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'TURNER PADGET· 
TU~!R P"oon GP.AH"M~lANrYp.A 

J,RItIt Joan 

April 19, 2011 

CH.AllllSTO~ 

COLUMet. .. 
FLOUNCE 

OIUINVILLE 
MYRTLE aEACH 

·IWLY To: PLoaIIIct onaal 
£'WAlL: RJoscyerutNPrl.DClfT.CX* 

'Nma's Dla!lCT Dw.: (143)656-44';1 
WmP', DIutT lAX: (84)413-SBI' 

Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire 
Matthews & Megna, LLC 
3400 WeBt Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

Tony Ray Megna, Esquire 
Matthews &. Megna, Esquin: 
3400 WcIt Avenue 
Columbia, SC 19203 

Re: Pcc Dee Health Care, P.A. v. Eatate ofHugb S. Thoqrson 
Civil Action No.: 2010-CP·) 6.0332 
TPOL File No.: 106~7.101 

Ow- Tony and Ben: 

While 1 ani uddressing this Ictcer to both of you, I am sending it In distinct scpara1e 
enveJop~ (or each ofyoll in· light oflbO court's Nling refloctcd in the enclosed Order. Enclosed 
please find a copy of the letter received from Judge BlUley today together with the originally 
executed Order in this matter~ We have taken the original Order to the ClerJc of Court pumw1t 
to Judge Baxley's instructions and filed the same this afternoon. As reflected in the enclosed 
Certificate of Service, I am eoclosing for each of you in your respeCtive separate envelopes, a 
certified copy of the Order filed stamped by the Darlington County Clerk of COW1 at 2: 11 p.m. 
this afternoon. By copy of this leiter to Judge Baxley (without any encios\ll'es), 1 am confirming 
for him that we have compl ied with his IeHer directives. 

JR];vlb 
E.nclosures 

Cc: Hon. 1. Michat.:l Baxley (with Certiflca~ of Service only) 
John J. James, II. &quire (with filed stamped copy) 

B\lSII'IU$ • ll'TIGATION • SoLUTIOfoolS 

BB&'f Buildina' 4th Floor • 18! 1 ~ ~IN StIea <293(1) • pO Boll S47t ' J=Jon:ace, sc.:mln 
~ (143) 662·9008 • Fd (843) ~'-0123 • 11Im....,tJDLCQfJI 
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&tart of 60utb (atolina .' 
'Qrbr (ircuit Qtourt of tbe ..1'ourtb ~ubftial Qtltcuit 

J. MICHAB. &.UCl.E't' . -. 
Jon Rene Josey~ Elquire 
Turner. Padget. Graham &; Laney 
Post Office 80Jt '5478 
Florence. SC 29S02 

. Aprill5, 2911 

R-e: Pee Dee Ha.bIl Care v. Eltate of Hugb S. Thompson 
CIA No: 201().Q'.16-0332 

Enclosed please fJnd the ori8inal signed Order in the abOve-entitled mauer. Please be 

aware th.t It III your responllbJUty to me thb Order with the Clerk of Ceurt a.d serve 
clocked ~pIa on all parties. 'IbaDt you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

~:~~.~ 
'JM~ 
&J~ 
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STATE OF ·SOUTH CAROLINA, 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

Pee Dee Health Cafe; P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

VB. 

. Bltatc of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 

) 
) 

.) 
) 
) 
) 
) , 

) 
) 

--------'--"'-- ). 

INTHaCOURTOFCO~ONPLEAS 
DOCKBTNO.: 1Q..Cp·16-0332 

CltRTIFICATJt OF SUVICE 

I hmbi certify that on this /q..,J-daYOfApnl.. 2011 a copy of tho Court's Ordet" 

DilquaJify1nl PI.latiff's Counsel Tony R. Mean., dated April 1 S. 2() 11 and filed' April 19, 
I' 

2()11, has been mailed to aU counsel o,f ·record. pOstage prepaid IIld properly addrelied al 

foUows: 

Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire (Continuing Counsel) 
Matthews & Megna, LlC 
3400 West Avenue . 
Cdumbia. SC 29203 . 

Tony lUy Megna. Esquire (Disqualified Counsel) 
Matthews It. Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue'· 
Cohnnbia, SC 29203 . 

Job 1. Jamea, n. ;E,quire 
Faulllng & James . 
P.O, Box sO? 
Darlington, SC 29S40-OS07 

• 
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57 A 1E OF SOUTH CAROLINA, ) ·0 ~ 

) IN TIm COURt 9P COMMON P~ 
c:::> 

.) 2010-Cp·)6-C332 x~~ 0 

COUN1Y OF DARLINGTON. ) 
("") 

c>o -4 -4 0 -j 
o'"TI-j 
:%(")1%) W nO-
oC:C>I"> 

> Pee Dee Health em. f.A., ) ~"C: C) ~c;J:X 
) 

~ ~~~ Plaintiff, ) . . ~ ~..,,-

) ORDllR DISQUALIFY ~ ~P r:: 
VI. ) PLAINTIfPS COUNSEL TO MEeNA 

) eJ~:1 rn 
Estate ofHup S. Thompson. ) ill:!'"' O' 

;t~~ ~ 
) 1,110' -Defenclant. ) ~. -
) 

This is an action originally filed in the Probate Court w~ln the Plaintiff' i, atremptina 

to recover reimbunemcnt from the Defendant estate tot loSses. in' Medic::are reiJnburaenitnts 

.allegedly occasioned by the actloQ8 of Dr. Huah S. Thompson durini his period of practice with 

Plaintiff. Counsel for the Defendant has now moved ibis Court for an Order di&quaJifyiDg 

Plaintiff, counsel Tony R. Megna.. This motion is baaed upon the Rules 01 Profes5iorW 

Conduct, 88 found in SCACR 407. and aupportina cue law. Plaintiff filed. response to the 

mocion on March 11, 20 It. and the mancr was burd by tile Court on March 16 •. 2011. After 

considenttion of aU the pleadinp. motions, cMibits. and the araumenlJ of counsel. the Court 

fines thai Attorney Mepll ,hook! bC: dlaqualifled from further representation of the P\l..intiff in . 

Ihi" maller. This dctennination 18 based UPOII the foUowiD, findinp of fad and concllllioni of 

law. 

fINDINGS QPPAcr 

(1) Coume' Ton), R. Meana hill identified him5eLf as the Chief executive Offie« 

("CEO") of Plaimiff Pee Dee Health Care. P.A. ("PDHC"). In addition to such identification 

made to the Court at the M~ l~ hearlns. Ihe rellpOAlll of pORe to tbc penl1ins motion to 

4 
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disqualify state! that Mr. Megna "has been the CEO and General Counsel to the Plaintiff since 

199.5." Pilliniifrs Retum (see footnote) below}. 

(2) Mr. Megna'udmitted position 1$ the CEO for PDHC crultinns his fOcal point ~s 

a wltnm ~ this matter.' By his slgnatu~ in S~tion U of a "'Medicare EnroUment AppIicauoo~t , 

submitttd to the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (eMS) within ,the United States 

Oepmment of H~lth and Hwnan Services (Exhibit B to the Motion), "wrl'ipletcd for" POHC. 

Mr. Megna ·'binds lhis· provider to the lawa. regulatloJls, and pmpam instructions of the 

Medican: pJO .... m.,,' Accordingly, Mr. Megna i. positioDed to be a person with knowled&C at 

PDOC about the efforts of Ibal Ol'pI1ization to comply with Medicere Nlawa, regulations. and' 

program instructions.'" PDHC's adjudlCakd DOll-compliance led to the advCl1e Medicare 

dccisiun at the bearl.of this case. Thus, Mr. Megna is a'n~ witDeSa to matten raised in 

this casco 

(3) PDHC bas answm'd interrogatories propounded pursuant to Rule 33 of the SoUth 

Carolina Rules Of Civil Pr~ute (responses dated July 28, 2010 attached as Exh.ibit C to the 

Motion). In respon.~ [0 inte.rrogatory 1. whlch caDS for Ihc identification of witneSses, .PDHC 

lilts Tony R. Megna. 2 In additiOD, the response to Intmroptory 8 identifies Tony Megna as the 

only person known 10 PDHC with whom Hugh S. Thompson (the "decedent'') ~nununicated 
, . 

about the adverse Medicare determination for reooupmeat. While me motion mponse of PDAC 

now sew to minimiu Attorney Mcp·. r;:oJJUDU.ni~.tiODI ~th Dr. Tbomplon, the 

• AI IIIe c:I(df 01 IrJl.lmeni, POHC: .sted 1l1li1111, documem II nol ~ or Mepa', CBOaau - • II.IIUI now 
3cI~ IIy f!DHC.. 'Nhlla 1M 'PfIIIt;t,kIn \:OVCf lalcr Indlclllllllhm it pcrlIIl, a.. 10 Lo_ PIoreacII Covnty HoIpitaI. Ib! 
letter 1PCC1ftc:ally prv¥ides 11\1( $«tiona 6 and Il relm to PDHC Dr DIrtlllllon. 'I1ae.cion1 ilbtlty Mqna 1& .. owoerof 
PDHC.. ~J empklyee af PDHC. ... II I "[)IrcaodOftIcer" oIPDHC -.11 ~cd &lib. polill accotdhlllO POIIC 
potlrlon •• the bNl1na. In \he rDHe wrialll ~ 10 the Mc)don 10 DllquaJlfy. MQII.lllf1'C1t\ca1l), CCIIIftrmecllO hlYIIIll 

InImIlC In !be OUICIIme gf Ihit Jawlllil. RaPl*" pili 30. . , .' . 

1 PDtIC. in~ 1II1~ .MertlI~ "Mr. tot ... II JIOIIIJceIy 10 aetlIfy ...... 'rtI~ IIItld~ dllclelmW cleMa,," alIcr 
Oefeftdlm'l nahllO d!Kovlf Ini'ClflMliun rn>m wil"," M-a1lll1llC thla 110M ~lnII.a.1l\tlcll1oo w)ldJtrr adlcJd • uW ... 
wii .... '" etdIcl~. or 1101. ' ' 
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communications described in these iojtiai intefrOilatory answen and in the complain~ make Mr. 

Megna II witness to relevant iuUe8 In this matter, 

(4) The appeal. of the advene PDHC Medicare determination is relevanl in· this 

matter, While PDHC asserts that the Defendant should be estopped. even by the decedent's 

alleged sllence, from denying liability for the indemnifJCltion of Plaintiffs Medkare 

overpayment, Ihere would hive been no liability [C) Medicare at all if the'PORe appeal had been 

cucees.sfuJ.likerhe appeal of decedent', other employer, Firatchoice Hulthcare, whiclt arose over 

the same lsaue. The claim 10 equitable iDdeto.Ditlcatlon referenced by PDHC in AlBument at ibis 

motion hearing requirea a finding that the proposed lnd~ (pDHC)wlS without fault or 

liability for the damag~. Su fowler y. Httnw, 388 S.C. ,SS, 697 S.E.2d S3l (2010). ThUI, 

PDHC's fault i& at iSDICI in this case and the decision of/cduaJ AdmlnUtratlve Law 1udae MtlrY 

(Exhihit A to the Motion) lpeats to that issue dilUdy end decisively. The Ippeal of ludgc 

Mea}"s Order, if my, would be relevant iD this matter on the preclusive fiDdin£ that PDHe was 

at fault and dacrdore could not be indemnified,· 

Mr. Mesne is idcntifl£d in PDHC's anlW~ to intenogatory 9 lUbe person iDvalved with ' 

the defense of the advene Medicare ~enDinalion. He baa firath~d knowledge ~gardinl the 

stlltlJ s and resalts ofl(\)' :rdmil\istr.2ti v~ appeals. " 

, .... il' conipIroilll (I 13 ). PDHC .u....,. It.! 1M <*eden. ~ ... WOOIIIIQ" MtJI PDHC' by .-fm, • leu. ~ tile 
. PI ..... iIf In wIIich be " IIIIJtd ID baw "1dmkIN" rICK f)Rr¥1i!I1I1 "1c:I:uI'aIt lftlannllioo 111 Pllllnlift lIpOIIlDlI dulin, till 

ccnploymMf wllit Ill' PIIIirlliff .... p 11M IIMi,ned leila' w. IilllmJlrrd III the heuiq, wllhGul Gb~lon. " Dot'cnse HouiIII 
S.hibtt I, .., is dilC>Clccl 10 ''Tony'' - aImftI ~nMI for I'DHC. ",. eo .. plQl purpana 10 IUIdII copy orllll""1\1d Ieaar .. 
all t,,"ftlIL The ~ dClallnClllIIIU~~ In 1II~ J1'I01k1111'C1f1C11* d~ .. !lblblt JDl 

PDHC's .,,' .... r 10 IMcJqIlOr)' 2 idelllHlla 1hlllUnlllllipd Iellet I'icm cIcII:cdaII n~ III TM1 Mepa u alklelmalt tlllII 
IdIIlCS 10 • cWm Dr iIIIcue In !hi caao. 11111 ~J')' 8111"",r IbO ~ W. "I11fOnr1M1arl .. w To.)' MqnI by Dr. 
TIto~ rdlllJ'lIO tile SC Board of MIdICll ~ .. nw .. by IhD flIIDtlft'. 0""'" ~ Mr. MlplIII'" ~ 
reelplnr or ducumcllU ud fftionnlllcn .-vanliO dGillll UId..,... In !he c ..... Quc$IloaI"~ eM IIIINllllclty 01 dill 
IClIlIr. 1M ~1/CI.n!l'lInm of li • .ncaed NCeIpt. ed ira aJleIod ~lVaI \t1CIIIinS are all fallt7 dirlciecl 10 ~r. MeJl'l. 

~ JudI' MeIry', fIndIn. oIf'au11 wu btted \IpIIft dIt .mnnlltl"" dilly at .... OyCilt to perlIWlII lIM dlllllDCC "" ~1IY.laatbII die 
propm IIIICIusIoD -.soCpI'C)Spec:rift .rtJllo~ Ie. tINy aalllbllll1 farucl\IIIGD fBclS tbcy -e/IOUld 1aIDw. ill Q US.C. 
I 132011·11(')(6);.u CPR ICO).I02(IXl). 
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(5) EYfII if PDHC were noc at fault, eommUDleali~ between PDRC and Thompson 

aboUI the Medicare claim and appeals 'process are relev.nt to the isaUes railed In this cnse. At 

least in part. PDHCs daim (oequitahle indemniti.eation aJso dependl upon showinll cbal Dr. 

Thompson was provided timely notificatioD and an opportunity to paniclpate and help defend the 

cl_im Medicare made 8pillst PDHC. This is bec:8\I5e ont who seo1ca equity must do equity.S 

(6). DisqualifICation of Mr. Megna wUl not work. subsWltial hardship. This metter 

is early in ·the discovery phase. No deposlrionJ have heen tabn. Thus. there is minimal extra 

~pense or 105$ of,time. if lID)'. BOcb Mr. Megaa and attorney B~amin Matthews have made 

appearances on behalf ·of PDHC in this action; indeed. it is Mr. Matthews who executed Ihe 

complaint in thi.s Court. Further. Mr. Means rej:nUmted to the Court that the Plaintiff has "·80 

employees: the Coon finda lhat Plaintiff has the resources to add additional counsel it needed. 

CONCLU$IQNS OF LAW 

(A) . In South Carolina. 8Il attorney cannot "act as anadYOCate at a trial in which the 

lawyer is likely to be a necessary witness." unles& the iss~ about which the attorney willieati!y 

(l) is uncontested. (2) relat!s to lhe nature or the nlue of the leB" services rendered, or (3) 

disqualification would wo~ a subswnlaJ ~ip on the ·Ittorney'. ~icnt. Rule of Prof. 

Cond~ ),1. SCACR 407. Rule~.1 js absolute;. on)' when ooeof Ib~ three dellDtl.ted 

exceptions IIpplieS may ~ witness also 8erYe al an advacate. 1 S. C. Juris. Artom~y andClill'll A 

53; ROBER,. M. WILCOX. South Carolina Ugal Ethics § 9.1.1. An ac!vcrsary, such as the Estate 

of Dr. Thompson, has an obligation to immediatel)' move for disqulllification when there is an 

issue of the opposing advocate's pOIition as a witne~. Co~ (I), RESTAlliMIiNr (nrolD) OF 

nIB ~w O<M!R,.,INO LAWYERS §. J 08, 

4 . 
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(B) The first two exceptions allowed by Rule of Professional Conduct 3.7, SCACR 

407, m not applicable here. Mr. Megna's testimony relates, in part. 10 contested 

communiCations with the ciec:edenl .t the hean of the claims and d~fcnses in this case. In 

addition, Mr. MegJ1& 's testimony' relates to contested administrative issues of Medicare 

compliance (such as employ. screening. due diliSet'lco, and rttord keeping) and the contested 

issue of Plaintiff's alleged damages. Mr. Meana's testimony does DOt relate to "legal se,..,ices 

rendered" in mi. Coon of COllUllOd Plea matter. 

(C) The hardship exception of Rule 3.1 providc$ no relief here. A South C.-oJina 

o;~tdct Coun has noted. that the hardship 'exception to Rule 3.7 should be construed '¥f:lY 

norrowly. Brown v. D!Ulitl, 180 F.R.D. 298, 302 (D.S.C. 1998), Simple C7'lnI expense or the 

foss of time !hat 1s inherent in lilY disqualification is not a substanaiaJ hardship. To (Uld 

substantia) hardAhip, "courta hive required somethina beyond me DOmlaJ incidents of chan&inl 

counsel, sudl as the loss of extensive knowledp of. case based upon Iloni-term reJlI!onshlp 

bctwetl1 the client and oou~el and substantial discovery conducted io the actuaillualtlon." lsi. 
I-Jere, the normal incidents of changins counsel are not even present as Rule 3.7(b) will allow for 

Mr. Megna's non-witness panner Mr. Matthews to continue in his existing r~entatiOn of 

PDHC. 
(0) The Dead Man Statute' does not chln~ Mr. MClf\I's status as 8 fact witness in 

thi5 alse under Rule 3.7 of the Rules of Professional Conduct ~ regardless of how it might app)' 

in the ultimate utal of th~ rDattcr. Moreover, the DeadMan Statute hu no effect upon lb. 

disco\lerability of information lllogedly known by Megn. as a fact witness.' 

8 



(E) Mr. Megna's role 1$ genual counsel to POHC does not change Mr, Megn3's 

~(II(US as a fact witness in this we under Rule 3.7 of the Rules of Professional Conduct _ 

regRrdJe8l1 of how this SIaM might, trigger evidentiary privileges. While PDHC asserts that 

. privileges a~ch to anything andeverythinl that Mr. Megna mlsbt ssy. thereby freeing him to 

act oilly' as coumeJ, this Court condudes that the PQtentiaJ application 0( .toomey-dient 

privilege' does not preclUde an}lthins and everything that Ml, Megna might $I)' III I witness. 

PDHC's c:ompwDl ill dlat decedent Thompson did not, di8cJo:Ie JnfoQDlltion to PDHC or 

gave wrong informatiM to PDHC - iii pen through i~ CEO Tony Megna. UDder Ille jUlae of 

privJlcge, Mr. Me~ C8MOl avoid examination on the dis~' and COn2municatiOftJ made to 

him tIlIIt he now claima were tmtiou&.' 

In forther support of the coun', dtdslon. foc:usinl narrowly OS). PDHC's CAhibir liH 

iN~mitted in respon" to the' rno(ion to disqualify, there is nothiDg in that alJcp Thompson 

~ IctICr to Mr. Megna Illat irxlicates Illal Thompson is seetiII& Jcga/ adYice. Rmhem!ore, tI!aI 

communication has already been divoJged by PDHC as part of its compiaim - SO even if it 

arguabJy related to legal advice netded by PDHC at the time, that privilege hu clearly been 

6 
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waived by ill disclosure. Thus, Mr. Megna is now subjecr to examination as to details of that 

document. 

