o
award in August of 2015, ﬁnding the cl?im was timely. (R.pp.17-34).
Phillips and Fidelity .appeale_d to the cCommission’s appellate panel, (R.p.54), which
. heard oral arguments in Decelmber- of 2015. (R.p.283); The panel afﬁrrhcd the single
_commissibner’_s decisionlthe following February. (R.pp.1-16). This appeal féilows. |
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT
Barry Adickes was a. traveling sale_sma;n who was hurt in a single caf accident while
driving on a mountain road. He rgceived several injuries, including a conéussion.
The commission awarded this case because it believed Barry and hi>svwitnesses. It
" found Barry’s brain injury caused persiétent headaches as well as impaifed. focus and
concentration.- It also found these things .kept Barry from workiﬁg a demanding (and high-

» ~ paying) jobasa salesmén_, The reéqrd suppofts these findings. The Court should affirm.



STATEMENT OF FACTS

Bany’slsuMary. of fhis éase’s history is.below..' Several of the medical recofds |
'contain:similar accounts of .hi.s éar vx;reck, and the heéring cc;rhmissionerfs décision hasan = °
- 8-page synopsis of the case,.including }ci.talltions. (R.pp.19-26). |

On March 22, 201 1,-Bafry accidentally drove his éofnpany car off é. mountain road
in North Carolina and Cfashéd into a raixir.le. He lost consciousness for a period of time and
spent 5 houré trapped in his car about 100 feet down the side of the mountain. He was
féscued after he used his mobileA phone to call EMS early fhe next morﬁing. (R.p.129, line
16 - p.132, line 12) (Barry’s description of the wreck).

Bafry refused tr;ansponation to the hospital after being rescued. He said he knew the
closest hospital fo the crash site Was two hours away from his hémg and he did hbt want to
be admitted to a hospital so far av(}ay. (R.p.132, line 13 - p133, line 2).. He went to'a hotel,
~ where his wife picked him up and dréve ~him home tob Rdck Hill. (R.p.644). Accordi-ng to
a medical record from two days after the \&reck, Barfy had severe headaches and vomited
three times on the way ho.me. Id. | |

Barry saw several physicians in the months that‘followed. Dr. James Rentz, a
4 neighBor, examined Barry for Broken bones. Iq’. He evventuallyipe.rformed shoulder sﬁrgery,
~in October. (R.pp.666-667). Dr. Nicholas Tuttle is Barry’s family doctof, and he sent Barry
" to Dr. HOward Mandell, a neurologisf, ab01.1t 2 wceks after the wreck.. (R.pp.617-620).
Extensive records document B‘arry’s concussign,.hi\s neck injury, and damage to his right'
| shouldér. (R.pp.535-673). Doctors eventually gave Barry a 15% impairment ratihg to the
| right shoqlde_r, a 10% rating to his Spine, anda 15% rafing to his brain. ('R.Vpp.56,5, .57(‘), 584).

~
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" Barry’s .c>ase is unusual because he returned to work ,shortly' after Hiis injury and
continued Wo;king for ovef 2 Y2 years be‘fore he initiated -these proéeedings.” Bérry Was out
of work less ;[han a month—the wreck'was March 22, 2011 ,and he 'returrie_d to wbrk'May 1.
(R.p._143, lines 1.9-21.). '.Phillips términate(_i Barfy 32 months later,. in January of 2014.
(R.p.146, lines 13-21). | v

| The partles dlspute the details of the termination. Phllhps says it was part of a

companyw1de reduction-in- force and had nothmg to do with Barry’s work. (R.p. 242 lines

_. 12-24). Barry says he reqalls the conversation well and that his boss spemﬁcally told him the
ﬁriflg was perfdrmahce.-related. (R.p.147, line 5 - p.148, line 19). H |

‘ Regardiess, Barrfs job with P.hillips ended and h_é sought other. employment. He
ultimately accepted a ] ob in May of 2014, but he made substantially less money than he did
with Phillips. (R.;;p.493-494). Barry explained he wrote tﬁis lswer salary on his appiication
because he needed a joband é friend at the company in quéstion told Barry e*ac.tly what the

p_osition paid. (R.p.1 5.0', lins 2 - p.151, line l 1). At the hearing Vwi‘_ch the single
commissioner, Phillips claimed Iit was Bafry’s fault he made less money; after ali, hs had
N reqﬁssted the _lowér salary in his applicatidn. (R.p.‘121, lines 10-1 5)._ _