Mote broadJy. the privlleSe would onlY.extend to Mr. Megna's communic1ltions where 

the medical practice of PDlIC is seekinB Icpl advice. The privilege would nOt extend. to Mr .. 

MCpl8 'when acting in the capacity of CEO oftbemedlcll practice; for ~ample, Mr. Megna's 

cornmunJcations with third parties such OS government regulators, inauter$, and Medican= 

program I\~mlnisttators is cleady not privileged and would bc'"'tevant to issues in this caso. 

Lilcewise. questions directed to !he Coo'e knowledae of bUliness operations, financea. and . . 

damages would not infringe upon privttegeci communications. Further, the existence of other 

persons who may abo have knowledge in lhe5c 1leI$ does not remove Mr. Megna from the 

witnMB list prohibited by Rule 3.7. 

(F) The work-product privilege aho does not pteclude anythinS and everything that 

Mr: Megna might SAY.' a wiUleSS. The work-product doctrine seeks to protect things 01 

information "prepared in anticipation of Htiaation or (or the trial ..... SeRCP 26<bX3). 

Specifically. the rule 'preteda "asailiSl.disclosUII of the mental, impressions, oonclusioDl, 

opinions, or legal theoriea of an attomey or other representative of a ptIt)' concerning me 

litigation." The work-produce doctrine docs DOt, hoWCVCl', extend to anythlnJ and everything an 

aUomey miJht bAn done - part.icularly when ac:ciaB in the capacity of a CEO of a medical 

practice. II) 

7 
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While the Court can . address specifIC UsertionR of privilege if aod when they arise. the 

DefeiJdant correctly points OUt that the work-product doctrlne is limited (0 prote<:tinC such things 

in me eonlext of the Iftia8lion to. which the Informalion relAtes -Mt other l€d,alion. Accord 

Kinchblum v. WaGSB AISOgu NOc 97-'~2, 1998 U.$. Dill LEXIS 8860, at *3 (liD. PII. 

June 18, 1998). ~ this caae. the Defendant i. not interested in Mr. Mepa" thoughts aboUt Ihe 

ptetentlitigation with the estllle; rather, its inlertSt is in the litigation With Medicare. The 

. Iltigatioo wj~ M«JiclltC is now. concluded and· me work producl'prorecti(')D, if applicabJe at all, 

would onJy apply in the COntrJCt of thlt litigation - proteCtinj ag.~t disclosure to MediCC'c .. 

Even where: applicable, Rule 26(bX3) provJdes for an cllceptioa when a perty is "unable 

without undue haidship to. obtain the substantial cqWvalent of the mMCIriaJa by other means." 

. Absent .Jome audio recordinB. the only me.M to get the. substantial equivalent of Dr: 

Thompson's alleged coovenations " .. Ith the CEO of PDHC is to ask the lW'Vivill8 party to mose 

conversations." 

CONCLUSIQli 

This is the type of factual JCeIlario for whIch Rult 3.7 was writteo. Mr. Megna is the 

CEO of the Plaintiff organi~tion ml is an owner with a flnanclal stake in the outcome of this 

.litig!ltion. By Qi~ position alone, ·Mr. MeiDl i& central to the ima involved in this case. bI 

addition. Mr. Mef.Il~ -waf intimately involved In the reJationship between PlNiltiff IU\d the 

Decedent 1iugh S. Thompson. and WAS respt>Jllible for manydecisloas tbil were made regirding 

the employment relationship between the lwo parties. Mr. Megna's kDow1edlc c1f these 

i~ fac:t8 ,"UI'C that IUs teltimony will be neceswy in this ease. 

The Court il not persuaded by the Plaintifrs allenions of various prlvilcses. Even if 

appli~abJc in some limited·conllmt. the applicability of any partiC:ulllr priviloge doel not cbange 

8 
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Mr. Megna's obvioLls status as a witneSs. in discovery or at trial or both, Mr. Meana may be 

called upon to testify resaroinl fada at issue in the present actilJJl, and thus, Mr. Megna cannot 

proceed 11$ m· ad\'0C8te far the PJalJitiff in this proceeding. The Court orders complete 

disquaJit'ication effective with the execution Dfthis Order." 

IT JS SO ORDIRBD. 

April 15, lOll . 
Hartsville, SOPIh Carolina 

I.Mi 
Presld 

lOr = --~;g :.0- "T1. 
!~:l ;g -
~C'JC7:I .0 r-ge. m c:ij ." 

=~ :I: C 
~o ~ 
IIIb 
~. -

9 

12 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DARLINGroN 

Pee Dee Health Ca~e. P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

) 

) 
) 

) 

) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 

Defendant. ) 

c 
):0("') 
:;D..... -

IN THE COURT OF COJfKOlC~So 
~010-CP-16-0332 2i:JO:g ~ 

ci~~ 
z("')CD (.) 
("')0' 

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF' S 5~~ ~ 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION ~~ ~ 
ORDER DISQUALIFYING COUNSBL:tiHtI" tP. 
QUASHING ALL MOT IONS, StJBPO~ ( <J1 
AND FILINGS SIGNED ONLY BY . N· . 

DISQUALIFI8[)'CO~SEL TONY R. 
MEGNA AND ISSUBD AFTER JUNe 11, 2011 

This matter is. before the court on Plaintiff's SCRCP 59 (e) MOtion for 
Rec~n8~d~ration of an order ~ated' April 15, 2011, which di.qualified 
P18lnt~ff's counsel lrom representing Plaintiff in tbiB matter. Plaintiff 
filed the present motiOn to reconsider on May 2, 2011. on May 20, 2011, 
Defendant filed a Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff's Rule 59(e) motion and 
Memorandum in Opposition to Plainti ff '6 Motion. Plaintiff then filed 4 

Reply to Defendant' 8 Motion in opposit-ion on Kay 26, 2011. All these 
filings have been considered by the Court in reaching this decision. 

on July 19. 2011. ehe Court conducted a hearing on this matter as 'well 
as cross motions for Summary Judgment tiled by both parties. Prloi to this 
hearing, in its Notice of Hearing dated June 11, 2011" ,and to avoid any 
prejudice to Plaintiff, the court permitted Plaintiff'. disqualitied counsel 
to arque the outstanding Surrvnary Judgment MOtions before it would render a 
decision on Plaintiff's 59 Ie} Motion. The Court took ,all three Motions 
under adviGem~nt. The CrosB-Hotione for sunanwiry JudQ1llet\t, rClain under 
advisement 'as of the date of this Order. 

After careful consideration of the extensive record submitted by both 
parties, as well as the arguments heard on July 19, Plaintiff'S Motion for 
Reconsideration under SCRCP 59[e} is DllXKD. 

The 'findings of fact and conclusions of law in the Order Disaua11tying 
Counsel are replete. Thus. the Court declines, to offer additional reasoning 
for its decision to upheld tb~t deteX"ll\ination, without alteration. 

HO\llever, the Court does find t.hat, its decision to allow Plaint.Hf' 8 
counsel oX'ol arguxoent on previoWily-filed SurrIIary' Judgment Motions did not 
attenuat:e ita Order of Disqualification. The Court orant~ Plaintiff's 
counsel IS limited appearance only. 'l'heretore, all motions, subpoenas, and 
filings signed only by disq\Ullified-counsel,. Tony R. Meqna. an6 made 
subsequent to the Notice of Hearing dated June 17" 2011 in which the Court 
formally announced the parameters of its accommodation to Plaintift and its 
counsel, are hereby goa~. ' 

Plaintiff's remaining counsel is Ordered to personally serve a copy of 
this, Order on all parties affected by the court·s decision herein, inclu4ing 
counsel for Defendan~, within 5 days of·serviee from the Clerk of Court. 

'RECEIYE]) 
AUG 2 4 2011 

SO CoLft of Appeals 
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IT 18 10 0JUJDm. 

Hartsville. South Carolina 
August 12, 2011 

Attorney tor Plaintiff 
Benjamin R. Matthews, ESQ. 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, s.c. 29203 

ff.l. 
Tony R. Megna, Esq. 
3400 west Avenue 
Columbia, S.C. 29203 

J. 
Pr 

Attorneys for Defandant 
J. Rene Josey, ESq. 
1831 West Evans Stree·t 
Florence, S.C. 29501 

John Jay J~e8, II, Esq. 
Post Office BOx 507 
Dariington, S.C. 29540 . 
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AUPT l.lAMa. W 
JOHHJAT 1,uus,n 

T. DUDUY 'AVt.LING 
(I'" -am) . . 

AI.ADT' L..r.uu:s,;-. 

Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire . 
Matthews and Megna, P.A. 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, S. C. 29203 

LAWOFFIC! 

PAULLING & JAMES, LLP 
P.O.BOX5D7 

DAJUJNOTON, S. C. 

~. 

September 1, 2011 

RE: Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. vs. Estate of Hugh S. Thompson 

DearDen: 

TJUIIHoJII. 
~ 

'AX 
~ 

OWL "".,..1". [ .... 

Enclosed is' a clocked·in certified true copy of th~ Order of Summary Judgment in Favor of 
Defendant izl the above matter. Pursuant to Judge Baxley's instnlCtions I am serving th~ sa:zne 
upon you as counsel. of rcccrd for P~ Dee Health Care, P.A. 

Very truly yours. 

PAULUNO" JAMES 

nill:ljc BY 
Enclosure 
cc; . 1. ~6 Josey, &quire (via. email) 

15 

~n 
:;.or-
r-!""tJ') 
-;;on 
:;l:';Xo 
~Cl-·I 
o""T\~ 
::Z:OaJ 
nO' 
oC(fl 

--;QC: 
~-~G' ~--G" 
~?Jrfl 
• 0 
(flo 
p' 

"".' 0::::> -- -\1 e::> 
~ -,...., ,_. 
CIJ m 
~ 0 .--.. 
N 
~ 



At.UR't L.JIoWII, m . 
jOHNJAY J.Um. n 
T. DUI)UY ),\uttQ.lO 

(lIN .. 11'13) 
ALRIlT 1.].uaI. J). 

Han. Marvin L Lawson 

LAWOFnCE 

. PAULLINO &1AMES, LLP 
P. O. BOX 5" 

DAJlJNGTON, S. C. 
It540 

September 1, 2011 

.Judge of Probate for Darlington County 
One Public Square, Courthouse Room 208 
DatIiniton. SC 29532 

TlLEPHOm 
IO~ 

',u 
to-J9J.IOII 

DU.U. J'IIo.,., .... rl_ 

RE: Pee Dee Htalth Care, VB. Es1atc of Rugh S. Tbompson, Darlington County Probate Ron 
2009-ES-16424 

Dear JUdiC Lawson: . 

We enclose for filing in the ~oros of the Estate of Hugh S. Thompson Order of Summary 
Judgmtbt in Favor of DefendAnt in the above matter. We would kindly thank you to file this for 
UI. . 

With kind regards, I am 

V «y Inlly yours. 

PAULLING & JAMES 

JJm:ljc BY 
Enclosure 
00; BOIljainin R. Matthews. Esquire (via US mail) 

_ 1. Rcn6 losey, Esquire (via ~1) 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ,) , IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
) '2010-CP-16-0332 

COUNTY OF DARUNOTON ) , 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE, PA., 

, PLAl;NTIFF , 

vs. 

ESTATE OF HUGH S. THOMPSON, 

DEFENDANJ· 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

. ' 

, : ,CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
• .. ...... I 

'j;'" , 
. '.<' I • I " . 

, Theundetsigned herebycemfies that on'September I, 2011,& oopy6fthe following 

document in the aoo'Ve captioned matter' was mailed to BEIljamin R.' MattheWs; Esquire. 3400 

West Avenue, Columbia, South Carolina 29203, Counsel for the Plailltiit by United States mail, 

First C1888, postage ~d: ' 

Order of Summary Judgnient in Fav~ of D~endant. 

September},2Ql1 

. ,'. 
, ,-.' 

Jay 
:' C #2949 

'I Cashu&,Street'" 
P.O. Box~07 
OirIingtob. SC 29540 
843-393-3881 (Telephone) 
843-393-6089 (Fax) 
pj~awS07@be1180uth.net(Email) 

AttorneYs for Dcfendaut 
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_J'~:(\f;:. 
STATE OF SOUfH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OP DARLINGTON 

~\' 

IN THE COURT OFC~N ~\,~;V 
.' C/A'201~~~~1 • ~,-' 

~ CO~ 
~ c:.~~ ... ~(}.~ 

Pee Dee Health Care, P .A., G~V\' . 

Plaintiff. 
v. 

ORDER OF SUMMARY JUDGMENT IN 
FAVOR. OF DEPENDANT 

(&ding Cue) 
Estate of Hugh S. Thompson. ~ C) ('~ _ 

~ ..... -
F""v> en 
=?lCl t::::! 
'''''''0 w ~o~ 
oiii'!- • ~O(IJ --

. ~Q~ 
. _ . e.~c; ~ 

Defendant. 

. i~~ ~ 

This matter is bef9rC Ibe Court on cross.rnotions of the parties for sllllllDi.ry ~Li 
. . . . ' (l\c;:J eon 

. . ' . W 0 
The Plaintiff t1led itsmQtion for. summary judgment on ~ 9, 2010, baSed upon 

admissions made by Defendant in its AIiswet. The Defendant filed ita counter motioo for 

summary judgment on May 20, 2011. The Defendant's motion is based' upon the Plaintiff's 

alleged fault in causing the debt sued upon by the complaint an~ the alleSed dispositive nanm: of 

that fau,lt with. regild to all of Plaintiff's causes of action. While some factuaJ issues not 

pertinent· to this decision might remain in dispute, the Defendant asserts that· dispositive 

_ adjudication of fault by the Plaintiff has been resolved in an applopri$tc fonun and is binding 

upon the Plaintiff hete as to the entire case. 

Boch motions bave bCcn extensively briefed by the parii~, in memoranda fi~ with the·· 

Court, and .In lettm - also filed with the COOlt or made pad of the record by attachment to other 

filed memoranda. Aft.c:t this extensive briefing, the matter was Ret for bearing in DarlingtOn OIl 

-n --I rn 
o 

July 19,2011. At this hearing, the Court,alJowed the Plaintitrs preferred counsel to argue dJc 

motions for swnmiry judgment despite his general disqoa)ifiCation 8S~l::~~ ... 
. _ ~~ ~ -,..;,:....f 

t 
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Court ~lier in the matter'; this was done to eliminate any alleged prejudice or disadvantage 

. with regard to the summary judgment motion pmentation. 

~ considerltion ·of all of the record including: the pleadings. motion.s, exhibits. filed 

letters, aod argument, the Court find! that summary judgment .for lbe Defendant· is appropriate. 

This determination is based upOn the.findings of fact and condusioos of law u outlin~ below. 

rso£8PURAL STATUS or CAD 

Because the PlaD:itiff bas raised an objection to the Coutt's prelent jurisdiction to mter 

this Order, a brief review of the history of thb ~js instruaive. This matter. befote this 

Court upon ~va1 from the Probate Court of Darlington County, has been hotly contested. and 

the parties have been befom this Court on multiple wuca. As stated above. ~ moUOII of 

Defendant after full argument and brief"mg. this COlUt issu~ an Order dated April 15, 2011 

disqualifying Pl8intiff's coUWICl Tony R. Megna. . Attomey Megna then moved to reoon.sidcr this 

decision, taking the position, fnur alia. that the Plaintiff would be unduly prejudiced by attorney 

Meana not being alloWed to argue the SlIJlltl'1M}r judgment motions that were pending. The Court . 

took this reconsideration motion uDder advisement and stayed its Order dbqDalifying counsel. 
and.then peanitted counsel to argue the retoDSideration moti~ on luly 19, 2OH. the same day 

that the summary judgment motiolis W~ argued. so that PJaintiff would have the benefit of Mr. 

Mesaa's representation at summary judgDleJlt arguments. At abe tJld of the hearings, the Cowt 

then took all ~ under advisCmcnt. 

By Order dated August. 12. 2011, this Court denied Plaintiff's motion to reconsider 1be 

Otder di5qualifjutg counsot. On that same date. the court issued a letter addrc&sed. to counsel 

advising that the Coun was persuaded that Sumtnary Judgment was appropriate iD this c:e&e on 

I Plaintlff"lI initial c:ounset Tony R. Mep I1so ~ as CEO gfl".intiff and this CowOw found hinllO be a 
neceaury witnCaa 1ft the mmer. 

2 
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behalf of the Defendants, and directing defense counsel to prepare a proposed' order to that 

effect. 

On August IS, 2011, Plaintiff' filed a notice of Intent to Appeallbe .final decision 

disqualifying counsel. Plaintiff's .roonsel fultber argues that thls appeal operates as a Stay for 

all proceedings in the case. This Coon disagrees. Both Rules lOS and 241(a). SCRAP, provide ., 

that the trial court bas continuing jurisdiction of case iSsues not affected by the pending appeal. 

Clearly, the disqualification of counsel issue docs not impact the merib of the case addressed by 

summary judgment. Moreover. this Court believes that oomidCDtiotu of appellate judicial 

eamomy are best served by the rendering of this decision at the presa1t time. 
, " 

fINDINGS Qf FACT 

(1) Hush S. Tbonipson. Jr. (Decedent) died OIl Novemm S. 2009. 85 a .tesident of 

Darlington County.·~ wui d8ted. June 26, 2008, was admitted to probate by the Darlington 

County Probarc Coun OIl November 11,2009, and his cllildml Louise T. Dailey and Hugh S. 
, . 

Thompson, m. wen: DOminated by the Will as Personal Repraeotatives and were dol y appoin~. 

by the Probate Court. 

(2) On April 14. 2010, Pee Dee Health Care, P.A (PDHC) filed a claim against the 

estate to recover reimbursement for losses allegedly occasioned by the actions of the Decedent (a 

,medical doctor) during his· period of ptaerice with PDHe during the yean 1998-2000. The estate 

disallowed the claim on May 7. 2010. Subsequebtly PDMe filed. an amended claim and 

Summons and Complaint in the Probate Court and petitioned for removal of ~8 action to the 

Court of Conunon Pleas puBuanl to S.C. Code Ann. t62-1-302(d)(2OO9). Respottdmt filed an 

. An$wer and the case'is DOW befote the Circutt COUJt on eross·motiona for sUJDlDIUy jud&Jnent. . 

3 
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(3) Prior to a;ntmencing employment 8S a physician with PDHC, ~nt'g medical 

license had been suspended in 1994 by the South Carolin.a Board of Medica) Euminen. As. a 

CODIIequcnce of this action, Deoedent was "debaIred" ,by' the Medicare Offxe of the Inspector 

GmeraJ. While Decedent regained billlcense to pra,ctic:e medicine in April 1998, be did not 

seek ~ from the Medicare Office of Inspector General until 2002.2 , 

, , 

(4) DecedeD.t WII employed by PDHC for approximately two years. from late, 1998 to 

sometime in 2000. Prior to employing DecedtnI. PDHC had Decedent sign 8 Medicare form re­

assigning to PDHC Medicare payments arisin,gout of Dec:edeat'sserviee to Medicare patients IS 

an employee-physician.' After l~Ying the emploYment of PDHC.·~ent was employed by 

Fmt Choice Healtbcare, a medical practice in Florence. South Carolina. 

(5) In Junt 2fIJ7, PDHC was notified by Medicare that it owed Medicare more than 

$200,000.00 by re3soo of"overpaymenl'l" tQ PDHC made with xespect to Dec:edent's sen-ices 

before he wu xeinstated by the Medicare OffICe of Insptetor Genenl.4
, PDHC opposed this 

Medicare overpayment claun through multiple levels of adminjsttative appeals. 