Barry claiméd t§vo things ét the commission. First, he said the wreck left him with
cognitive déﬁcits; persistent head‘aches as well as impaired “executive function” impacting
his.focus, cosl‘centration, ability to multi-task, and similar skills. (R.pp.51-53); Second, he
- claimed these deficits prevented him from working a-demanding and high—i')ayinvg job like

the 6ne he had with Philiips. Id. He suppdrtsd this claim with testimony'from his wife, his

doctors, and a vocational expert. Id.



.Th.e Appellants disagreed and offered multiple grounds for their disagreement

They said the claim was not ripe that Barry. had not reached maximum medical -
1mprovement because Barry did not have disability ratmgs for his shoulders (R p. 1.21 lmes ,
15-21). Barry would actually have these ratings by the hearing. (R p.565). -

The Appellants also argued Barry had not suffered a wage loss, and on this point, they
disputed everythzng They disputed whether Barry s headaches caused him to miss work and
whether Barry had any cognitive deficits at all (R.pp.38- 50) They disputed whether Barry
was believable. Id. They disputed whether Barry had been a good worker, whether Barry

“lied about jobs he said he pursued, and why Barry took a lower'salary at the job he found.
]d. They said Barry—a 21-year.employee—had “disciplinary” issues and was a poor
performer who had been “demoted” hefore his wreck, but they also insisted Bar_ry was not
fired for poor performance. Jd. Of course, the reason Phillips fired Barry would not matter
if the wreck caused brain damage, but no point went unchallenged. |

" The hearing commissioner issued an 18-page decision, summarizing the claims as
well as the evidence. (R.pp.l7-34). He described the witness testimony, lay and expert.
(R.pp.21-26). He wrote that he had examined the entire file—specifically referencing his

- review ofseveral depositions and records. (R..p.27, 18; p.2.8, 919;p.29,920; p.30, 932). The

commissioner found Barry tobeat MMI, (R.p.27,99 6-7), and that Barry suffered a cognitive
deficiency limited to his executive function. (R.p.32, llll44"45)- The commissioner also
found executive function determined Barry’s abihty to hold a _]Ob like his sales job with

Phillips. (R.p.32, 1[45) The appellate panel 1ssued 1dentical findings. (R.pp.10- 15) The .

' panel’s decrsionto affirm the single commissioner was unanimous. (R.p.16).,
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ARGﬁMENT .

.Fo_r the most part, this is a “substantial evidencé” case. The Appellants disagree with
the commission’s féctual findings, bqt as the Court is aware, the Court is bound by the
co}nmission’s ﬁndinéé 'unlgss they afe clearly érronedus, made on an unlawful procedure,
B coﬁfrblled by a legal error, or arbitrary. S.C. Code Ann § 1-23-380 (5) (Sﬁﬁp. 2015).

The Appellants say the(ca'se was not fip’é for a hearing, .bAut ample evidence supports‘
the commission’s decision. A doctor gave Barry a permanent shoulder rating and saici itwas
reésong\ble for Barry to try and avoid shoulder surger\y as long as possible. The commission
relied on this assessment. That reliance was within the commission’s diécretion. ,

The Appellants also say Barry did not suffer a wage losé? bu_t th¢ CQurt need only
review four. 4) items——Dr. Waid’s_report, Dr. Mandel’s deposition, Joel Leonérd’s report,
and J o'e>1 Leonafd’s deposition—to see that ample evidence supports the. commission’s
decision. Other evidence is favorable too: There are helpful f)oints in Barry’s performance -
evaluations and in the witness testimony, But the easiest way out of this case is to examine
“the evidence from the experts; Barryfs concussion left him with impaired executive fuﬁctiop, .
and executive function was unfortunately a key part of his job. The commission did not have
~ to believe these witnesses, but it chose to do so. That deéision was reasonablé.

Finally, the commission cofrectly read the partial disability statute (séction 42-9-20)
to allow Barry 340 weeks of b.eneﬁts; Barrfs claim did not ripen until Phillips terminated

him. The Appellants say -they are seeking equity; but they are nof. They are sééking to déiay _
MMI, to take advantage Qf Barry’s return to work, aﬁd to pay Barry a fréctional award

instead of the claim’s full value. The award was proper. The Court should affirm.



1. The Workers’ Compensation Commission’s fiﬂdings of fact must
be upheld because they are supported by the claimant’s medical
. doctors-and the vocational expert. '

- The Appellants challenge the commission’s findings that Barry has reached the point
- of maximum medical improveméht and that he suffered a wége loss, but in neither case can
" the Appeilants meet the burden imposed by section 1-23-380 and demonstrate that the

commission’s findings are clearly erroneous, made on an unlawful procedure, controlled by
a legal error, or arbitrary.

- a. Dr. Barron’s permanent impairment rating to Barry’s
. right shoulder is evidence that a permanency award is
appropriate.

j

“Maximum Medical Improvement” describes the point at which sdrnéone’s medical
condition ceases to improve: It is commonlly called a “plateau” in.someone’s care because
‘when someoné_ reaches MM, there is no further treatment that will ﬁelp cure that person’s
" underlying injury. This Coﬁrt discus.sed. MMI and these concepts in O’Banner v.
Westinghouse Elec. Corp., 319 S.C. 24, 28, 459 S.E.2d 324, 327-(Ct. App. 1995).

Importantly, a workers;comp_ensation claimant cén be entitled to additional medical
care after réa.ching MMI. Tﬁis is because the law allows someone to coptinue receiving
medical care that will iessen the injured person’s “period of disability.” This v;/as the holding
in Dodge v. Bfuc_coli, Clark, Layman, Inc., whére this Court reversed the commission for
holding that medical care ends at MML. 334 S.C. 574, 580-82, 514 S.E.2d 593, 596-97 (Ct.
Api). 1 999). | | ..

The' week befbré the single commissioner’s-hearing, Dr. Jerry Barron gave Barry'a-

15% impairrhent rating. to his right shoulder. (R.p.565). Dr. Barron said this rating was,



imduririg—he opined “Mr. Adic.kes hassustained pérmaiaent impairment 0of 15% to t}ie right
: shoulder and 0% to the left shoulder » ld (empha31s added) He further explained Barry. \'
would probably require surgery in the future but Dr. Barron believes it is reasonable for :
Barry to try to avoid surgery as long as poss1b1e. ld.
This is not the description ofa patieiit wiiose condition has yetto plateau. Dr. Barrori
bﬁelieves Barry hasrlost 15% of his right shoulder function—future surgery or not.
Th‘ere isno contrary opinion in the recdrd. No physician opined Barry is not at MMI.
The Appellants did not send Barry for anindependent medical evaluation, and the Workers’
- Compensation Act givesthe Appellants the -pow\er to direct Barry’s rnedical treatmeilt, asthis
Court explained in Gattis v. Mu/rrells Inlet VFW No. 10420, 353 S.C. 100, 113-14, 576
S.E.2d 191, 197-98 (Ct. App. 2003) (discussing S.C. Code Ann. § 42-15-60 (2015)). The
Apr)ellants could haye sent Barry te Dr. James Reritz, the authorized treating physician for
his shoulders. They did not. Instead, Dr. Barron reviewed Dr. Rentz’s report and the MRI
~ results, and Dr. Barron gave Barry a permanent rating. (R.p.565).

" No authority holds that future surgery Iirecludes a ﬁnding of MMI. Again, there are
two ways an injured worker would be entitled to surgery. If surgery would lielp the injury
improve, that would -mean the injured yvorker' isnot at MMI. If surgery will not change the
inj ury, but will nevertheless help elleyiate the injury’s symptoms, t}iat surgery will be proper
even though the injured person is already at MMI. This Court s de01510n in Pearson v. JPS
Converter & Indus Corp describes these prmmples 327 S.C. 393, 397,489 S.E.2d 219,

221 (Ct App. 1997) Yes Barry may need surgery, but Dr. Barron’s. opimon supports the

commissmn’s dec1s1on; the decrsion is not clearly erroneous.