(6) In a'matter fully litigated by PDHC, 'Federal AamlnistraIive Law Judge Dean C. 
, . 

Merry found that PDHC "is rwonahly expected to blow II1d bas an affirmative duty to know ' 

the uclusion statui of its employees through due dili~ prior: to entering the employment 

relationship." Moreover, Judge Metry found that PDIle '1cnew that Dr. Thompson's ,license was 

lJuspended indefmjtely and that be received a conditional reinstatement aftet four )'Call:' The 

1 Upon IeIUJIlina tile practtat of medk:lne, DeccdeIIl was ~\'eft • Medicare "proYkb" DUmber by rosA. the 
Medicare ooftb'llCtcr' for SOuth ean,tiDa. H~ did not aet mnlUtemeJl( wilh UIe McdlC81: OIG until 2002. and 
thCRlore w.. not 011 !be ~&ppr9ved list of providers (even though t. had beer:! liven • provider numbtt). 

) Thus, PORe was able tD receive flom Medicare pay'r:ner118 nina 'out of Decedent', servtce& on bella1f Of 

~~. 

4 Pint Chrice ~ ~ • "~Iu DOUce aDd ~y of lOHC lltipted & ~1eIdy favcrable 
ouec:ome witbiD tbe ModicIr8 ~ttaIiw JpptIlISYsrem. ' 

4 
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Judge further rioted that PDHC's applications for· Medicare paymCnt8 for Dr. Thompson's 

services "inquired about any exclusions orsanc:tions" and tbatDr. Thompson's eXclusion "could 

easily hB:ve been found by calling me Office of Inspector General or visiting their website which 

lists excluded individuals ... ·.' AcandinglY. Judge Metry concluded that PDHe was "at fault 

reganiiog the overpayment.'" On October 6, 2008. the Medicare Appeals Council·upheld.the 

fInding of Judge Metry that PDHC "failed to exClci$c doe diligence in delemUning the 

physician's excl1l5io~ status during the hiring process and when compJcting federal application 

forms, including a review of excluded individuals listed OIl the website oftbe Office of Inspector 

General (010)." . 

(7) Eigbtc:en months after the final decision of the ~iCare Appeals Council, and 

after the death of Defendant Dr. Tbom~ Who would have.been a pivotal witness u to what· 

repmeotatioas passed between the parties as to Dr: Thompson's Medicare provider eDsibility. 

this claim was brought in the Probate court. 

~QNCLlJSIONS OF L6W 

(A) S1IIIUD1II'1 Judplent StUdard. 

Rule S6(c) of the 'South CaroliDa Rules of Civil Proc:tdure provides: ·"The judgment 

sought shall be rendered forthwith if the pbdings, depositiom, answers to inten'Ogatories. and 

admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issues. to 

any material feet and the moving party is entitled to I judgment as a matter of law," Summary 

Judgmc:ot is p.roper when there is no genuine issue of mat.eriaJ fact and the mm.ing party is 

entitled to judglnent a8 a matter of law. Q.sk<lme Y. Adam&, 346 S.C. 4; SSO S.E.2d 319 (2001); 

s 
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Bauglumn v. Arnetigm IeleWoDe & TelemPh Co .. 306 S.C. 101, 111. 410 S.E.2d 537, S4S 

(1991). 

In determining whdhCt 8 Jeouine i&sue of fact exists. the evidence and all reasonable, 

infereuce& drawn from it ~st be v;ewed' in the light most favorable to the, uOnmoYing party. 
. . 

SIIQW' y, fyb. Serv. Auth. of S.C., 3.54 S.C" 397, 404, 581 S.E.2d 161, 165(2003). WhHe the 

c::oun must view the evidence in the Jight ItJ08( favorable to the nonmovirig party, the Plaintiff 

cannot defeat Summary J1IdgIne3lt by'relying on mere' allegations in its CompJahtt. Rule S6(e), 

sacp~ SIll" XI Settle. '315 S.C. 510,445 S.E.2d 651 (Ct. App. l~). 

Instead. the Plaintiff must set forth &pedflc facts sbo~ there is Ii genuine issue of 

material facL Thomas V, Watqs. 31S S.C. 524.445 S.E.2d 659. (et. App. 1994). The trial judge . 

is not ~ to single oUt some small piece of evidence and attach to it a pat significance 

when that evidcocc i5 introduced solely to create an iasuc of fact that' is not genuine. EA_ 
Inc. VI N¢g1andilns. Co .. 315 S,C. 300, 302,,433 S.B.2d 871. 873 (Ct. App." 1993) {quoting 

MaiIl v. Cor1ey~ 281 S.C . .525. 527, 316 S.E.2d 406.407 (1984)(Court is not "requited to single 

out some o8CmorSel of "evidence . I • to aate an issue of" fact that is not genuine. ") .. In other 

words, me plaintiff must present IDOre than a meR scintilla of evideDce to overcome a ,., 

Defendant's Motion. for Summary 1udgment. Thomas v, W~. 31S S.C. 524. 44S S.E.2d.659 

(CL App. 1994). 

Where a defendant establishes an eatitlc:ment to judplent as a matter of law. tbe oomt 

rDUAt grant SWnm8ry Judgment. Ham!!Y HQfRiW·Ba»ide v. J..i@tle. lOS S,c. 214,' 216, 407 

S.E.2d 637. 638 (1991); Dyer y. Moss.. 284 S.C. 208" 211. 3~ S.B.2d 69, 70 (?t App. 1985). 

,The purpoAo of Summary ludgme"nt is to elCped1te tile disposition Qf cases pOt ~g tho 

services of a r.ct'finder. ~ v, Fabri. 345 S.C. 440. 452,548 S,.E2.d 868, 814 (2001). 

6 

" 23 



(B) The Legal Nature ofPlalatlfrs Oalms. 

'Thec:rux of the PDHC complaint is that Decedent did not disclose infomJation to PDHC 

or gave W1'OO& information to POHe. While PORC asserted multiple causes of action in its 

CompJaint.6 all claims derive from a core set of factual claims. While some tangential facts may 

yet be disputed, suffICient oore factS bal'C been legally det«mined and they are dispositive. 

(C) 1be Plalntur Mast Be WitllMt 'aoft. 

Embodied within all of POHC's causes of acti~ is the requirement that PDHe be 

without fault In this' State, there is no risht to rely in an arm's length relationship between 

mature. educated people and our courts have foUnd ~ is especla1ly tnlC when one should have 

utilized precaution and protection to safeguard his interesta." ArsIis v. CQ&. 314 S.C, S12,431 

S.E.2d 267 (1993) (sale of undtqround gasoline tanb) (citing PtJco..Graude Ipyestmc:nts y. C " 

S family Credit. Inc., 301 S.C. 322, 391 S.E.2d '735 (Cl App. 1990); See also long y. Cooper. 

234 S.C. 417, 109 S.E.2d 5 (l~9) (sale of ~otdog cooking .machine); Repros Bd y. 

'SclJm'g 334 S.C. 648, ~82 S.E.2d 432 (Ct App. 20(3) (no negligenoe, no fiduciary chay, no 

conversion of pledged assets where guarantor fails to readlundcntmd guiranty obJiptiODJ to 

bank). "One cannot rely on the misstatemellt of fact if the troth is eaaily within his reach." lmra 

v. Qxmq, 234 S.C. at 48B, 109 S.E.2d at 11 (citing Mobley y. 9nen1cbagm.. '101 S.C. 221, 8S 

S..E. '8S (1915); Whitman y. Seaboard Airli!Je By po., 107 S.C. 200, 92 S.B. 861 (1917)~ 

Flow§)~. Prig; 190 S.C. 392. 3 S.B.2d 38 (1939). Indeed, there can be. no liability for ''matten 

which Plaintiff .coUld aScertain on his own in the ~ise of due diligence." puaiJ Hill. LLC I. 

6 1Il all'thcte were twenty CIIIICS of ac:ticJJl: (i) bread'! of fiduciary dIay: (ji) -aJlpul ~Dlltion: (Hi) breIdI, 
of duty of loyalty to empIO)Ier. (tv) neaJipDCe; (v) bresc:h of ~ (vi) breacb of ClOIItnCt ~ by a 
1rudulett ad; (viI) licftreteoce with COIIU.aua) reladoos; (~ij) blicllJlll mi..-epesemaUoni (be.) failure to dilClote; 
(x) deliberate conceaImeur; (xi) pofellioDll uWJracdc:e ~ by fraud, ~ and neJliJlllcci 
(:di) JlIOQeY hII4 .1111 l'tICCIiwd; (Jdil) prolDiUory ~; (&1,,> qu&mml DJit; (.,,) QO~tiYe fraucl ami 
~w trust; (xvi) oooalrUCtive fraud without 1C;iemer; (xvU) eqlJihblc iDdemnit)'; (xViii) comenkm; (WI) 

equllable reatiMion; and (u) ciVil ~y. 
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CQunty of Richland. 387 S.C. 223, 692 S.E.2d 499 (2010) (cidng AMA Mgt. ¢prp . ..y.. 

Strasbw:i", 309 s.C. 213, 223.420 S.E.2d 868,874 eel. App. 1992). "Ooc with knowledg., of 

the truth or the means by which" with reasonable dlliscnce he cx;uld .cquire knowledge caonot 

claim to have been misled." !Waons Bank y, Schmaucb. 3~4 S.C. 648, S82 S.E.2d 432, 446 

(quoting Sou!hem Developmmn IJIIld & GQlf,Col! y, Sguth Caroliga'~ aervis;e Authority. 

311 S.c. 29.426 S.E.2d 748, 751 (1993). 

As noted in the case law cited above. dJrect claims of neaJigr:nce and other breaches of 

duty found in Causes of ACtion 1, 2. 3.4, and 11 require'PDHG to show itsjuitifiable reliance on 

the,Dcccdc:nt's representations at omissiona.7 Claims of fraud. found in Causes of Action 8,9. 

10, IS, and 16 require PDHC to show a right to rely OIl the reprCscntation oromiuion allegedly 

made by Dect.dmt. 8 POHe's Cause of Action 13, promissory estoppel. also requires reasonable 
, , , 

~liance.9 PoWm CnruifnSion Co .. !pc, v. Salem Car,pcg,lncl' 283 S.C. 30l. 322 S.E.2d 30 ' 

(Ct. App. 1984). 

Claims governed 'by equity. found in Causes of Action 12, 14j 17, and 19, require POHe 

to have clean hands or its own lack of fault 10 "The 'uncJean hands' doctrine closes the door of a 

Court of equity to one tainted with inequitableness 'or bad ,faith in relation to the matter in which 

1 Of COUI"Ie, nniltiple CIUSea of actiQll baled OD the SIIDC tbeory of DabflIty'ue tairty treIIUd u IIQbIumed irIo • 
siope cause of attion. NiscuI Opajl roll. ru; Y. Cogpty of Rjc;bJ, ... 387 S.C. 223, 691 S.E.2d 499 (2010). 
<"AJthouab plod ~. we liM QuaD HiD's claim tor oe,ftamce is esseJItially subsumed iu the ~ 
~lIID1ItIon c.uae of.aion..") , 

I The absence of.alle justifIAble re1,iaoce elemmt above is coolISh CD defeat 1110 daint of fraud. 2:AleId y. !k>q!,bc;p 
Fpyu,taip Mol:tk BmML ~, 162 S.C. 276. 204 S.B.2cI (50) (1914). 

9 Moreow:r, promiuocy estoppeJ must be baaed on unamb~ promlae-not .iJenc:o « an omission. Woods y. 
~ 314 S.C.SOI,431 S.E.2d 260(0. App. (993). .". 

10 Botb !he accJon for MoDq Had .Del RcC:ciwd and QoaatWn Merit ..-e JOvetDCd by' equitable pri'Dciptea a!dIouIh 
Ibey ate II:doiII at llw. See MynJc Barb Hptp. y Cjty of Myrtle 8wh, 341. S.C. 1. ~32 S.E.2d 868 (lOOO); 
B<nnrmYUle y. »WVS, 226 S.C. 214. 84! S.B.2d 554 (19~); tJItDPDIld'l go. ':' l(JAqre, 237 P. Supp. 874 
(D.S.C. 1965). These claims ~ of cowee.. iocoulMc!lf with PD1fC'1 c:oaract buccl clailnl. ' 
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he seeks relief, however improper may have been the behavior of the DefendanC' ABF Freight 

SY'tpn, Jns;. v. NL.R.B., SlO U.S. 317 1994 (quoting PJeclai!m Imttuments We. Co. v. 

Automgtivc MMotmll!'& Machinery Co .. 324 U.S. 806, 814 (194~); ~.IbQ Natignal Bagk of 

Suooou. v. All, 260 F. 370 (41t1 Cit. 1919) (applying south Carolina law)(Plaintiff is equally 

guilty with Defendant and C4)IDe8 intO 'Court with unclean ~ under the circumstances a court 

of equity will not pennit Plaintift'to take advantage of her own wrong.). The case of Fowler v. 

HunICt. 388 S.C. 3$5. 6rrf S.E.2d '31 (2010), holds that an. equitable indemnitee (as PORe 

~ itself to lie) must den10nstrate that it was without fmdt or liability for the damages it 

seeks. 

(I)) The Pnvioua Faalt AdjucUeadea Bmell PIalatifr in ThIs Cue.' 

M noted above, all of Plaintiff'1I claims derive from a core set of f8crual claims - sud - . . 

preclusive fads have been adjudicated with fmality by fcdenl adminimative decisions. These 

adjudi~tions have determined thaI PoHC's losses we~ its own fault, arfsiDg out of its own 

failure to undertake the basic due dUigence n:quired of all medical practiC'es planning to accept 

Medicare payments. Stated diffetently, PDBe was not entitled to'relY on any misstatements or 

omissions of Decaient with regard to his Medicare status,ll 

In this case, PDHC has already unsuocessful1y litigated to fmality the issue of its 

causative fault through the federal administrative appeals process. The 'CODCIusiooa of J'udge . 

Metry and the Medic:are Appeals COUDcll ,an) binding upon PDHC in this matter pursuant to the 

doctrine of noo-mutual offensive collateral eatoppel. 

The dOdrinc: of ~mutua1 offensive collateral estoppel was init.ia.lly adopted in this ~tate 

by the Court of AWeats in Beall v, Qoo.. 281 S.C. 363, 31' S.E.2d 186 (Ct. App. 1984). 

II IlIdeed. bid PDHC checbd d.e Mcclicarc 010 ~ 01' called the 0)0 office. 0ecedeIII', filatU& could bAw 
been deta1Din£d. At that poUlt. be coukl Mve been rebataled (u be easily wu in '2(02) or empJoymeat couJd belle 
beeu deIUed. In either ~ POll: would not hive suffered Ill)' loss. 
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Subsequently, th~ Supreme Court of South Carolina coDtinncd non-mutual offensive collateral 

estoppel as the law of this state, in PrOo. awl Cu. Ins, Quae. Assn. v, ,Wal-Mart StQpa. Inc .. 304 

S.C. 210, 403 S.E.2d 625 (1991); Pursuant to this doctrine, a party is blU'1'ed from re.Jitigating 

issues .detennined m a prior action Ii<? 'long as it had a full and fair o~ty to lidgate the 

issues in the first action' aQ:d nothiq justifies an oppommity to retry the issues. BeaU v I Doe. 

mm; Roberta v, Rs;oovcrv Bur .. Inc~, 316 S.C. 492, 4SO S.E.2d 616 (Ct. App. 1994) (Citing 

'McPherg v, ~ CarPIiPI Dgrtment of Hi&lJ,ways and Pl}b. TransRu 297 S.C. 303, 376 

S.B,2d 7SO (Ct. App. J 989). 

H~" PDHC bad a full and fair opportunity to litipte the issue of its fault aDd there is no 

reason to allow it to be . re-litigated in this collateral actioo. ~ Jlig Middl~gh v,' 

. Msmtediaon USA· InC., 320 S.C. 410, 46S S.E.2d 765 (Ct App. 1995) (affumins Trial Court's 

partial Suuunary ludgntenl against PVC manufacturer on issues o( agency and defectiveness 

where those. issues bad ~ Previously litigatcdby manufactUrer in Minnesota). PDBC's 
. " . " 

argument that collateral estoppel should not apply because a different litigant (First CJurice) 

achieved a different result in presumably similar litigation is unpenuasive; it is ~ full' aDd fair 

litigation opportunity of ,PDRe that contrOl,S their legal posicion now -, ~ot the opportunity and 

result of a tJti.rd party. Then: is no exception ,to the doctrine of collateral estoppel fot cases where ' 

a different resnJt was achieved in similar litiption by a third P arty. 11 

PDHC also IUggests that summary judgnlent is not appropriate because of the lade of 

additional discovery in the case" Additi011a1 discovery is,non~eded in this case, however, to 

II Plaillitf his 5Upcstcd tile exlttence 01 a dUly of the ~ ID keep the PlaiJIdtC iD.tixuJed of JepIIlep8 and ' 
procedClt'tt tIkaJ by • thitd party (First Choice) In liIiptioD wbete tM Plaintiff was not a pady. Thia alleged clilty is 
not tbe baIII of atly pkiraded claillllJl tt. plaintift' I complaint mel the PWzJdtI ofttn oo'lep1 aultlorily 1I~ 
the ellisaea:a of _h A duty. 1lUs Codlt ftnda DO re.asoo to imply or impOte such a duty - pattJcularly.wIth • 
80pblldcated employer lib abe PIai1ltiff, Moteo~. the teeord made by ftaimitf ~ dIat. 11 ~ <:onf,ICl • 

. ~y with that tfriRI-part)' aM Ita eouDSel- oonfll'mlDg Ibat dJeSe profaaloDll.med.ieal practaee ~ did 
not need the Decedent ID atft:mpt w1untary collaboration with, otMr paties similarJy situated, 

10 

27 



detennioe the pfeclusivc effect of the Plaintiff's prior litigation. Plaintiff has failed to identify 

any discovery that might altcc the applicability of the Medicare administrative, determination. 

Plaintiff suggest that it would, like to depose the Decedent's chiJdren pedlaps to expose , 

additional facts relevant to the DeCedent's alleged misrepreseatatioas or o~ions - but sud! 

discovery would !lOl alter the finding that die Plaip.tiff had 8. statut«y duty of due diligence sudl 

that it could not rely upon the Decedent, regardless of any misxepresenwion or omission. Thus, 

the Court is oonvinced that additional discovery is not needed, and would be unjuat to permit. 

(E) Soutb CaroIIDa CODUDOn Law Precludes PI~tirrs Reliance 9D Decedeat. 

This case is indistinguishable from lBlt year's soUth Carolina Supreme Court decisJon in 

Quail Hill. In tJw case, the Supmnc Court reverted the Court of Appeals decision and affirtned 

the Trial Court's Order of Summary Judammt against a property purchiser·s claims of estoppel 

and dtisrepresentation arisit18 from the County's employcc's issuance of crroneoull zoning 

information ~berethe property's true zoning classification could have been determined by due 

diligence in reviewing public records. JuSt as the'information was publicly available in QyliI 

Hill, the .010 exclllSiori status of Decedent was, only Il' phone call, or mouse click: away. 

MOIeOYer. in Quau wu. the purchaser could not . blame the County despite affirmative 

misstatements by County' employees. Tho cue at bar is even leas supportive, of liability since 

PDHe carmot point to any aftinmdive misatatemeDU made to it by Decedent. 

(F) There II No F1dudary Duty lavoiYed In '11ds Caw. 

lD order to avoid the conscqueneos of its own C2l1Iative fault. POHe has also sought to 

impost: an aft'"snnativc duty of disclosure on the Decedent by aIleamg that bis status at a 

physiQian-employcc rn-.de him into a fiduciary with respect to PDRC. PDHC has cited no 
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authority in support of this notion and the Court ICjects it. l) There is no cvideru:e to supPort a 

conclusion that Decedent's relationship with PDHe waS anythingotber than a nonnal employa­

employee relationship. 

Decedent's special duties as a physician, if any, were. to bis patJents-oot to a 

sophisticated medical employer with at least sevemy-tiveomployeea, including other 

credentialed. emplo~CC8. Despite PDHC's unil8ler8l efforts to &ssen a fiductary re1ati~ now, 

"as a general rule. a fiduciary relationship cannot be established by the tmiJiteral action of ODe 

party. The other party must have acrua11y accepted or induced .tbe confidence placed in him." 

Reg Bagk v. SchmmFh; 8m (No fiduciary relationship between' a baDk and its alStoroer 

edats when the bd is unaWare of any special trust, impoSed in'iL) Here, there is no evidence 

that PDHC placed 811)' special trust in Decedent with reaw to tmimtialing or that he wu aware 

of any special trolt beyoild his duties as a phyaician-employee.' 

FmaIly, 85 this Court has abo concluded. regardles&·o£ the Jevel of duty owed by 

Decedent Thompson to PDHC, the Decedent's duty of ' discloSure Dr pmdencc (if lmY) cannot be 

relied upon to suPport any ofPlainbft's claims when federal law impo~ an unequivocal duty of 
. . 

diligence IDd discovery upoQ PDHC and provides unfettered independent B~SS to the true facts. 

As a matter of law, PWntiff has been found to bavesuch an UJlCqwvocal duty and found to have ' 
, ' 

such unfettmd independeot access to the truth. 

(G) Coatrad Clabns Involve The Same Du&lel " Same R6nce Requlremmt. 

PDHC's breach of oontr~ claims. CaU$eS of Action ~ and 6, depend upon the alleged 

breach of implied employtnall duties (good faith .. honesty, loyalty. an~ fair dcaJing}---they are 

IS PDHC cited tbic cue of Sf,atc v. Pmi. 3S3 s.c. 582. 578 S.B.2d 736 (0. AJip.lOO3) fOT !be JII'OPO$I.1itm dial all 
empIOyel'-employee relariOlllltipl have been deemed ftduc;luy In an ~ u • raattu of I~w. This c:ue was 
OVtmllcd on apJ)OIl. 363 S.C. 417. 611 S.B.24 SOl (2005) and dJe caaa <lid DOt inYOl\'e ID employer~oyee 
m.do,lIIbip II aD. ' . , 
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not based upon any expressed eontractual· provision. Thu.s, in the context of thjs case, these 

implied employment duties are the same as the tort duties. AccordinsJy, these claims also require 

justified reliance. Indeed. in ill sixth e:aUBe. of action (breach of contma accompanied by 8 

fraudulent act), PDHC alleges a right to rely. Having concluded, 88 a matter of law, thai thml is 

no right of PDHe to rely upon Decedent Thompwn, these claims must also fail. 

(H) EmpJoymellt Contract ClaIms Also Untimely and Not Causative. 

Despite the context, PDHC seems to suggest tliat justifiable reliance ex: clean handJ are. 

not clements of an employment contxad . cause of action. As Defendant noted at the hearing 00 

these manm, eventf a ~nmed failure oftbe I?cccdcnt to disclose his Medicare statui in 1998 

constinued a breach of contract. PDHC is' still charged with knowledge of that breach back in 
. . 

1998 - as a matter of adjudicalCd law -- when thO! should bav~ determiDcd Decedent's statu8 in 

1998 by checking with MediClre OIG. As such. POHC's contract claim would be barred by the 

three-year statute of limitations for contract actions. S.C. Code Ann. 11S.3·'3O. Moreover, even 

if a brQch of contract claim ~ somehow timely, this breach would not have beert the 

JWOXimate cause of POHe s damages when it bad adjodicatedkoowledge (Le., it should have 

known) that would have allowed these dalntges to have been completely mitigated. 

(I) CODtnduallDteriereaee, c.verskm, ADd CoaspIraq Do Not App,. 

Plaintiff baa abo asserted cauxs of adion for contr~ interfeteoce (1"), CCDve.rsion 

(1S*). and conspiracy (2~. None of these canses of action are applicable to the facts of thb 

case. In its contt8ctua1 interference claims. PDHe alleges that it h8s·a Contractual relationship 

with Medicare. Assuming this to be the case. there is no evidenee·.that.PDHC's relationship with 

Medicare has been disrupted and breach of contract is an "essential element" of a tortious 

interference claim. I!g). u.c v. BMW Mfg, Co" LLC. 2008 WL 304878 (D.S.C. 2008) (I. 
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Ross AOOmon, Jr.) citing P,htecO. 'Inc. v. Charleston Schl Dist.. 372 S.C. 410, 642 S.E.2d 726. 

732 (S.C. 20(1). To the cOnttary, it was PoHC's ongoing re~ooship with Medicare that 

,allowed the offset Of unauthorized Medicare payments against on-goin~ Medicare payments. 

In its oonvmion cause of action (18"'), POHe alleges, that "Decedeot convened the 

medical services provided to Plaintiff'~ Medicare patients by falsely failing (sic] claims for 

services provided to such patients...... ConversiOn is unauthorized assumption and exctase of 

the right of ownership over the goods or personal chattel of another. l.,jne VI Citicot$' Natiooal 

Services. Inc .. 313 S.C. 10,437 S.E. 2d so (19S3). This tort does not fit the undisputed faru of 

this case. ''SerVices" are not goods or penonal chattel capable of conversion. Moreov,«. it ~ 

PDHC that filed the unauthorized Medicare claims pursuant to an assignment of benefits aM it 

was PDHC that 85swned control over payments ~ved from Medicare. 

In . its 'civil conspiracy ,cause of action (2O*), . PORC alleges chat '~t in 

combination with his estate and the PtnOOal Repreaentatives theltOt" has ,caused it injury ...• 'W. 

wit, the continuing loss of usc of its IIlOney .... " Again. POHC' 8 effort to create another ~ of 

action l.cks merit, and Ibis tort does not fit the facti of this Cue. Fint. ~ its face, the Deeedalt 

could not conspire with his estate, which was not a seParate entity capable Of such combination 

during Decedent's life. Moreover. the Personal Repraentatives are the estate's ~y m 

not seParate legAl entities cOnspiring with the estate. The decision of the Penonal 

Representatives, on behalf of the estate, to deny PDHC's claim does not constitute a combination 

or agreement between two 8e{)ll'atC legal entities to injure PDHC. Accord M&MWan v. Oconee 

Mew" Hom .. Ck .. 367 S.C. S59, 626 S.E.2d 884 (2OO6)(There can be no conspiracy when acts 

arise in context of princ:ipal~agent relationship becaute Bct! jn that context do not involve 

separate entities.). 
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(J) The ~vendOD Det~ RaIsed By PllliDtItf Is Not Applicable. 

In lesters to the COUJt,. made part of the record and consideted 8& lIuch, the Plaintiff 

portrays the Dd~t'li 1IlOtioo for summary. judgment as predicated upon the concept of a 

"prevention" defense. The cases cited by Plaintiff are pampioa v, Whaley, 280 S.C. 116, 311 

S.E.2d 404 (Ct. App. 1984) and The Huffina Co .. LLC VI Lgckhan.' 365 S.C. i18, 617 S.E.2d 

125 (200S). 80th Huffinea and Cbmgjon involved.teal estate brokers suin~ the sellers of m.I 

estate for &ales commissions where a condition precedent to .the conmrlssion was the sale of the 

Property. The brokeu in each case asserted that· the seUm prevented the satisfaction of the 

conditiom ~t. therefore. the bmkm argued that the ·sellers could not hide behind the 

failure of those conditioos to avoid payment of the comrnlIslonJ. 

The case at bar is nO( one·of contract with conditions pl'eCedent, 14 Moreover. nothing abe 

Decedent Thompson did or failed to do prevented the Plahrtitf from fulfilling its statutory 

obJi~on of due diligence with the Mcdicue 01G. Both. die Clxllteore of that obJigation aDd 

the failure to satisfy that statutory obli8ation of due diligence have. already bee:n litigated by· 

Plaintiff with a sustained finding by an Administrative Law Judge. These litigated findings bar 

any right of the Plaintiff to rely upon what· the Dec:odent did m did not do. Aild as discussed 

exta1Sively in Conclusion of Law (C) above. South ~ common law alSo imposes a duty 

upon a party with access to true information - a duty not to ~y on the misinformation or lack 

of infonnation provided by others. See Quail Hill. I I C v, Coqnty of Rjchlarui. 387 S.C. 213. 
. . 

692 S,E.2d 499 (2010Xavai18billty of OOWlt)' reoords prevented reliance even upon county 

employcc's misstatement); ReSioos Bank v,'Sc;hmaua, 3S4 S.C. 648, 675 • .582S.E. 2d 432,446 
, 

14 pt.!ndffhu.,. pleaded BDy u:1l tpecitic, ~ eotltnlCt provWou _ a.b.ais for lt1 d~: To lbe ~ that 
Pkildf DOW araua tbat Ibe claim It p:imarily oae of employment tOnlruC widI so_ ~tftl c:onditiml 
precedmC. that is addm8td in COnclastoo of Law (H). 
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(0. App. 2003X''Qne with knowledge of the truth or the means, by which with reasonable 

diligence he could acquire knowledge C8DDot'claim to have beenmis[led]."). 

The Defend8nt's motion is predicated upon the Plaintiff's burden to prove a right to rely 

- as an element of its claitm. Proof of that element is legally precluded by the 'offensive, 

application of ooIlateraJ estoppel. This has DOthiDg to do with the existmcc or JlOII-existence'of a 

"prevention" defense. 

CQNCLuslON 

The Court fmds, as a matter of law and fact, that PDHC cannot prove an ab8enc:e of fault 
. . '- . ',' . 

in causingtbe f!Xisteuce of the debt being sued upon. PDHC's .fault has been adjudicated with 
'. '. . 

finality in feda'al administrative Procecdinp and PORC is collaterally estopped' from asserting 

that it is not at fault. Furthermore. under South Carolina substantive law as set forth in, cases such 

. as B~pms Bank,v. Schm.nch. suma. and OuaU BUL lLC v. County of Rk;hIArub suin. PDlle 

is oow blll'rnd from asserting this claim-it could have easily ~vered the truth of matters and 

it had a non-delegab1e duty, imposed by federal law to do so .. 

AccOrdingly, the Motion for'Summary JudgJDCIlt by Plaintiff POHC is denied and the 

Motion for Summary Judgment of the Ddlmdant &tate of Hush S. Tbompsoo is granted. 

IT IS 80 ORDERED. 

August 29, 2011 
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;;tate of 60utb ~arolina 
tlr;bt (tiftuit ~ourt of tbe ·jfourtb Jubicial ftircuit 

lohn]ay1~,D.~qulle 
Paul~* & lames 
Post Office Box flJ7 
Darlington. SC 29540. 

August 29.- 2011 

Rc: Pee Dec Health Care, PA v,.E8tatc of Hugh.S. Thompson 
Case Numbtt: 201O-CP·16-0332 

Counsel: 

Enclosed pl~ fmd tbe origioal aipd Order grantlDg summary judgment in the above­
entitled matter. PleMe be aware that It Is JOur I'tI8pODIfbUlty to me tills Order ",Iab the 
Clerk f1l Court and serfC clocked copies 011 un parties. Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 
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STA TE O}<' SOurH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OIl DARLINGTON 

'Pet Dee Health Care, P.A.. 

Plaintiff~ 
v. . ' 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

,. Defendant. 

Form 4 

lNTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
CIA # lO1O-CP.1~J3i 

ORDER DISMISSING PLAINTJg"'S 
M0110N TO RBCONSJDEE «aDER 

GRANTING SUMMARY ~~ ..." 
(Ending'Case) .... ~~:-: ::: 

i~:I:" 4 " . i~-o rn 
~~ = 0 ~p .... 
Cl't::/ -h' U). 

This matter is before the Court on Plaintiff's putative SCRCP 59(e)' Motion fur 
Reconsiderution of 8J1 Order dated Sep~ I, 2011, which granted swnmary judgment in 
f<tvor of Defendant. Plaintiff flIed the present MQtion to Reconsider on Septmlber 13, 20,1 t. On 
Seplember 19. 2011, DefendQllt flIed a Re.~ to Plaintifrl' Motion for Reconsideration. 
Plaintiff then filed a Reply,to Defendant'9 Response on September 20,2011. All of these fi1in~. 
as wdJ a'J prevj()Ul; OrdeVi i:;"med in this case, have been considere-;l by the Court in reaching ibl 
decisioJl.As win be exp1ilined below, attorney Megna was not aUthorized to file the p~\l 
moHoll on Plaintiffs behalf. Therefore, Plaintiffs Motion' for Reamsideration unckr SCRCP 
59( e)' l~ DISMISSED AS IMPROPER. 

On April 15. 2011. this Court issued an Order disqualifying Plaintiff's t:ollnsel, Tony R. 
Megna, from representing Plaintiff in this matter because Mr, Megna is a DeCOlSary ~itness in 
the ca.,e. Subsequently, in response to Plaintiff'5 motion to reconsider that ruling. the Court 
modi tied this di3qualificntiOD to avoid any prejudice to Plaintiff, and permitted attorney Megna 
to argue the then outstanding Summary Judgment Motions, The Court made it clear that this wa." 
a limiled appearance only, further 8L~ring in an Order dated August 12, 2011, that '°all motion.o;. 
~ubpoenns, and filing~ signe4' only by disqualified--counsel. Tony R. Megpa. and rnftti~ 
:o;ubsequent to ... Juue 17,2011 •.. 8tehereby QUASHED," 

My tHing and signing the present putative Motion for Recol15idei"ation, Pbiint.iff's coW1SCJ 
dillfcgatded the Court'8 previoW'l Orders disqualifying him from repre3enting Plaintiff and then 
grdJUlng him 1\ limited ~ppea.rance fo1' the sole purpose of arguing an outstanding Motion for 
Summllry Judgment. Pll1inliff hall other counsel of record (Benjamin R. Matthews, Esq.) that 
could hove, but did not, rulecute the present Motion for RCC:OJ1lIideratiOD. Rule 11(a) of the 
SCRep requires thut eVel'y plending, motion. or other paper filed by B party \'ep~tlted by 
i,;ouosel mUlit be executed by an attomey of tecord for that party. Plaintiff continues to be 
repre.·H!.nted by Mr. Matthews, not by Mr. Megna. Accordingly, Mr. Megna'~ motion is 
ullDlIth01i~ed uod~ the Rules of South Carolina Civil Procedure and Is therefore DISM{SSED 
AS VOID Db initio. 
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IT IS SO ORDERED. 

Dated at Hartsvil1~. South Carolina, this 28th day of September. 2011 

Thifi Judgment Wll..11 entered on the _ day of September 2011, and It copy mailed fil'St class tbis 
___ day of September, 2011 to attorneys of record or to parties as foUows: 

6!lomey for PlaiDtiff 
Benjamin R. Matthews, E.~qWrc 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia. SC 29203 
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Attorneys for Dete1ldaRg 
J.~Josey;Esqu~ 
1831 West Evans, Stteet 
Florence, SC 29.50 1 

John Jay James. n. Esquire 
PotIt Officc 90" S(fl . 
Darlington, sc 29~ , 

ClERK OF COURT 



Wbe ~outb ~arolina ~ourt of ~ppeaI5' 
TANYA A.GEE 

CLERK 

V. CLAIRE ALLEN 
DErUl'Y CLERK 

J. Rene' Josey, Esquire 
Turner Padget, Graham & 
Laney, P.A. 
P.O. Box 5478 
Florence, SC 29502 

John J. James, II, Esquire 
Paulling & James, LLP 
P.O. Box 501 
Darlington, SC 29540 

January 9, 2012 

Re: Pee Dee Health Y. Estate H. Thompson(3) 
2011203391 

Dear Counsel: 

POST OFFICE BOX 11629 
COLUMBIA. SOUTH CAROUNA 29211 

lOIS SUMTEIt STIUiET 
COLUMBIA. SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 

TEL£fHONE: (8QJ)134.1890 
fAX: (8QJ) 73.·1s:J9 

WWW.SCCOUr15.0rg 

The following Order has been endorsed on your Respondent's Motion to Dismiss Appeal on Merits as 
Untimely and Dismiss All Interlocutory Appeals as MOOT in the above entitled case on appeal. 

"Denied. 
sf John Cannon Few, C. J. 

January 09,2012." 

Please be advised the appellate will need to notify the court in writing of the date the transcript is 
received.· Once the transcript is received the Appellant's Initial Brief and Designation of Matter will be 
due within thirty (30) days. 

tyyours, 
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TAGJdw 

cc: Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire 
Tony R. Megna, Esquire 

38 



CAIS/ 

Oontact 'nformatlon 

If you have questions, 
write or call: .. 

...... 

· a2AdministratorS, LLC . 
. ·Qualified Independent 
· Contractor . 
P. O. Box 183092 

· Columbus,OH 
432'1'8~3(j9i • 

(614) 77.5.5797. 
,::':"';', . 

Whow.e are: 

.Weare·· . 
· .Q2Adrrimi~trators, LLC. 
"0:4slity to the Next 

· leVeI~" .. · :.' ~ .. 

~~gicare:hir~d 'us to 
~review your file and . 
· make an independent 
. decision. 

....... 
;' , ~: 

hJ! • 

• oL I • 

. ... :;,":-

October 5, 2007 

Tony Megna Attorney at Law 
1815 Fulmer Road 
Blythewood SC 29016 

RE: AR 88000010055757 
Beneficiary:· See Attached 
Hie #: See Attached 

Medicare Appeal Number: 
1-192761454 

Appellant: Tony Megna, Attorney at Law· 

Dear Mr.·Megna: 

. This letter is to inform you of the decision on your 
Medicare Appeal. An appeal is a new and independent 
review of a claim. You are receiving this letter because 
you, as an appoiflted representative of the provider, Pee 
Dee Health Care, PA., requested an appeal regarding the 
overpayment requested on May 30, 20Q7, in the amount 

. of $208,821.03.' 

The appeal decision is UNFAVORABLE. Our decision is 
that the overpayment requested on May 30, 2007, will be 
upheld by Medicare. More Information on the decision is 
provided on the next page. You are not required to take 
any action. However, if you disagree with the decision, 
you may appeal to an Administrative Law Judge. You 
must file your appeal" in writing, within 60 days of receipt 
of this letter. For more information on how to appeal. see 
the page entitled "Important Information About Your 
Appeal Rights.", The amount still'in dispute is, over $110.' 

a2Administrators, LLC was contracted by Medicare to 
review your appeal. For more information on. how to 
appeal, see the page titled "Important Information About 
Your Appeal Rights.· 
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I.· •. • 

IVleUIl;~rt:: I"\fJfJt::cu l'IoUIIIUCo. 

1-192761454 

.. ', .. .. : .... :;." 
~ -.' -.. 

Assigned claims were submitted to Palmetto GBA. LLC for payment 
consideration of services provided by Pee Dee Health Care. PA., and Hugh 
Thompson, MD. for the beneficiaries listed on the attachment on the dates 
stated. Below is a summary of events to date: . 

• On June 7, 1993. the South Carolina Medical Board filed a complaint 
against Hugh Thompson, MD. . 

• On May 31,1994, South Carolina Medical Board suspended Dr. 
Thompson's medical license. 

• Office of Inspector General (OIG) sanctioned Dr. Hugh Thompson, for 
reasons bearing on his professional performance. 