b. Multiple. eXperts gav‘e evidence that Barry has a. |
cognltlve deficiency preventing him from earning
- wages hke he earned at Ph11hps
vahe Workers’ Compensation Actis desigried to compensate injured w_orkers for the
reductlon in their earmng capac1ty caused by on- the-job injuries. Szngleton v. Yo oung Lumbar
| Co., 236 S. C 1454, 470, 114 S.E.2d 837, 845 (1960). When an injured worker suffers an -
injury that is isolated to-a single body part, it is commonly called a “scheduled injury.”
Cohﬁpensation for scheduled.inju‘ries is awarded under S.C. Code Ann. § 42-9-30 (2015)
because the Legislature has conclluSively.presumed the lossvof earning capacity for those
injuries. Wigfall v Tideiand Utils., 354 S.C. 100, 107, 580 S.E.2d 100, 103 (2003).
| | When an injuted Wdrket suffers 'multiple injuries, the 'worker.is not limited to the |
schedule and may offer evidence to prove the extent to which his or her earning capacity has
been diminished. This is because the disabling effect of multiple inj uries.may be greater thah
the.s'dm total of the scheduled allowances. Si;ngleton and Wigfall are two of the. principal
cases on this issue, and Barry brought this type ot claim. See (R.p.36). He has multiple
injuries and he says those injurie‘s left hitn with a permanent wage loss. |
Barry’s monetary award _is detailed in finding #50 and conclusion #2 of the hearing
comfnissioner’s crder. | (R.pp.33-34). The panel’s decision repeats these paragraphs.
(R.p.15). - |
The Appellants’ only evidentiary challenge to this award is that no wage lcss exists,
period. Put differently, the Appeltahts donot claim 'the commission should have given Barry
| a slightly lower a\;vafd, they claim it was clearly erroneous to give Bar’ry anything but zero.

Here again, the Appellants cahnot carry their burden. The record forecloses it.



J oei Leonard’s deposition is auseful 'startirllg point, because Mr. vLeonard.was deposed
Décefﬁbqr 30,'2014, leas than.a rnonth before the single coMis§iOner’s hearing in January. ‘-
. See (R.pp;357—452). Aa a consequence of this timing, the trial recolr»d was mostly complete:

Mr. Leonard was able to review anything the. parties presénted‘.to him and explain how

particular e_vidéncé impacted his opinions taat Barry has suffered a reduction in his earning
- capacity aé a result of his ‘work-related car wreck. ThlS was a change; the deposition of

Barry’s treating neurologist and the fesults of Barry’s neurological testiag with Dr. Waid
' were not available at the time of Mr. Leonard’s original vocational evaluationT See (R.p.398,
lina 16 -,‘p.399, line 9) and (R.pp.522-534) (the vocational evaluation).

During the deposition, the Appellants emphasized multipie portions of Dr. Waid’s
neurological report, noting areas where there was no eyidenc’e of dysfunction. (R.p.409, line
14 -p.416,line 17). The Appellants eventually accused Mr. Leonard of focusing on one line
of the report rather than the whole report. '(R.p.418, lines 8-11).

- Mr. Leanard answered that he was considering Dr. Waia’s entire réport and he was
addressing the issues the report identified. (R.p.41 8, lines 12-19). He explained he fead Dr.
Waid’s reporf as indicating Barry has cognitive deficits “Because he [Dr. Waid] cited them.”
(R.p.4i6, lines 18-24). |

The Appellants presented Mr. Léonard with evidence Barry was a substandard
" ~worker. (R.p.378, line 18 - p.382, line 5).- This “performance impros)em,ent plan” is in the
record, see (R.>pp.v467-'476), and like the remaining employment documents in tha record, see
(R.pp.691-707), it unsarprisingly discloses  that Phillips—a sales company—is

overwhelmingly concerned with “closing” sales. The Appellants said Barry’s behavior



- 'be.fo.re the accident was the same as his behavior aftefwards, and fhey emphasized théir -View
that Barry was obviously no.t:ﬁred' for poor performance, (R.p.392, lin‘e 15 - p.394, line 15),
even though they also explained Barry was a poor sales performer who they moved to a less-

“complicated position shortly before his wreck. (R.p.389, line 17 - p.391, line 8).