• DIG notified Dr. Thompson in writing that he would be excluded from the 
Medicare program until such time that he requested reinstatement into the 
Medicare program, via the OIG.· 

• Dr. Thompson was excluded from the Medicare program from March 31, 
1996 to June 20,2002. 

• South Carolina Medical Board reinstated Or. Thompson's medical license 
in 1998. 

• Dr. Thompson sought access to the Medicare program via Palmetto GSA, 
by requesting a Medicare provider number. 

• On December 8, ·1998, Palmetto GSA issued Dr. Thompson C! Medicare 
provider number (0993211724) effective October 26, 199B. ' 

• Medicare payments were issued for claims for dates of service January 1. 
1999 to November 7, 2000. 

• On June 20,2002, OIG reinstated Dr. Thompson to provide services 
under the Medicare program. 

• On April 24, 2007, TriCenturion issued a "Review of Findings" and that an 
overpayment in the amount of $208,821.03 was discovered .. 

• On May 30, 2007, a demand letter was sent by Palmetto GSA, in the 
amount of $208,821.03. 

• On June 11 , 2007, a request was received for a redetermination. 

Page 2 of6 
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1-192761454 

• On July 23, 2007, an unfavorable decision was rendered upholding the 
overpayment amount of $208,821.03. 

• On August 7,2007, a request for a reconsideration was received, . 
questioning the overpayment amount and the time limit for requesting the 
overpayment. 

Decision 

We have determined that the overpayment in the amount of $208,821.03 is valid 
and will be upheld. We have determined that Pee Dee Health Care, PA, is 
responsible for the rep~yment of the overpayment amount of $208,821 :03. 

At Issue:. Does an overpayment exist in the amount of $208.821.03 underPart B of 
the Medicare program? If not, did payment constitute an overpayment from Medicare 
Part B, and if so, is recovery of the overpayment waived under the provisions of .. 
Section 1870 of title XVI" ofthe Social Security Act? 

In reviewing the documentations.in the file, the major cOncern is the time frame 
on which TriCenturion based their review; claims processed for the.dates of 
service. January 1, 1999. to November 7, 2000. It is your consensus that the 
"Three year rule" should apply and no overpayment should have been requested 
since all of the payments were made six years prior to the overpayment being . 
requested. . 

Dr. Hugh Thompson neglected to request reinstatement by the OIG by a written· 
. notice prior to requesting a provider number from Palmetto GSA. Because of this, 
his status with the OIG remained excluded from the Medicare program.· 

The Three year rule nor the six year limitation would not apply in this case based 
on 42 CFR 405.98: ' 

Reopenings (See Medicare Claims Processing Publication 100'-4, Chapter 29 Appeals of 
Claims Decisions for additional information) . 

Your initial, or review determi~tion or a decision by a Hearing Officer/Adjudicator may be 
reopened under the folloWing conditions: . . 

Within 12 months after the date of the determination or decision it may be reopened for 
any reason; 

After such 12-month period, but within 4 years after the date.ofthe initial determination, it 
may be reopened for good cause; or At any time, if: 

Page 3 of6 
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MeDIcare ..... I-'I-'~cu I~UllIU"I. 
1-192761454 

- Such initial or review determination was procured by fraud or similar fault of the 
beneficiary or 80me other person. (Emphasis added). 

Another concern that was raised was the fact that Palmetto GBA issued a provider 
number without clarifying that Dr. Hugh Thompson was in good standing with the 
Medicare program. Again, please refer to 42 CFR 1001.1901 (1) which states: 

Unless and until an individual or entity is reinstated into the Medicare, Medicaid and other 
Federal health care programs, no payment will be made by Medicare, Medicaid or any of 
the other Federal health care programs for any item or service furnished, on or after the 
effective date specified in the notice period, by an excluded individual or entity, or at the 
medical direction or on the prescription of a physician or other authorized individual wf)o 
is excluded when the person furnishing such item or service knew or had reaso'n to know 
of the exclusion. This Section applies (egardless of whether an individual or entity 

. --has obtained a program provider number or equivalent, either IS an Individual or 
as a member of the group, prior to being reinstated. (Emphasis added). 

We find that Dr. Hugh Thompson knew he had been excluded from the Medicare program 
by OIG and that he was required to request reinstatement from the OIG by a written' 
request To say this was an oversight is not an excuse for knowing the protocol for , 
reinstatement. Pee Dee Health Care, PA, cannot be found without fault since Dr. Hugh 
Thompson knew he had been excluded from the Medicare program and should have 
advised Pee Dee Health Care; PA, of his exclusion. 

S'ection 1870 of the Act prohibits adjustment or recovery of an overpayment in 
circumstances where the individual or provider of services is deemed to be without fault. 
CMS advises, in its Internet Only Manual, Publication 100-6, Chapter 3, Section 90 in 
part: ' 

A physician is liable for overpayments he received unless he is found to 
. be without fault. The FI or carrier as applicable, makes this determination. 

The FI or carrier considers a physician without fault if it exercised 
reasonable care in billing for and accepting the payment; Le., it made full 
disclosure of all material facts; and on the basis of the information 
available to it, including, but not limited to, the Medicare instructions and 
regulations, it had a reasonable basis for assuming that the payment was 
correct or. if it had reason to question the payment, it promptly brought the 
question to the FI or carrier's attention. 

Regulations at Title 42 CFR 405.966 (a)(2) prohibit Medicare providers or suppliers from 
presenting new evidence with the request for an ALJ hearing without first establishing 
that good cause existed for not submitting the evidence at an earlier stage of the appeal 
process. 

You can receive copies of statutes, regulations, policies, andlor manual 
instructions we used to arrive at this decision. For instructions on how to do this" 
please see 'Other Important Information' on the same page entitled IIlmportant 
Information About Your Appeal Rights." 
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IVleOicare APP~<.11 I~UIIIU~1. 
1-192761454 

Pee Dee 'Health Care, PA, is responsible for the overpayment amount of 
$208,821.03. 

'If you have any questions please call the phone number on the front of this letter. 
For information 'on how to appeal this decision, please see the page entitled 
"Important Information About Your Appeal Rights. n 

Sincerely, 

B. Cody, Adjudicator 
Q2Administrators, LLC (Part B) 
Qualified Independent Contractor 

cc: Palmetto GSA, LLC 

" ' , , ".:.Appeal Details 
• ", ... '''- [ . >: ,:'j .... 

CLI# ClaIm # Provide rlSupplier 
See Attached Pee Dee Health Care, PA 

Dates of Service 
See Attached 

THIS IS NOT A BILL - Keep this letter or a copy for your records. 

";1 
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MedIcare Appeal Numoer: 
1-192761454 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR APPEAL RIGHTS 

.. -...... -- .• -- .. _. -.-- '&... ..~- ,." -.- ... -'. 
r--------,--,..,.-----..,.,..-----. ... ·· .. i 

Your Righi To Appeal this Oe·clll~" .. . I 
If you do not agree with this decision, you may file an 
appeal. An Appeal is a review performed by people 
independent of those that have. reviewed your claim 
so far. The next level of appeal is called an 
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) hearing. At this 
hearing, you Of your representative may present your 
case before a judge. 

You must have at least $110 still In dispute to make 
another appeal. This appeal can be combined with 
others to reach this $110 total, it other claims were 
appealed and decided on within 60 days of this new 
request for an appeal. 

. ftow?rOAppeal· ... 
;'" .~ . 

To exercise your right to an AU hearing, you must 
file a request in writing within 60 days of receiving 
this letter. Under special Circumstances, you may 
ask for more time to request an appeal. 

In your request you must include: (1) The name, 
address, and Medicare health insurance claim 
number of the beneficiary, (2) The name and address 
of the person appealing, If the person is not the 
beneficiary, (3) The name and address of the 
representative, if any, (4) The appeal number listed 
on the front page of this notice, (5) The dates of 
service, (6) The reason why you disagree with the 
decision, and (7) Any and aU evidence you wish to 
submit and the date it wHi be submitted, 

ALJ hearings are usually held by video 
teleconference (VTC) to make sure you get a hearing 
and decision as fast as possible. vrc hearings 
reduce travel time for you, ALJs, and witnesses. If 
you do not want a vrc hearing, you may ask for a 
hearing in person, which will be granted for good 
cause. Your request must be in writing. Your 
request must give good reason why you don't want a 
VTC hearing. If your request for an in-person 
hearing is granted, a hearing will be held and a 
decision issued as soon as possible. However, you 
give up the right to get a decision in the 9O-day time 
limit that usually applies to AU decisions, 

If you want to file an appeal, you should send your 
request to: 
Southern ALJ Field Office 
100 SE 2nd Street, Suite 1700 
Miami, Fl33131-2100 

I 
I ' 

You or someone you name to act for you (your 
appointed representative) may file an appeal. You 
can name a relative, friend, advocate, attorney, 
doctor, or someone else to act for you, 

If you want someone to act for you, you and your 
appointed representative must sign, date and send 
us a statement naming that person to act for you. 
Call1-BOO-MEDICARE to learn more about how to 
name a representative, 

Help With Your Appeal 

If you want help with an appeal, or if you have . I 
questions about Medicare, you can have a friend or : 

i someone else help you with your appeal. You can 
i· also contact your State Health Insurance 

Assistance Program (SHIP). You can call 1-800-
MEDICARE (1--800-633-4227) for information on 
how to contact your local SHIP. Your SHIP can 
answer questions about payment denials and 
appeals. 

j: . . Other Important Info""atlon 

If you want copies of statutes, regulations, policies, 
. andlor manual instructions we used to arrive at this 
decision, please write us at the following address 
and attach a copy of this letter: 

Q2 Administrators, LLC 
. P.O. Box 183092 

Columbus. OH 43218-3092· 

If you need more information or have any 
questions, please call us at (614) 775-5797. 

I.. othetRnoutees To Help You 

1-800-MEDICAR E (1-800-633-4227), 
TTYrrDD: 1-800-486-2048. 

I 
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Medicare Reconsidefation 

(ear HICN Baneficlary Hame OCH 
1999 007201809A MATTHEWS, DORIS. 83029913B097110 

1999 007201 B09A MATIHEWS, DORIS 8302991442194{)0 

1999 007201B09A MATTHEWS DORIS 630299155010680 

1999 007201 B09A MATTHEWS, DORIS 830299155070690 

1999 007201B09A MATTHEWS, DORIS 830299155070700 

1999 007201809A MATTHEWS, DORIS 830299155070710 

1999 oo7201809A MATIHEWS OOR~S 830299155070710 
lQQg 007201 B09A MATIHEWS DORIS 830299166067870 

1999 042222914A SPEARS,RUTH B30299169104560 

1999 042428595A PEARSON, LOTIIE . 830299139107520 

l' ' 042428595A PEARSON, LOTTIE 830299141073770 

'r·., 04242859SA PEARSON, LOTTIE 830299147100750 

~ 056074378A BAIRD, ALVA . 830299301291630 

1999 056074378A BAIRD, ALVA 630299326247910 

1999 0592B1686A BRYANT, LOTTIE B 830299169261150 

1999 062340292A WRIGHT, LONZINE. 830299201274750 

.1999 073165642A WILLIAMS, AGNES W' 630299214081420 

199E1 075227623A . GIBSON EOYTHE M 830299147100770 

1999 017226578A SHAW, ANNIE 8302991 B 114631 0 

1999 077226578A SHAW"ANN1E ~ 830299181146320 
1999 077226578A SHAW, ANNIE 830299181146330 
1999 077226S7BA . SHAW, ANNIE - 830299214191930. 
1999 077226578A SHAW, ANNIE B3029S223095190 
1999 077226578A SHAW, ANNIE . . B30299223095200 
1999 078326931A GREEN, JAMES 830299118095130 
1999 07832S931A GREEN. JAMES 830299120086190 
1999 080166806,6, BARRINEAU, MARY 830299197081670 
1999 OB0166808A BARRINEAU MARY,. 630299201274760 
1999 060166808A BARRINEAU, MARY 830299209127010 
1" • OBB155101A ALFORD, LILLIAN . 830299155070140 

'" . 104368745A FIELDS. LAURA 830199090066790 
1999 10ot3SB745A FIELDS, LAURA 830199090066Boo 
1999 104$6745A FIELDS, LAURA 830299048084310 
1999 10~68745A FIELDS. LAURA 830299048084320 
1999 10~8745A. FIELDS. LAURA . 830299054082940 
1999 1043l38745A FIELDS. LAURA 83029907707 81 00 
1999 10!ij205B2SA GRAHAM,· EDITH 830299033115930 
1999 10rsao5a28A GRAHAM fOITH 1830299033115940 
1999 105205628A GRAHAM, EDITH 830299062075660 

1
1999 J9i1l62176A JORDAN BEULAH 8lO2Qg 159081620 
llm9 10!l't82176A JORDAN eEULAH 630299161070950 
1999 113204280A MEARS FRANCES L 830299152247650 
1999 121:1.67 5401'1 THOMAS, BERNICE C 830299216107510 

Q2Administrators, lLC 
Dr. Hug!l Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1/1199-6120/02 
FromOal. To Oat. P'DvlD PrD" Name 

511111999 '511111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S , 
511111999 5/1111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/3011999 513011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512911999 512911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· 
512711999. 5127/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5127/1999 . 5127/~999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
512811999 5128/1999 0003211724 THOMP$ON HUGH S 
5/3011999 5130/f999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6110/1999 611011999 [)OO'3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5117/1999 5/17/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
511711999 511711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512511999 512511009 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

1011211999 10/1211999 0093211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
llJt3/1999 1111311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS . 

712/1999 11211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/14/1999 7114f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211211999 211.2J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512111999 5/21/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6122/1999 , 6!2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S. 

6123/1999 612311'999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG K S . 
.6124/1999 6/2411E!99 0993211724 THOMP.SON HUGH S . 
712911999 7/29/1i1.99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5'. 
7130/1999 7130/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

8/211999 B1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
412611999 412611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/2611999 4/26/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON-HUGHS 
711311999 7/1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7(1311999 7/1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/2711999 7/27/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGI-l S 
5/11/1999 5111/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211511999 211511900 OBB3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2116'1999 211611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2115/1999 211511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
2/16/1999 211611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2117/19!}9 211711999 0993211724 THOMPSON t-IUGH 5 
3/10/1999 3J1OJlg~ D9!;I3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S-
1/21/1999 112111999 099321H24 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/2111999 112111999 0093211724 THOl;;\PSON HUGH S 
2/1611999 .2/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

61AI1!X1Q .' S/ot/1 gOO 0003211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
6/8/1999 6/8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

5/26/1999 5J28i19~ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
712711999 7/271\999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.-

October 5, 2007 

GrDup Nama Paid Pro;' AmI 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $519.(\ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S150.L.::": 
PEE DEE HEALTH qARE PA $35.64 
PEE DEE HE;\l TH CARE PA $58.46 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.65 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $14.81 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.65 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
[PEE OEE HEAt TH CARE PA $!}S.36 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $223.98 
PEE·DEE HEALTH CARE PA 5219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $147.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEA\-TH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DeE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3135 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA .. S~95.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.93 
PEEDEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.93 
PEE DEE HE;\l TH CARE PA $39.93 
PEE OeE filEALTH CARE PA' $80.22 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $60.22 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE OeE HEALTH CARE PA . $275:62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE P", $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH C,II.RE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $58.86 
PEE DEE I-IEAL TH CARE PA $8_58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $8.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S§~ 
PEE DEE HEft.LTH C,6,RE PA $86.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $86.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . '$275.62. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $36.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PI'. $0.76 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S20.~B 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA .$29.33 
11-'1:1: DEE HEAL f.I CARE PA . $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
~EE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 



Medicare Reconsideration 

'f1iU" HICN Beneficiary Name DeN 
1999 129144856A LONGRIE, JEAN S 830299169261160 
1999 131266772A HANLEY, NOEL J 830299040074170 

1999 149224560,0. GAYLORD, EDITH M . 630299159081640 
1999 149224560.1'. GAYLORD. EDITH M 830299'59081650 
1999 14922456011. GAYLORD, EDITH M 830299159081660 
1999 149268734A HART. WILLIAM A . 830299048084340 
1999 17426778311. BREWER, PEARL B 830299127095230 
1999 17524983JA LEIDICH GERTRUDE M 83029919S079600 
1999 1631635650 WITHERSPOON ERNESTINE 830199272000120 
,999 1831635660 WITHERSPOON. ERNESnNE a30299322279460 
T' 163262401A JEFFOROS. EDWARD C 830299169104710 
-:i,--,- 18924634JA BONAPARTE, FLORA 630299189261190 
1999 189246343A BONAPARTE, FLORA . 830299237109820 
1999 189246343A BONAPARTE, FLORA 830299237109830 

1999 19512193aA WINGATE, MAGNOLIA 830199108001150 
1999 195121938A WINGATE. MAGNOLIA 830199106001160 

1999 f9S121938A WINGATE. MAGNOLIA 630299155111150 
1999 197019765Cl HINES. FRED 830299139107530 

11999 2000945369 THOMAS, CORINE 830299147100800 

1999 21236660211. MARliN THElMA . 830299223096100 
1999 21236880211. MARTIN, THELMA 830299223095110 
1999 212368802A MARTIN, THELMA. 830299223095120 
1999 212J68802A MART;IN. THElMA 630299232101870 
1999 216248660A BUTlER ETHELM , 830299120088210 
1999 218424794A WASHINGTON RICHARD l 830299067095570' 
1999 218424194A WASHINGTON RICHAROL 830299067312870 
'1999 2'S424794A WASHINGTON. RICHARD L . 63029g109091750 
1999 216424794A. WASHING10N. RICHARD l. 830299109091760 
1999 21842479411. WASHINGTON RICHARD L 830299109091770 , , 21§424794A WASHINGTON. RICHARD L 830299159081740 . 21~~4794A WASHINGTON RICHARD L 830299179246270 
1999 21e!l,2.o1794A WASHINGTON. RICHARD L' 830299181146290 
1999 216(2479411. WASHINGTON. RICHARD l 830299181146300 
t999 216424794A WASHINGTON, RICHARD L 630299223095130 
1999 21!1j24794A WASHINGTON, RICHARD l 830299239096850 
1999 2151;1229200 MORGAN, MARY L 8302993S6251240 
1999 2:aDa02377A BURGE. Lome L 830299287110600 
1999 2~20024A SPEARS. CHARLES /11':": . 830199272033100 
1999 2'Jj4!00063A PALMER, LELA C 830299116108980 
1999 P.ALMER. LELA C 830299189281240 
1999 2216071G6A WILSON. ANNIE G 83019909:2070040 
1999 2m07166A WILSON, ANNIE G 830199092070050 
H

'
99 122?:307166A WILsor~. ANNIE G 830299032063630 

02Adminisfrators, llC 
Dr. Hugh. Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 111/99-8120102 

From Dale To O.t. PrOv 10 Pro~ Name 

7/111999 1/111009 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
21211999 . .212/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61311999 · 61311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61711999 611/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
617/1999 617/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

211511999 . 211511999 [;)993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/511999 51511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.719/1999 7!9I1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
91911999 · 91911999 0993211724 THOMPSON'HUGH S 

111911999 1119/1999 0993211724 ll-lOMPSO.!'!HUGH S 
611011999 . 6110111189 09932111:24 THOMPSON HUGH S 

7/1/1999 711/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
B'10/1999 B.I1011S99 0993211724 THOMPSQN HUGH S 

. 611()11999 Bll011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
312011999 312011999 099321.1724 n-lOMPSON HUGH S 
311911999 311911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

61211999 ' 6/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/.1311999 511311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/24/1999 512411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.81611999 6J6l1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
81611999 · 81611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
81611999 · 81611999 099321'724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
81611999 81611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