Agai'n, Mr. Le.on.a£d di'sagfeed. He noted that there were glowing stétements abbut
Ban‘y‘in some of his employment records, and he also read the émployfnent'records as -
| suggesting a decline in Barfy’s abilities after the crash. (R.p.395, line 17 - p.396, line 6;
§.425, line 24 - p.426, liné 7). Whé_n cﬁséussing Bar;‘y’s move to a new positién at Phillips,
~ Mr. Leoﬁard explained that if this transition was indeed a reduction in responsibility, as the
’ Appeilants claimed it was, Barry’s further decline following that move could suggest a
gr;eater degree of cognitive dysfunction. (R.p.426, lines 10-23).

Mr. Leonard explained that high intelligence makes it more difficult for cognitive
testing to reveal deficits. (R.p.428, lines 20-25). He explained Barry’s termination was
immaterial to his opinion about Barry’s wage loss in light of the evidence froﬁ Dr. Mandel
rand Dr. Waid. (R.p.445, line 8 - p.446, line 18). Mr. Leonard also had to correct the
Appellants for misstating his opinions. (R.p.427, lines 2-9; p.451, line 25 - p.452, line 7).

Dr. Mandel’s' deposition is eqﬁally supportive. - Dr. Mandel is the neurologis;t who
‘treated Bérry continuously since April of 2011, abouf.2 Weeké after the wreck. (R.pp.585- -
7620) (Mandell’ s records, in reverse chronological order). He éxplained he initially believed .
Bérry had a godd prognosis and was doing “ok” except for persistent hea_daches:, but that the
cognitvive issues emerged over time.’ (R.p7314, line 17 - p.315, line 8; p.325, lineé 5—’25).A

Barry would not admit these, but Barry’s wife kept a journal and provided Dr. Mandel with

10
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' ei(amples.A (R.p.326, lines i-21). Dr. i\/iandel explained Barry has diminished ebility to
rnulti-task, that'Barry’s headéches eould cause him to miss work, tha‘i Barr}}’s deiicits v.could
‘limit'his employment at a high level,' and that Ban'y would reqnife ajob where. he has more
time. (Rv.p.3.43, line 23 ] p.344, iine 1‘7). D’r-._Man.del believed his epinion was consistent

| with Dr. Waid’s repoit and that Dn. Waid’s report said exactly what Dr. Mandel was saying.

| (R.n.341, lines 6-11) also (R.ppv.513-521). All i(‘)f these experts agree, yet the Appelleints
insist the experis are all misreading each other. |

Reasonable minds can often reach different concinsions when reading a record de
novo, but thaf is not the ‘standard of review, as the Supreme Court recently reiierated in
Hartzell v. Palmetto Collision. Under the substantial evidence standard, appellate coui‘ts
“must not engage in fact-finding that would disregard the Commission’s factual findings[.]”
415 S.C. 617, 623, 785 S.E.Zd 194, 197_(2616).

‘The hearing eomrnissioner speeiﬁcally explained he had read the file, and he also
cited these experts in his decision. iR.p.27, 98; p.28, §19; p.29, 920; p.30, §32). There is
also ihe impairment rating; nobody contests Barry received a 15% rating fo his brain.
(R.p.348, iine 20 - p.349? line" 13); (R.p.5‘84). There is ample evidence supporting the
‘(.:onlnvlis‘sio'n’s decision that Barry has a coénitiize deﬁ_ciency limiting his earning capacity. |
-Under the substantiai evidence standard, the Court should affirm.

- II. = The commission properly construed the partial disability statute
to allow Barry 340 weeks of benefits.

Awards for permanent partiél disability are governed by section 42-9-20 of the South |

C'arolina,Code. In pertinent part, the statute explains_“in no case shall the period for such



compensation be greater than three h}_indred fprty weeks from the dafe of the injury.”
' (Emphasis added). The statute alAso explains that when the partial disability begins after a-
E period of total. dis;a.bility,’ the peri04d. of total disébility “shall not be deduétéci from the
maximum period allowéd [by the statute] for partial disability.” | |

The statute means partial disability awardé are capped at 340 weeks. Thisis différent
ffém total disability av;/ards, which are capped at SOb weeks unless the injury qualifies fof
lifetime benefits. See SC Code Ann. § 42-9-10 (A) & (.C) (20.15)“. Barry is entitled to 340
weeks of benefits because he hés a permanent,‘ partial disability. That is how tﬁe relevant
provision operates.