412711999 412711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
314/f999 31411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
31311999 31311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

411211999 411211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
4(1311999 411311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4{1411999 411411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 

Bn11999 617/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
612311999 6123(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH'S 
612311999 .612311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6124J1999 6124'1999 0993211724 THOMF'SON HUGH S 

61411999 8/4/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH.S 
. 812011999 8120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/3011999 f 113011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9/2011999 !lI2Of1999 0093211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
911311999 911311999 0993~11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/2011999 412011999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 

71211999 71211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112711999 t/27/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112!lJ1999 112811999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

'112711999 '12711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5,2007 

.. 
Group Name Paid Pro~ "lilt : 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.,1\ .. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 5403.\l.l.. 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA J295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $95,38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3\.35 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $403.1B 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $13.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $~~.26 
PEE DEE HEAL HI CARE PA $73.49 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA .. $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 5145.47 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $150.44 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.88 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $~3.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA S2~4.15 

PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE FA $29.26 
• PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.33 

PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ·$295.91 
PEE OEe HEAL l'H CARE PA $91.96 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $37.09 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $37.09 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3rffs 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35. Ie 
PEE DEE HEALT11 CARE PA $35.16 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~~ PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $223.98 
PEE:OEE HEALTH CARE PA $95.38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.18 
PEE dEE HEALT11 CARE PA $39.47 
PEE DEE: HEALTH CARE PA $45.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CIIRE PA $56.68 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $67.93 
PEE oeE HEALTH CARE PI'. $76.58 
PEE DeE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.29 
PEE oeE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA ~38.2lJ 
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" 
~, . nn111/QQJ:;l?nJn~ 

Pllid Prov Am1i .... Year HleN Beneficiary Name DeN Fro",O"le ToO.t. P,ov 10 PrQv Name Group Name 

1999 24509J590A GOFF. ELIZABETH T : 830299125095790 51311999 5/3/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S295.S1\ 
1999 24511l29100. ISEMAN. CHRISTINE D B30200004295990 .1212!l11999 1212611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $18.!M. ' 
1999 245300602A. ROGERS, ANNA G 8302991471'00860 512511999 5125/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S P.EE DEE HEACYH CARE PA . $295.91-
1999 245369407A' LUCAS. LEROY 830299217099650 7/29/1999 . 7/2911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $519.90 
1999 245~5992A RATLIFF JESSIE L 830299118095280 4122/1999 4/22/1999 8993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . peE DEE HEALTH C!\RE PA' $295.91 
1999 246049252A LAMONDS, DANIEL G 630299147100870 5(24/1999 512411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALHI CARE PA $519.90 
\999 246049252A LAMONDS, DANIEL G 830299147100880 5124/1999 5124/1999 0993211724 THOMPS~ HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $95.3B 
1999 246207762A ROGERS JR. ED F . 830299169104800 611511999 6115/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH C/\RE PA $93.00 

1999 2462D7762A ROGERS JR. EO F 8302911174098150 . 6/1511999 6HS11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEAl:. TH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 246'1298J4A BOYD JR. JAMES H 830299118095290 '.4(23/1999 4/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $5.6.63 

. l' 247022044A BLACK. JERRY 830299168104330 6112/1999 611211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH.S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 171.&1 
~." . 2470220441'1 BLACK. JERRY 83029916S104340 611:lJ1999 61131199!l 0993211724 n;OMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 

1999 247022044A 8LACK, JERRY 830299168'104350 6/1'111999 611111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
1999 2470747830 HOOGE. VERUE: W 830299112107780 4119~1999 4/19(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE. HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
195H1 2470747630 HOOGE, VERLIE W 830299252089070 91211999 9/2(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
1999 2470747830 HODGE, VERUE W 830299252089080 9!U1999 9/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHJi PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $29.26 
1999 24707B053A LEON. CHARLOTTE A 8302991630eg850 6/28/1999 6128/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUmlS PEE DEE HEALTH C .... RE PA $295.91 
1999 247078053A LEON. CHARLOTTE A 830299341272400 11130/1999 1113011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $75.67 
1999 247078063A LEON. CHARLOTTE A 830299343264620 121711999 1217/199.9 0993211724 fHOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA $31.13 
1999 2470B4645A . SNOOK. DIANE W 830299209127140 7(2011999 7/2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HE!'\LTH CARE PA $76.58 
1999 247084645A SNOOK, DIANE W 830299209127150 7/20/1999 712011999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.33 
1999 2470B4645A SNOOK. D1ANE W 8302Q933645e160 1112911999 l1f29J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
1999 2470966750 TEDDER ZULEEN G 330299127095400 .' 51511999, .5I5f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 247096615D TEDDER, ZULEEN G 830299127095410 ,515/1999 51511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAI!.THCARE PA $219.78 
1999 2470980800 PRITCHARO. SARAH G 8302991740gs16U '611611999 611611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.26 
1999 247103193A HALL JAMESP 630299067095600 31411999 3/-411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $94.06 
1999 247103193A HALL. JAMES P 8302990670956~0 317/1999 31711999 0993211724 THO~PSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $68.10 
1999 247103193A HALL. JAMES P 830299067095620 316/1999 316f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGti S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
1999 247103193A HALL. JAMES P . ~30299067095630 3f5fi999 - 3/5/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TI1 CARE PA . $71.64 
1 • 247103193A HALL. JAMES P 830299069108410 31811999 3/B/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
.,. 24nS17S8A MCALLISTER. JOSEPH 830199357085610 6/21(1999 6121/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE. fA $60.14 

1999 247f!31788A MCALLISTER. JOSEPH 830299189261300 71611999 71611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA - $76.5B 
1999 241"r617BBA MCALLISTER, JOSEPH B302991930904-40 716/1999 - 71611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DeE HEALTH CARE PA . $127.36 
1999 247f611B8A MCALLISTER JOSEPH 830299193090450 71611999 71611999 D993211.724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $148.46 
1999 247·1061788 A MCALLISTER. JOSEPH 830299214081480 111811999 1/1811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.66 
1999 24f")617BBA MCALllSTER, JOSEPH 830299214081490 . 111911999 1/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.80 
1999 24JT61788A MCALliSTER, JOSEPH 830299214081500 .!' 1/2D/I999 '112011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.60 
1999 24l.462014A ABBOTT. MARGARET 830199104054990 3/24/1009 312411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $1.60 
,999 247162014A ABBOTI', MARGARET 830299084087890 3124/1999 3f24/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $67.66 
1999 24T162014A ABBOTT. MARGARET 830299090103190 312611999 312611999 D993211724 THOMPSON Huml S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $59.0~ 
1999 2(7!62014A ASson, MARGARET 830299214061510 3127/1999 312711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 FEE DEE HEA~TH CARE PA $3~.3B 
1999 241162014A ABBOTT, MARGARET 8.3029921408 \520 3/2BI1999 3/2811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE-HEALTH CARE PA $35.36 
1999 24,US2014A AaBon MARGARET 630299252069090 tlI30/1999 6f3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $37.05 .. 



Medicare Reconsideration Q2Administrators. llC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

October 5, 2007 

__ ~~ ______ ~~~~~~--~------~~---------..~~~·Se~~~~~~~66~·n~~~==~------~~~~~------------~~~~=" Year HleH Benefl<:lary Name DeN From Oat6 ... ~t6' "'l'rdlllO·W:"" Proll Name Group Na... Paid Pro" An .. • .. 

,1999247162014A ABBOTT, MARGARET 830299308100360 312611999 312&1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S peE DEE HEALTH CARE PA SO.uC· 
1-'1~9.::::99~2;;::4:.;.,71.!.!6~J5~2;.:,7=-0-l~C;;,:ROLLEY, HEnlE 830299179246450 6122/1999 6122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.(}Q I 

~\~9~9~9:~2~47~1~63~5~2~7D~~C~R~O~L~L~E~y~,H~E~TT~IE~ ______ ~~;O~2~9~9~18~1~17~~0~0~~~~2'~1~99~9~61~2V~19~9~9rrD9~93~2~1717~2~4~T~H~Q~M~P~S~O~N~H~U~G~H~S~I~P~E~E~O~E~E~H~EA~LT~t71~C7AR~E~P~A-; ____ ~$~295~ 
19992471671070 WATFORD. BESSIE 8302990191146901114/1999 1114119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
19992471671970 WATFORD, BESSIE 0302990191147001/1611989 111611999 0993211724 TliOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31,35 
1999 2471671070 WATFORD. BESSIE IlJ02990191 14710 1/1511999 1/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
19992471671070 WATFORD. BESSIE 830299019114720 1117/1999 1117119990993211724 rnOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 2471671070 WATFORD .. BESSIE 830299020105410 1/1611999 1/16119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
19992471671070 WATFORD, BESSIE 8302990211006O(J 1119"989 111911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31,35 

t...!.:'9!:9~9 ~2:::.4:..71~6:.::7.c.:.:10~7~0:.....\,::W:.::A~T:,:,F;:O~R:::O:..c' .;:B:;E:;S:;SI~E:--~ __ ·+a:,;3~O~2g:=:9:=::0;::2=2.;.:1 O:,;5;.;,7~50i--l--="~2~O/,:-:,-=e9:::9::t--;:'-;;/2~0I7::1.;:999::=t;:;D9::o:9~3:;:27"7.7::::2~41 THOMP.$ON HUGH S PEe DEE HEAL THCARE PA $31.35 
1"~'1 2471671070 WATFORD, BESSIE 830299147100890 . ,512411999 5/24119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 

I-; 2471671070 WATFORD. BESSIE 1l3029920127~820 7/18/1999 7/1S11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31,35 

I-~~.j 9·~9~9~2::!4.!".71.!!6~7~10~7~O~.-j.!,W'!f..A~T=F~O~R;;D~.-::B:;:E~S:;:.SI;.;;E;-. __ ",",-+B~3~02=gg~2~O~1~27;.;4~8:730~:----:;7/~1,;;7/,;:;1~99~9~-;7;;:;/l,;;71,;:;1~99~9 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE H!;.AL TH CARE PA $31.J5 
19992.471671070 WATFORD, BESSIE 830299201274840 7/1611999 7/16119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTf{CARE PA $31,35 
1999 247167107D WATFORD, BESSIE 830299201274650 7(1411999 7/14/1999 D993211724 THOMP.SON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.J5 
19992471671070 WATFORD. BESSIE 830299201274860 7/1511999 ·7/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA· $31.35 
1999 2471671070 WATFORD. BESSIE 830299214081660 1/21/1999. 1/2111999 099321 U24 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
19992471671010 WATFORD BESSIE .. 830299214081670 112211999 1122/.\999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 2471671010 WATFORD, BESSIE, 830299214061660 1/23/1999 1123119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH ~ PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
19992471671070 WATFORD BESSIE 830299214081690 1/24/1999 1124/1999 B993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 2~7167107D WATFORD. BESSIE 6302992140817OQ. 1/25/1999.1/2.511999 D9932 1 1724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 2471671(}7D WATFORD, BESSIE 830299217099860 711911999 711911999 0993211724 THOMPSON·I-IUGH.S . PEE DEE, HEALTH CARE PA $31.45 
19992471671070 WATFORD. BESSIE 830299217099870 7/20/1999 7/20119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH:;;. PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA· $31.35 
19992471671070 WATFORD, BESSIE 830299217099680 : 7/21/1999 7/21/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEAlTH CARE PA' $31.35 

1..!.:19:::9::::9l!2::!4~71.!.!6~7..:.:10:::.:7:.::0::.....j~W:.:A::,:TF:.:.::O:;RD:::::::. • ..:::8:::Ec;::S;,SI:::E~.·..:.~ _..;.-+.B~3::::0~29::;92~5;;20;.:8=9:::1:=.OO=+...,.:9;::1=3J;.;.':;,99=.:9:t--'=. 9;::1=3/;.;.1=-99~9:r09~9::::3~21.:..1:.::7::::2..:.4+:T~H~O;;M~P=-=S;;O~N~H:;::U:;:G;.:.H;..:S;..-+-P~Eo::E;...:0::::E;:E~H;:E:AL~:::,:T:,,:.H.!.C:;A:..::R:;E~P.:::A-J~_---.:$~3~~:~ 
1999 2471679530 WATFORD. AN·NI:;:E..:,:M:;,.-· ....;.._-+=8,:.30:;2:;9a~::;.209=1,;;27~2:,';,iO:+-.:.;.7;.;12.;;7.,;/1,;.;9~9~St'.'-:7;:;/Z;;7::.11,;.;9;;:9~9(;;O~9~93;;2;;1~1=72;:..:4;+.;,T;.;H~O,;:M;,P,;S;;O:;N;.;H;..;U;;.G:;;.;H..;S;"""'!bP;;E;;E..;D;;;E;;;E~H.;;E~A;;L~T~H..;C~AR~E;-:P:,,:A'!--I---..,._~S:.!.I.!.:1.~91!-j 
1999 2471679530 WATfIO~O, ANNie M .. 830299209127220 ·7/27/1999 7127/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.33 
19992471679530 WATFORD, ANNIE M 830299209127230 ·7/2711999 112711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH s. PeE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $B3.00 
1999 2411679530 WATfORD. ANNIE II.! 8302Q9200127240 ··7/27/1999 7/2711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE Dee HEAL TH:';'::C:':"A~R:;E:':'P":'A':""".J--"""'$~27~5~.B:::::2!...l 
l""Q 2'171679530 WATfORD, ANNIE M 830299216107700 ·.7/27/1999 7/27/1999 099321172<1 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~295.91 

:=:. 247189433D COLLINS, VIOLA 830299174098170 . 5I1S11999 511811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGt-1 S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $96.40 
19!192471894330 COLL1NS, VIOLA - 830299313272320 .1011811999 1011811999 D993111724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE oee H~LTH CARE PA . $75.67 
1999247203308A ODOM. CLAUD I C 830299120066240 4/2811999 4128/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $324.62 
1999 247~313A MCCANTS, LURUN . 830299161071230 618/1999 61811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
199924720"3317A BACOTE. VICTOR V 830199100002820 '313111999 3131/1999 D993111724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE'PA $3B.65 
19992472Q3317A BACOTE, VICTOR V 830199100002630 .. 41111999 ·4/1119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $32.95 
19992472{)3317A BACOTE, VICTOR V H~0299232101740 61t81199g· 8118119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 

~1~9~~~2~47~2~ro~3~1~7~A~8~A~C~O~TE~,~V~IC~T~O~R~V __ ~ __ ~~83~O~2~99~2~3~7*10f.9~9~40~~9~/1~8~"~9~99@r~97fl~8Ii1~99~9~D9~9~3~2711~7~2~4tT~H~O~M~P~S~O~N~H~U~G~H~S~~~P~E~E~D~EE~H~E~A~LT~H~C~AR~E~P~A~JI ____ ~$2~1~9~.7~8 
19'09 2472'·tl3120 POOLER. GUSSIE 830299103086040 4n11999 ,.417/1999 0993211724 TI-IOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE; HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
19992472118326A JAMES CURnS 830199350066150 811711999 8117/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93,00 
1999 24724B328A JAMES. CURTIS 830299118095350 4/2211999 412211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· PEe OEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 

1-!:19~9:;.91!:2:::::~,7:;2~4ii8;;.:32~8::.,A:.....t;:JI\:,;:M':.:E::;:S~,~C=U=R.:;T:;,IS~=-_____ 'f.B:=3~02:::99~2.:;3:90~9~Q8,::7:::0:+-..:6;.::',;.;17~1.;:199~9:t-a;.::/,;.;17~1.;:19;:.:9:;:.9E:0~9:=93~2:;.,';-:1~72:;:-4 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.9 t 
1999 2472~31A aONAPART, HENRY 830299040074200 214/1999 214/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $403.18 



Medicare Reconsideration Q2Administrators, LlC 
pro Hugh Thompson (09!;13211724} 

October 5, 2007 

Services on 1/11 '" .:. .... 1'1'02 . 
Year HICN Beneficiary Nama. peN From Dale To ODie Prov 10 Pray Name Group Name Paid Prav Am,: 
1999 247264539A BUNCH, WILSON H 830299048084390 211611999 2/1611999 OG93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA s4o~1 ... L 

1999 247264539A BUNCH, WILSON H 830299085067900 3/1911999 3119/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.~ 
1999 247264539A· BUNCH. WILSON H 830299155070830 5/2511999 5/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEEDEE HEALTH CARE PA $68.83 
1999 247264539A BUNCH, WILSON H 830299252OB9120 9/811999 9f8/1999 5993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $69.92 .-
1999 247266100A WRIGHT RICHMOND 830299141073850 5/1811999 511811999 099321'1724 THOMPSON HUGH S PeE DEE HEALIH CARE PA ~219.78 

1999 247266100A WRIGHT RICHMOND aJ02S9145095860 511811999 511811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE Hj:ALTI-t CARE PA $295.91 
1999 247266100A vyRIGIH RICHMOND 1330299168104400 611011999 . 6/10/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.47 
1999 247266100A WRIGHT. RICHMOND 83029916B104410 61911999 6/9/1999 0993211724 n~Ot.APSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.47 
1999 247266100A WRIGHT RICHMOND .. 830299168104420 6/11/1999 611111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.47 
1999 247288224A THOMAS,WILLARD 8302991180g5370 4/2311999 4/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
I""Q ~725822.!~_ THOMAS, WILLARD 830299118095380 4123/1999 14123/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DI;E HEALTH CARE PA $302.86 , 

24728941710. BROWN, EMANUEL 830199284004050 1/2~1999 112611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $98.Stl 
'llm9 247269<l17A BROWN, EMANUEL 830299032063780 1/27/1999 1127/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 

1999 2472896080 PETERS, PARNET 630199104065290 3124/1999 Jl24/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.58 
1999 247289606D PETERS, PARNET 830199112057580 : 3/15/1999 31 1511E199 0993211724 nlOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $429 
1999 2472896080 ... PETERS, PARNET 830199112057590 3/16/1999 . 3/1611009 P993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S4.29 
19S9 2472896080 PETERS,PARNET 830199112.057600 . 3/17/1999 3117/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
1999 2472896080 PETERS PARNET .830199112057610 3118/1999 .3/1811999 09932 n 724 Tl-IOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
1999 2472896080 PETERS, PARNET 830199112057620 3/19/1999 3119/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON Ht)GH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
1999 2472B96080 PETERS, PARNET 830299077251250 3/1511999 3/1511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH $ PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $65.51 
1999 2472896080 PETERS. PARNET· 6302990772512QO .3118(1999 3/1611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE'HEALTH CARE PA .. $85.51' 
199s 2472896080 - PETERS,?ARNET 630299082104020 3/17/1999 3117119"19 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' . IPEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA· $63.61 
1999 2472696060 PETE.RS, PARNET 630299062104030 3118{1999 3/1811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEAL11-l CP.RE PA $~~ 
1999 2472896080 PETERS. PARNET 830299082104040 3/19/1999 3/19/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE.PA $85.51 
1999 247289608D PETERS, PARNET 830299209127270 712611999 712611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE; DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00" 
1999 2472896080 PETERS PARNET , 830299214081710 3J25f1S)99 3J2511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.5B 
1999 2472898450 WINGATE ALEASE 0 830299252089180 9/7/1999 91711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $28.24 
1999 2472898450 WINGATE AlEASE 0 830299252089190 gm1999 91711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $127.36 
1999 2472B96450 WINGATE, AlEASE 0 830299252089200 9/711999 9t711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG ... S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $92.42 
I-~q 2472898450 \'o{lNGATE, ALEASE D 1330289263226420 917/1998 91711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 

'1999 
247320243A CATOE, M~YF 8302992091272flO .7121/1999 7121/1999 D993211724 [THOMPSON t-IUGH S PEE DEEHEALTR CARE PA $379.15 
24738119BA POSTON. INEZ " 830299106101B30 4/14/1999 4/1411989 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE P'&' $275.82 

1999 247384413A GALLOWAY, ELISE S 830299169104900 . 6/15/1999 611511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA· $232.62 
1999 24i'J64413A . GALLOWAY, ELISE S 830299179246510 6110/1999 611011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ,551.73 
1999 241~.943A DAVIS, ELSIE A 630299054083080 ~(20/1999 2120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
1999 24r",21943A DAVIS, ELSIE A 830299054083090 2/1911999 211911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
1999 247421943A DAVIS, ELSIE A 630299054083100 2116/1999 211811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73:1T 
1999 24~!2063A DEWITT, NATHANIEL 830299189261340 71111999 7/111999 0993211724 THOMPSON ~UGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE. PA $220.88 
1999 247<1fS379A JACKSON.ONEOA .. 830299189261350 71111999 7/111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE. PA $150.20 
1999 247/t263B50 DRIGGERS, DORA M 830198000066500 . 2114/1999 2114J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $8.58 

I 1999 247S6385D DRIGGERS. DORA M 830199090066510' 211511999 2/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S P!::~ D~~ HEAL TH C~RE PA $8.58 
1999 2474263850 ORIGGERS,OORAM 83019911612\880 2112/1999 2.11211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $8.58 t999 2474263850 DRIGGERS. DORA M 830199116121890 2113/1999 2I13{1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $S.58 

'!' •• , 



...... : :., -:. ,'. 

Medicare Reconsideration 
. .. 

. Q2Adrnjnistrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) October 5, 2007 

Servietton 11' f99-61201t'l? 
Paid P.roll A.,:;t . Yoar HICN BeneU"lal)l Hame · DCN Fmm Dale ToOale Prall 10 Proll Ham. Group Name 

1999 2474263850 DRIGGERS, DORA M 830299047113560 2112/1999 211211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEe: HEALTH CARE PA $B6.~ii\ . 
1999 2474263S5D. DRIGGERS. DORA M · 830299047113570 .211~1999 2/13J1999 09~3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $S6.!.'i 
1999 2414263S50 DRIGGERS, DORA M 830299046084410 211411999 2/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $66.98 
1999 2474263S50 DRIGGERS. DORA M 830299048084420 ."- 2115/1999 2115/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEAL TH CAR~ PA S8S.9B 
1999 247426385D DRIGGERS, DORA M 830299166057920 619/1999 61911999 0983211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $27S.B2 

1999 2474263850 DRIGGERS. DORA M 830299:168104430 61911999 . 019/1999 0993211724 THOr-JPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.15 

1999 247426528.1\ GREGORY, ELIZABETH K 630299155070850 611'1999 6111199!;1 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S93.00 

1999 247426528A GREGORY, ELlZA8ETH 1\ 830299159081940 .5119/1999 511911999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.58 

1999 247426528A GREGORY. ELIZABETH K ea0289'59081950 61111989 . 611/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 

1999 247427254A REDDEN. NATHENE 830299152247930 512611999 . 5126/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE bEE HEAlTH CARE PA $45.27 
1"'-""1 2474272B6C1 SAWYER. DOROTlIY L B302gg0971 07560 41511999 415/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe: DEE HEALTH CARE PA $7Ui4 

. 247421286Cl SAWYER. DOROTHY l · 830299098066300 -4/611999 .4/611999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $20.4B 
7999 247427286Cl SAWYER, DOROTHY l 830299098066310 4/611999 416/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 

1999 247~27286C1 SAWYER. DOROTHY l · 8302991030B6070 4f71t9!,l9 41711999 ~~211724 Tl-!OMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $85.51 
1999 2474Z7286Cl SAWYER. DOROTHY L 830299103086080' 4!8J1999 4/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 . PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $85.51 
1999 247427376A BOAN;8EHVL ; 630zgg120a8S290 4/27/1999 M27/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $21.77 
1999 247427376A BOAN,BEm'L 830299155070860 6/11.1999 611/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $85.51 
1999 247427376A BOAN,-BETTY L 830299155070870 61211999 . 61211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $65.51 
1999 247427376A SOAN. BETTY L 830299252089230 91211999 912/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $69:59 
1999 241427316A . SOAN, BETIYL 8302993-41272500 11/30/1999 11/3011999 099321 t -; 2,'- Tt-fOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S56.68 

-
'. 

~ 247427465A FOXE. CATHERINE 830299308239120 10/27/1999 10/2711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $109.89 
1999 247448152A PIERCE, STEVEN -- 630299145095960' 5120/1999 ·512011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.9) 

~~ 247460466A HENDRIX .. WALTER 830299132074230 5110/1999 511011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275;82 
1999 247460466A HENDRIX, WALTER • 830299136091230 5I101!999 5/10,11999 0993211724' THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 247460600A SAKER. DORIS 83029907707813Q .3(1611999 . 3116/1999 0993211724 THOMP$ONHUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 
1999 24-7460600A BAKER. DORIS 830299062104120 3/1611999 3(16/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S ~EF DE~ HEALTH CARE PA $15.70 
'999 247460600A BAKER. DORIS 830299082104130 311611999 311611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.07 
1~9 247460600A BAKER, DORIS. 630299062104140 311 ar1999 3/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON MUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.51 
1999 247460600A B.r>.KER. DORIS 8302990840B7~30 3/1711999 311711999 Q993211724 THOMPSON HUOH S PEE'OEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA .S8.05 
1 ......... "l 247460600A BAKER. DORIS .' , 830299OB4087940 3/17(1999 ;)(1711999 0993211724 H-IOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $1.61 

24.'1'460600A BAKER, DORIS 830299099077870 : 4nHggg 411f199g D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA .$29.26 
111\19 247~606OOA BAKER, DORIS 830299099017880 .. 4(7/1999 . 41111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PI>. $17.65 
1999 2ffi60600A BAKER. DORIS 830299132074250 5n11999 5n/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 24 -r.t60600A . BAKER, DORIS 1~30299~320742ao SnJi999 51711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA !~~ 1999 24'7~60600A BAKER. DORIS " &30299145096030 .. 511811999 511811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA .. $69.92 
1999 247ltS0712B . OAVIS! JOANNE 839799196001990 21211999 21211999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
1999 24.~e0712B DAVIS, JOANNE 83Q7991Q6002000 211711999 211711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $20AB 
1999 247-,4607126 DAVIS,.JOANNE B3979920400Z780 7120/1999 7/2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 
1999 247461053A MELTON. ELIZABETH H 830299112107860 4/2011999 4120/199B 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S79.27 
1999 2411461210M. PETERS, JAMES 830299035085060 1/~9/1999 1129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $310.77 
1999 247461364A . MCCULLOUGH. JAM~S 830299216107860 . 81311999 B1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S. PEE DEE HEALTl-l CAnE PA $96.40 
1999 2i1,~4613&4A MCCULLOUGH JAMES 830299228166280 . 811311999 .611311999 D99:l211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $69.92 
1999 2U4S\364A' MCCULLOUGH, JAMES 830299244244120 8125/1999 . Sf2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $295.91 

-. ,.-



Medicare Reconsideration 

YII:.( HICN Beneficiary Name OCN 

1999 24746155QA LEWIS,I,ENRY 630299181146470 
1999 24746'6~A GRAI1AM, ANNIE M 630199113015730 
1999 247461629A GRAHfl.M, ANNIE M 830199130135850 
1999 247461629A GRAHAM, ANNIE M 830299040074230 
1999 2474151629A GRAHAM, ANNIE M 830299214081720 
1999 247461629A GRAHAM. ANNtE M 830<99263226510 
1999 247461629A GRAHAM, ANNIE M 830299263226530 
1999 24746 Hi29A_ GRAHAM, ANNIE M 830299263226540 
199-9 247461701A COMBESS, JACKIE C 830299343264700 
1999 247-162266A TAYLOR, BOBBIe E 630299305270820 
H'~~ 247462266A TAYLOR, BOBBIE E 830299315268530 
~, 247462353A KING,ANNR 830299209127400 

19"59247463266A LOGAN, DONALD E 830299201274950 
1999 247463~80A ONEAL. EO WARD l '. 830299204083730 
1999 247465774A POOLER, MARIE Y 830299287251580' 
1999 247466034A BRYAN •. GRACE M 8302991B1146480 
1999 247466410A ZJMMERMAN EDMOND 830299040074240 

I 1999 247487454M WILDS. HARRY 8302900821(14240 
1999 247407454M WILDS, HARRY 630299116109090 

1999 247467454M WILDS, liARRY 830299115109100 

1999 2474a0469A BESS, CLARENCE 830299214081790 
1999 2474B0469A BESS,CLARENCE 630299214081800 
1999 247480469A BESS, CLARENCE 830299214081810 
1999 24748046911. BESS, CLARENCE 630299214061820 
,g99 247480469A BESS. CLARENCE 630299214061830 
1999 247480469,010. BESS, CLARENCE . 830299214081840 
1999 247480469A BESS. CLARENCE B3029QZ140B1850 
1999 24748221611. GREEN, LILLI!; M 830299132074300· 
1999 247482216A GR£EN. OLLIE M 830299132074310' 
1!'-~ Z47482216A GRE.EN, LILLIE M 630299132074320 
~ 2474S3335A MARnN. WILLIE J 830299189261390 
f-Ts'!f9 247.0483654A POWE. LENWOOO P 830299132074340 

1999 2414~488-4B BULL. OOROTHY 8302992:?!10~90 

1999 2474848846 BUll, DOROTHY 830299239096900 
1999 247545128A DEWITT, LOUISE B30299145096()70 
199& 247!S'5545M LANE, LEROY. 830299225230gBO 
1999 247:~5545M LANE, LEROY 83Q299225230990 
1999 24~5545M LANE. LEROY 830299228188290 
1999 247,545B55A DAMON, HELEN 830199279067700 
1999 247545655A DAMON, HELEN 830299033116050 
1999 247!5ll5S55A DAMON, HELEN 830299033116060 
1999 241~5655A DAMON, HELEN 830299067313130 
1999 241545655A DAMON, HELEN 830299265082780 

Q2Administrators; LlC . 
Dr. Hugh Thompson {D993211724} 

Services on 1/1199-6120/02 
From Oat. To Oate . ProvlD Pro" Name 

6124/1999 612411999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/511999 4/511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
216/1999 216/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
21611999 .21611999 OQ95211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
21911999 21911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
21511999 21511999 0093211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
217/1999 21711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
218/1999 21611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

11/29/1999 1112911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
_ 101261l999 1012611999 0993211'724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

1012611999 1012611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7123/1999 7f7.311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
7/1511999 711511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/1611999 7/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

1011311999 1011311999 0993211724 n-\OI',1PSON HUGH S 
612.111999 6121/H199 0993211724 TI-\OMPSON HUGH S 

2/4/1999 , 2/411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 3/22/1999 :3122/1999 09932117~4 THOMPSON HUGH S 

4120{1999 4120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 4/2011999 41Z0/1999 0993211724 Tf-(OMPSON HU<;I-\ S , 

_ 21811geg 218/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
219/1999 . 21911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

2110/1999 2110/1999 09g3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2111/1999 211111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211211999 211211999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGHS 
2/1511999 2115/1999 D993211724 TH0MPSON HUGH S 
211611999 211611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH-S 
412511999 . ,412!l/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4123/1999 4123/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4124/1999 4/24/1999 D9932117Z4 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6I301t999 6J3011990 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

51711999 51711999 0993211724 11 HOMPSON HUGH S 
8'1911999 811911999 D993211724 THOMPSON HWGH S 
.8/19/1999 8119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
51?0/1999 5120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG .. ' S 
8111/1999 8111/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S _ 
8/11/1999 811111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· 

. B/l1/199S . 811111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/1511999 2115/1991/ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1120/1999 1120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/2011~9 1120/1999 0993211724 THOIlAPSON HUGH S 
2/1511999 211511999 [)993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

91311999 9/3/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 

October 5, 2007 

Group Name Paid Pro\! Am1 ". 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $227.~? . 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA --S60.~=. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $8.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $61.94 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA S45.22 
PEf; DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4B.07 
P~E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.70 
PEE DEE HEAlTii"CARE PA $231.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH C;ARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE oee HEALTH CARE PA $76.56 
PE~ DEE HEALTH CARE PA ' $324.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.62 
PJ;E DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $3dS 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $403.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 -
PEE DEE HEAL TU CARE PA $164.46 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $0.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEAL TN CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PI:E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3135 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $:31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.J5 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $31.35 
PE;E DEE HEALTH CARE PA S31.35 
PEE'DEE HE:AL TH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTI-I CARE PA $275--:6Z 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $29.26 
f'EE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $11,91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.76 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2.28 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $68.06 
PEE DEE HEAL HI CARE PA $0.78 
PEE DEE. HEALTH CARE PA $66.84 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 



Medicare Reconsideration 

'(ear HleN Beneflcl8f)1 Name 

1999 24754B409A BRAilEY, SARAH 
'1!l99 247548409A BRAILEY, SARAl ~ 

19S9 24754B409A • BRAILEY, SARAH· 
1999 247548409A BRAilEY. SARAH . 
1999 247548409A BRAILEY, SARAH 
1999 247546409A BRAILEY SARAH 
1999 247548409A BRAILEY, SARAH 
1999 247548409A BRAILEY, SARAH 
1999 247541l409A BRAILEY, SARAH 
1999 247549874A SUGGS, KENNETH 
1<''l(j ~8~~ SUGGS, KENNETH 

247566136A MATTOX, SHIRLEY D' 
1~9 247566138A MATTOX, SHIRLEY D . 
IS~9 24756613811. MATTOX. SHIRLEY D 
1999 24756613811. MATTOX, SHIRLEY 0 
1999 24756698502 OEWITI. ALlCE B. 
1999 247567027A LINCOLN. Ll)CllL L 
1999 247567027A LINCOLN, LUCILL L 
1999 247567027A LINCOLN, LUCILL L 

1999 2415B2817A HARREll, GEORGE f< ' . 

1999 247582817A HARRI;:LL, GEORGE R 
·1999 247582817A· HARRELL, GEORGE R. 
.1999 247S92817A HARRELL. GEORGE R 
1999 247582817A HARRELL. GEORGE R 
1999 2475831S0A BULL JR, JAMES 
1999 247583603A 8ROWN. FRANCES 
1999 2475B40B1A WINDH,a,M. DORIS L 
1999 247584081 A WINDHAM. DORIS L 
\999 247584347A HAMMONDS. LEALER M 
long 2475843HA HAMMONDS, LEALER M 

247587557B8 GILBERT. ROSA B 
1~~1} 247~7575A MACK, MARYE 
1999 2476S9860A POOLE. BERNETHA W 
1999 24768986GA POOLE. BERNETHA W 
1999 2475B9860A . POOLE, BERNETHA W 
1999 247.l).a9S60A. POOLE, 8ERNETHA W 
1999 247~9860A POOLE. 8ERNETHA W 
1999 247647637A MACK MAGDALENE 
1999 24]'9;17637A MACI<:MAGQALENE . 
~9Q9 2471'i217637A MACI<, MAGDALENE. 
1999 2.17!i49S84A TARTE. JAMES' . 
1999 2476498B4A TARTE, JAMES 
199 9 2476.1;l7540A BRAND. VIOLA .. 

Q2Adminislrators, llC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) . 

$erviceson 1/1/99-6120/02 
DCt~ From Dale To Dale Pro~ 10 Pray Na''''' -
830299~59081990 614(1999 614(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299159082000 614(1999 614/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299193Q90530 7{611999 7f6l1999 D993211724 THOMPE;ON HUGH S . 

. 630299193090540 · 7/s/1999 716/1999 D99~211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299214061680 7/1111999 7/1111999 099321H2~ THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299214061890 7/1011999 . 711011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299214081900 719/1999 7/911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.. 830299214081910 7/12(1999 "7/12/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6302992390!l6910 8120/1999 8/20/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299077078140 3/1511999 3/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299084087970 3123/1999 3/23/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
630299114096280 611711999 6117/1999 0993211724 ll~OMPSON HUGH S 
830299174098290 6117/1999 611711999 0993211724 THOMPsbN HUGH S 

.. B3029~17409B300 6(171.1999 6/17/1999 09!'l3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299189261400 .' 711/1999 . 71111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8:10299118095470 4/22119~9 .. 4/2211999 0993:/11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299179246610 . 6/22(1999 , 612211999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299181146540. 6i22J1999 . 6122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSO~ HUGH S 
830299181146550 61221.1999 612211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630;19918308991}0 .6/29/1999 612~m9gg D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299238096920 81221t999 .812211999 D~3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299239096930 8/21/1999 8121/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299239096940 812<1/1999 812011999 0993211724 TI:iOMPSON HUGH S 
830299244244180 6129/1999 8123/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8302991590820<10 61311999 61311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299166067930 619/1999 . 6/9)1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
~[)29922B0701eo B/l0/11199 8/10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299362231950 121611999 .12/ti/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199277153300 8/1211999 8/1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630199336034790 . 8112/199B . 6/1211999 099321 H24 lHOMPSON HUGH S 
830299120086500 '4J2111999 4127/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299179246640 61t8l1999 611811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299259071010 · 91811999 91811999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299259071020 918/1999 9/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.. 830299259071030 . ·918/1999 9/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299259071040 9/8/1999 9(811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299263226800' 918f1999 ·91811999 D993211724 T""OMPSON HUGH S 
830299127095620 · 514/1999 514/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 6:10299127095630 · 514(1999 . 51411999 OQ93211724 THOMPS()N' HUGH S . 
. 630299201274970 711211999 7/1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

830299204083870 7/t911999 7/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299209127510 7119(1999 7119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201274990 7/1311999 .7/13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5,2007 

Uroup Nam .. 
.... 

Pard Prov Aml/ .' 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44. t 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $261~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.45 
PEE DEE HEAL n-t CARE PA $42.19 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $32.97 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $32.97 . 
PEe DEE HEALTH OARE PA $34.87 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.67 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $50.14 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $219.76 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.28 
pee DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.,,2 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $29.26 
PEEOEE HEALTH CARE PA' $260.95 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA $275.B2 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PI'. $289.51 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3~.64 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA 535.04 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.93 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.18 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $262.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $37.09 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 569.92 
PEE DEE HEAL 1H CARE PA . $41.07 

. PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA' $2.28 
PEe DEE HEAl Tff CARE PA S 129.:)4 
PEE DEE HEAl n-t CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.25 
PEE DEe HEAL TH CAR~ PA $11.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . S29!1.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $83.24 



Medicare Reconsideration Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

October 5, 2007 

'. ~" ... ' ... 1/11C>n "'J"Jf\/n') 
" Year HteN Beneficiary Name DCN from OalD To Dill" Proll1D PrDV Name Group Name PaId Prou AmI,'. 