The Court need not take Barry’s word for this. Bass v. Kénco dealt with én injured
wérker who received tempbrary total disellb.ility‘beneﬁts after reaching MMI and was awarded
340 weeks of permanent partial disability benefits afterwards. 366 S.C. 450,456,622 S.E.2d
577,580 (Ct. App.‘ 2005). Relying bn the statute, this Court explained that the employer was
not entitled to a credit for the temporary' benefits that were paid after MMI and dffer the date
of the injury. Id. at 465-466, 622 S.E.2d at 585. The cor-nmAissi.on’s award was for 340
weeks of benefits, not 340 wéeks minus the number of weeks that had passed from the date
of the workers’ injury. /d. at 456, 622 S.E.2d at 580.

- Under the Appellants’ view, the statute punishes someone like Barry—someone who
goeé back to work and whose wage losé is not readily evidént. Ana the longer an injured
worker takes to gef to MM, the less weéks of permanent benefits they will get. Remember
aIso tha;[ the Appellaﬁts’ first argument is Barry is not at MMI. This is not surpriéing—fhey

think postponing an award leads to a diminished obligation to pay Barry’s claim.

1y



'}éarfy’s wége loss revealed itself graduél_ly. His best year of earnings was 2010, the
year beforé.the injury, Wheﬁ his gross pay was nearly $132,000. (R.p.463). This was down
to $118,500 in. 2011 (v&heﬁ he missed a month of wofk), $125,000 in 2012, $1 15,006 in
2013, and Barry was terminated.in._January of 201.'4.' (R.p.464—466)L Barry’s base salary at .
'Phillips was $80,000 with the opportunity for bonuses. (R.p.460). Thé base salary at his
 nextjob was $55,000. (R.p.493). |

| .This.was the point wheﬁ Barry’s wage‘loss claim ripened. Barry lost his job at
Phillips and he could not find cqmparable employment because of his disability. The
commission explained this in its decision. (R.pp.14-15, 946-50). Thé “Iinjury” to Barry’s
wage loss occurred when he could not longer find a similarly paying job because of his
diminished ¢xecutive function.

* A comparable scenario was present in Swilling v. Pride Masonfy of Gaffney. Though
the issue there was~ different—it invvolved average weekly wage—the similarity is that like
Barry, thé injured worker in Swilling retumed to Work and cielayed filing a claim. 401 S.C.
1‘78, 181-183, 736 S.E.2d 672, 674-675 (Ct. App. 2.012)' Thvis scenario seems like it will be
unusual, but whether it ié common or not does not matter. Section 42-9-20’s purpose is to
allow for a maximum of 340 weeks of benefits, and as the Supreme Court explained last
year, the Workers’ Compensatidn Actis not read strictly, as the Appellants suggest. The Act -
isread liberaliy; its limitations and restrictions are read narrowly. Lewz{s.v. L.B. D)[/nasty, 411
S.C: 63_7, 641, 770 S.E.2d 39‘3, 395 (2015). |

| Barry is ér}titled to 340 weeks of benefits becaﬁse he has é~permanéht, partial

disability. That is how section 42-9-20 Gperates, as the commission properly held. | -
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CONCLUSION
This Court should affirm. First, there is ample evidence supporting the commission’s
decision that this case was ripe for a hearing. Second', the expert testimony supports Barry’s
claim. Finally, the commission did not err in consgruing the partial disability statute (section
42-9-20) to allow Barry 340 weeks of benefits. ‘The commission did not have to rule for
Barry, but it chose to do so. The substantial evidence sténdard controls and the Court should

affirm.

Respectfully submitted,

August 1, 2016 | 3/(—%

John S. Nichols
BLUESTEIN NICHOLS
THOMPSON & DELGADO
P.O. Box 7965

Columbia, SC 29202
(803) 779-7599

(803) 779-8995 (facsimile)
bhewitt@bntdlaw.com
jsnichols@bntdlaw.com

Attorneys for Respondent
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