19B9 247682416A LIGHTY, ELIJAH 830299263226670 9ni1999 gm1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CAR'" PA $295.~· 
1999 247705501A TILLER. CLAREN 830299132074410 5/611999 51611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S275.l\Z. 
1999 2477058190 JEFFERY. MARYETIA!; 830299181146580 . 6124/1999 6124/1999 DS93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
1999 247707724A THOMPSON, JUANITA F 6302990540B3200 2/1911999 2119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE.PA $73.11 
1999 247707724A THOMPSON, JUANfTA F 8~0299a54083210 211811999 2/18/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE OEE HEAL TN CARE PA $73.11 
1999 247709262A FAULK, MARION E 830299022105820 1/20/1999 112011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S !'PEE OE~ HEALTH CARE PA $26.01 
1999 2477092621\ FAULK, MARtON E e3029902210563(J 1/21/t999 1r2t11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $45.05 
1999 247709262A FAULK. MARION E . B302!i1902S089620 1/2211999 112211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGti 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $45.05 
1999 247709421 A WtLLlAMSON. LEO 830299214192190 712611999 712811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S51.31! 
1999 247709421 A WILLIAMSON. LEO 830299214192200 7/2811999 712811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.33 
1""Q 247709421A WILLIAMSON. lEO 630299214192210 . 7/2811999 7/2811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $275.82 

247709421A WilliAMSON, LEO 830299~17099730 7/281199g 7/28/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
fi999 247709421A WILLIAMSON, LEO 830299319005610 111$11999 1119/1999 099321172.4' THOMPSON HUGH S P~E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.70 

1999 247709421A WILLtAMSON, LEO 630299320006700 11/9/1999 111911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.70 
1999 247743833M TEDDER. ELLEN 83029917 4098310 611511999 . 611511999 0993211724- THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $295.91 
1999 247743997A GANOY.IOLA : 830199104055010 . 3/2311999 312311999 0903211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $56.38 
1999 247743997A GANDY, IOtA 830199104055020 3/2411999 3/24/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $56.38 
1999 247743997A GANDY,IOLA 830299161071500 . 6f7/1999 '617/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S95.40 
1999 247743997A GANDY. lOLA 6302~161071510 6/8'1999 61811999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TN CARE PA $33.14 
1999 247743997A GANDY. IOI..A . 830299161071520 6'811999 61811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 52.92 
1999 247743997A GANDY, IOlJl. 830299166104560. 6f7/1999 617/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALn, CAREPA. $14.65 
1999 247743997A GANDY. lOLA. 830299223095540 8/611999 8/611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.06 
1999 247744625A HARRIS, CATHERINE C 830299161071530 61811999 61B11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA -$9UJ8 
1999 2477630361\ RICHARDSON, MOSES' 630299161071540 6J8I1999 618/1999 0993211724 [HOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TK CARE PA $215.91 
\999 247763036A RICHARDSON, MOSES 830299174098320 6/1711999 6117/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $58.63 
1999 247763604A WILLIAMS. ELOISE .' 839799132002820 Sf7I1999 51711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HI,JGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $439.90 
1999 247763804A WILLIAMS, ELOISE 839799159001940 617/1999 617/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $93.00 
1999 2477645461\ THOMAS. SHIRlE S 830299103086140 41711999 41711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL T1-4 CARE PA, $219.78 
1999 247764632A EADDY. LOU A 830299166067970 Sl9/1999 61911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TH CA~E PA $275.82 
tonq 247764632A EADDY. LOUA 630299166067980 619/1999 619/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 -

247181136M WILLIS, EVELYN 63029908408B010 3124/1999 . 312411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.96 
~1I>'l1J 2<17781136M WILLIS. EVELYN 830299090103500 3/2611999 312611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL Ttl CARE PA $51.52 
'1999 ~Jl83453A GRAY, WILDAJ 830299239096950 8J~4/1999 812411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $223.98 
1999 :;141501735M JAMES, LAURA 630299320247320 111811999 .1118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $173.57 
1999 24'ffl24011A EDWARDS, ANNIE 8 . 830299265082810 9/1311999 9/1311999 0903211724 THOMPSON HUGH S. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $519,90 
1999 241824206M THOMPSON. MARY E 630299112108020 4/2011999 4'2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $21591 
1999 24'Zfl24206t.A THOMPSON, MARY E 830299112108030 4/20/1999 412011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL HI CARE PA $219.78 
1999 2~7624B9BA . GRAHAM, ERL1NE 830299168104610 611411999 . 6114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON' HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.38 
1999 241i!47375A GARDNER. ARLENA 830209095117080 3/3111999 3(31(1999 099321~724 rnOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
1999 ~7375A·. GARDNER. ARLENA 830299109091860 4/1511999 4/1511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $58.06 
1999 24T84737SA GARDNER, ARLENA . 830299109091870 411611999 '411611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $58.06 

'1999 Z4'1S47375A . GARDNER, ARLENA B30299109091B80 .4/1611999 4/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $1.00 
1999 247~47375A GARDNER. ARLENA 830299183090050 612911999 612911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $60.14 



Medicare Reconsideration Q2Admlnistrators LLC 
. Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

. Services on 111199-6120/02 

October 5,2007 

.' 
Vaa, HICN BenelEciary Na",e '. DeN , From Dale To Dale Prol/IO PIO" Nan.e:. Group Nlnte Palel Proy Am~ 

1999 247868510A HALL, WILLIE B302991(}9091910 411511999 4/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DeE HEALTH CARE PA $295.~1. 
1999 24798T077A . MILE.S, PATRICIA. M 830299097107650 41511999 41511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $195~ 
1999 24S031890C1 WARREN, .ALPHONSO· 830299141074020 . .. 5151\999 . 5/511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $222.87 
1999 2480319330 LEWIS, ULDINE P . 830299106102200 4/1411999 4/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PfE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $127.36 
1999 248031961A DOUGLAS, JESSE·. 830299152248250 5/2611999 5/28/1009 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA '$295.91 
1999 248031981A DOUGLAS, JESSE' 8302991590B2150 6f3!1999 6/311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.71 
1999 24B033464A LAMBERT, JAMES 830299062075840 311/1999 31111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH GAREPA $78.79 
1999 248033464A LAMBERT JAMES 830299067313240. 3/211999 31211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $85.51 
1999 2.01 B0334fi4A LAMBERT, JAMES 830299067313250 31211999 31211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $20.413 

1999 24S033464A LAMBERT, JAMES 830290067313260 31311999 . 313/1Qg9 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $85.51 
~ 2480348681\ COOM, THOMAS P 830299232101930 : Bf911999 819/1999 D993211724 THO~PSON HUGtI S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
h, 248041302A HILL, CAROLYN 830299209127610 7/2811999 7/2811999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $96.40 
1999 24B041302A . HlLL. CAROLYN . 83D299209127620 :712711999 7127/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG'" 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 

~J9 24B04t302A HILL CAROLYN .. 830299216108070 8/211999 . 812/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 
1999 2480413021\ HilL, CAROLYN 830299252089430 .' 91111999 9/111999 0993211724 THOMPSQN HUGH S PEE OEEHEALTH CARE PA S6O.26 
1999 248062752A EDWARDS, USA I 830299214081930- 111411999 1114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 248062752A EDWARDS, USA' 830299214081940 1'1611999 1/1611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUf3,H S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 248062752A . EDWARDS, USA I 830299214081950 1/1511999 1/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 248062752A EDWARDS, LISA I 830299214001960 1/17119e9 .111711999 0993211724 THOMPSON 11UGH S PEE DEE HEALn~ CARE PA $31.35 
1999 24B062752A EDWARDS. USA I 630299214081970 '1118/1999 ·111811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE IlEAL TH CARE PA . S29.45 
1999 248062752A EDWARDS, LISA I 830Z99214081980 111811999 111811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $22.17 
1999 248063976A KING, WILLE 83029913S097240 5110/1999 511011999 0993211724 THO~PSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1998 248064096A HICKMAN, SUDIE: M 830299225231040 81211999 . 812/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S21.77 
1999 24B070054A HARl.ESTON, ELIZABETH G 830299237110230 612311999 812311999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $75.58 
1999 24B070054A HARLESTON, ELIZABETH G 830299239095960 . 6123(1999 812311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE .. IEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
1999 24808170SA WAITER.S , WILLIE t< . 830299077078150 .3/12119~.~ 3112/1999 D9932117:l4 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $180.91 
1999 24808170SA Wi.\~TERS, WILLIE K 830~9232101950 81611999 . 8/611999 0993211724 THOMPsON 11UGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 2481019200 THOMPSON, EDNA B 830299209127630 7/2211999 712211999 D~3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DeE HEALTH CARE PA . $295.91 
1999 249122639A LEMMONS, VENICE !l30299120OS6330 !'l/2211999 4/2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE'PA $96.01. 

248122839A LEMMONS VENICE . 830299179246770 6122/1999 6122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA' $93.00 
1;':""'J 24\t>122639A LEMMONS. VENICE 830299183090080 612911999 612911999 0(193211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 24"81128447 A WARSAW. LURLINE L 830299209127680 7/2611999 7/::2611999 0993211724' THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $219.79 
1999 248'1 28447A WARSAW, LURLINE L 830299214192250' "7/2511999 '712611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE nEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 248128518B BURRELL, MATTIE 830299040074290 21811999 218.11999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $403.18 
1999 2@28863A HOOD,ANNA 830299209127690 . 7/2111999 7121/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
1999 24S.140298D GRAHAM. BESSIEM 830299168104670 .,6/14/1999 6114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 593,00 

'. 1999 2.c~40298D GRAHAM, BESSIE M 830299179246830 61231i999 512311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 ~1l140598D DElf'/llT, MARGARET· 630299217099760 7129/1999 7(29/1999 0993211724 THOMf'SON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH GARE. PA $124.89 
1999 24B146522A ODOM, EARLENE H 630299209127700 7/19(1999 7/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE I-IEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 2~a1465221\ ODOM, EARLENE H 830299225231050 811111999 8111/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CAR E PA $76.56 
1999 2'6146709D· DUTTON ELISE B B30290084088060 1I23/1999 3f2:i11999 099321"1724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $13.87 
1999 2tll.1467090 ~UTTON, ELISE 8 630299161071690 .. 61811999 . 61B11999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $519.90 
1999 2Ml146709D DUTTON, ELISE B 830299166065000 61111.1999 611111999 0993211724 . THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $95,36 .. 



Medicare Reconsideration Q2Administrators. llC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

October 5,2007 

e. "n 1/· 1/00 ~ ....... H"t ... J 
Year HleN Ben"flclary Name ~CN From Oat. To Oare ProvlO Pray flemll Group Name 

.. 
Paid Prov AIJIII, 

1999 2481467090 DUnON. ELlSE B 830299174098380 6118/1999 ... 611811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.4: . 
B30299161146760 4/2511999 .4/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEl\l TH CARE PA $127.11 .~ 2481467090 DUnON. ELISE B 

1999 2481467090 DUTTON. ELISE B 8302991B1146770 6125/1999 612511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA 596.4(") 
1999 248146709D DUTTON, ELISE B 83029918'114671l0 612511999 6125/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $19.94 
1999 248146709D OUTraN ELISE 8 alO299209127730 · 7/1611999 . 7/1611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE pp, . $29.26 
1999 246147427A SWANN, BONNIE H 830299132074490 517/199~ 51711999 0993211721 !THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $56.63 
1999 248147427A SWANN. 80NNIE 11 810299132074500 5'10/1999 5110/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
1999 248147427A· SWANN. BONNIE H 630299132074510 51711999 517f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PE;E DEE HEALTH CA~E PA $29.26 

. 1999 248147427A SWANN, BONNIE H 830299145096280 5120/1999 5/2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $29.26 

1999 248147421A SWANN. BONNIE H 830299152248310 5120/1999 5120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEAL T1"I CARE PA $41.22 
1"" 248156159A HICKMAN, OBIE B30299054063290 211711999 211711999 0993211724 THOMPSONHUGHS PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $-403.18 
~. 248156159A HICKMAN,OBIE 830299239098970 811111999 8/1711900 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $145.50 
~ 248186313A HOBBS.NEOP 830299085068170 '319/1999 3/9/191}9 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S pE;e oeE HEALTH CARE PA $76.58 

1999 248186534A DAVIS. EMERY 0 . B30299209127760 712311999 7f23/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.15 

1'999 2481B7512A DUPREE. PRESTON 830299189261510 71711999 7m1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.58 
1999 248204016D WATFORD. ELISE 630299112108080 · 4/20/1999 41201Hl99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE MEAL TH CARE PA $303.26 
1999 24B204016O WATFORD. EliSE , 830299112108090 ·.4/20/1999 .4f2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $260.21 
1999 2482040160 W.D.TFORD. EUSE 630299232101970 BJl7/1999 8/1711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $45.22 
1999 2462040160 WATFORD. ELISE 830299232101980 ·611611999 811611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $45.22 
1999 2482040160 WATFORD. ELISE 830299239096960 .8/19/1999 8/1911999 0993211724 n;OMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $85.51 
1999 2482040160 WATFORD. ELISE . 830299239095990 8120/1999 8120'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE I~EALTH CARE PA $45.22 
1999 2482040'60 WATFORD. ELISE ·830299239097000 · 8122/1999 8/2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $45.22 
1999 248204016D WP,lTFORO, ELISE 830299239097010 812111999 812111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DeE HEAl.. TH CARE PA $45.22 
1999 2482040160 WATFORD, ELISE 830299242222300 BI1Ell1999 Bll B/1999 D99321H24 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $45,22 
1999 2452040160 WATfORD. ELISE 630299267329600 · 9114/1999 9/14/1gg9 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $52.35 
1999 248204182A FLOWERS, ANNIE L 830299125095850 413011999 4/3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $150.20 
1999 2482042240 HARRELL. ETHR G .' 830299047113600 2111/1999 211111999 D9~3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DeE HEAlTH CARE PA .$21.D8 
1999 2462042240 HI'.RRELL. ETHEL G ·830299047113610 211211999 211211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $34.94 

·1999 2482042240 HARRELL ETHEL G 830299047113620 2113/1999 . 2/131191}9 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34,94 
1r--~ 2482042240 HARRELL, ETHEL G 630299141074050 5.11811999 5/1811999 099321H24 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3314 l-i . 2462042240 HARRELL. ETHJ;L G . 830299145096290 5.119/1999 5/19/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $33.14 
~999 24820422'10 HARREll, ETHEL G 830299152248350 5117/1999 5117/1999 09\13211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE PEE HEALTH CARE PA $32.02 

1999 2482042240 HARRELL. ETHE.L G 83029918'1146640 · 612411999 6124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON fjUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $32.70 
1999 2482Gtl062A WALKER. MADGE T B30199256081940 ·813011999 8130/1999 [)993211724 TI-10MPSON HUGH S PEE DE!: HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 248~OS2A WALKER, MADGE r 83[)199256061950 8/3111999 8/31/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 2482l]!062.D. WALKER. MADGE'T 830199~S6081960 9/111999 9/1,,999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CA,RE PA $2945 
1999 248206062A WAU(ER, MADGE T - 830199256081970 . 9/1/1999 9/111999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $1.90 
1999 2482fl6062A . WALKt::I<. MADGE T 830199:256081980 91111999 . 9/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.J5 
1999 24829B062A WALKER, MA~GE T 830199256081990 9'3/1999 91311999 D993211724 n-tOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $1.90 
1999 2462/}6062A WALKER. MADGE T 630299169105110 611011999 611011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
1999 24B2QS062A WAU<ER. MA.DGE T 93029924-4244360 8127/1999 8127/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999 2<iB206062A WALKEr< MADGE T . 830299244244370 ..8/28/1999 8/2811999 0993211724 Tl-IOMPSON HUGH S PE~ DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
19S!) 24B2S5062A WALKER, MADGE T 830299244244380 8129/1999 B/2911999 D993211724 THOMPSON·HUGH S PEE; DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $31.35 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear HleN eenefjci;~ Name 

1999 248206062A ~ WALKER, MADGE T 
1999 24a2062870 WILSON, AGNES 
1999 246207264A SCOTT, OTIS· 

1999 2492227560 ISEMAN. DOLORES M 
1999 24822275150 ISEMAN, DOLORES M 
1999 248228297A GREER. BENNY 

1999 248229037A JOHNSON, MELNO P 
1999 248229037A JOHNSON. MELNO P 

1999 2482604470 COE RUTHW 
1999 2482604470 COE, RUTHW 
19!'lH 2'162604580 HEARON HELEN , 

248260458D HEARON, HELEN 

'T~""" 2482604580 HEARON .. HELEN 
1999 24826G4SBD HEARON, HELEN 
1999 248260458D HEARON. HELEN 
1999 2482504580 HEARON, HELEN 

'999 248261834B GRAHAM, ROSA L 

~ 248283478A WilLIAMS, CORNEL 
1999 24B264227A WILLIAMS, JAMES 

1999 248264227A WILLIAMS JAMES 
., 

1999 248264227A WILLIAMS, JAMES· 
1999 2482643300 HOWLE PHOEBE F 
1999 2482643300 HOWLE,PHOEBE F , 
1899 2482643300 HOWLE, PHOEBE F 
1999 2482643300 HOWLE, PHOEBE F 
1899 2482643300 HOWLE, PHOEBE F 
1999 248277635M BLAIR. EVELYN 
1999 248277635M BLAIR, EVELYN 
1999 248277635M BLAIR, EVELYN .-

rl9!l9 24 B277635M BLAIR. EVELYN 
--1 . 24!W7635M BLAIR, EVE!. YN 
h.~ ... 2482f76$5M BLAIR, EVELYN 
1999 2482T7635M . BLAIR. EVElYN 
1999 248277635M BLAIR. EVELYN 
1999 24fl.;r7635M BLAIR. EVELYN 
1999 241t2i77635M BLAIR, EVELYN 
1999 241!!~7635M BLAIR, EVElYN 
1999 24~~77835M BLAIR'. EVELYN 
1999 248277635M BLAIR EVELYN 
1999 24&:a84588A BOAN.JOHN H 
1999 24~!85059A BROACH, COlT E 
1999 248285059A BROACH, COlT E 
t999 248323071A WOODHAM, JACK 0 

~.-' , 

Q2Administrators, llC 
Or. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Servfces on 1 (1/99-6120/02 

DeN From Dal .. To Date P'QvtD Pro", Nam" 
830299252089480 913(1999 9/~/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299097107780 4/511999 4/S/199g 0993211724 THOMPSON. HUGH s. 
830299125095860 4/3011999 4/3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

830299139107590 5113/1999 511311999 0993211724 THOMPSON· HUGH S 

630299193090560 7/7(1999 7f711999 D993211724 nlOMPSON HUGH S 
830299230104430 5!131199~ 5J13J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

830299228188350 8112/1999 8/12/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

8302992281aS360· 6112/1999 81.1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

630299320247440 11/9/1999 11/911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299322280020 11/9/1999 .nI9/1999 0.993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299141074060 5117/1999 .5117/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON H.uGH S 

. 830299H5096330 5/17/1999 5/17/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

830299145(J96340 5118/1999 . 5118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 830299145095350 . 5/19/1999 . 5il9111:)99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

830299147100970 .. 5120/1999 5120/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

830299'47100980 5/21f1999 5121/1999 D99:1211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
930299138097260 5111/1999 . 5111/Hl99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299040074300 2/2/1999 2(2/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029!:l15908~10 . (?I7/1999 6f711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

830299151071750 .6f7!1999 6f7/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83Q299181146860 ··.612211999 ·612211999 D993~11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199250062030 8(30(1999 6f3011989 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8301992560B204{) ·8131/1999 8/31/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830199256082050 9/1/1999 ·91111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299252089540 BJ~OJ1999 8/30/1009 D99321.1724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029934127~700 12/211999 12/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199185139700 4/2211999 412211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199165139710 4'2311999 4123/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299019114930 . 1114/1999 1114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
B302990191149'10 1/1511999 1/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
830299109091930 4/14/1999 4/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299109091940 .4il511999 411511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299109091950 411811999 4/16(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 830299110099940 4/1711999 4/17(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299112106130 4/19/1999 ·4/19f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8302991·12108140 4/2111999 <1f21/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299123113370, 412211999 412211999 0993211724. THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299123113380 412311999 . 4/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299123113J90 4f20/1999 4f2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029912709577Q 514/1999 51411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299237110340 811011999 8/1011999 D99321i724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299265082830 9(1511999 911511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299244244450 . 612511999 6125(1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group Nan,e PaUl Prov Am,U 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $29.<t 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $519.90 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $269.04 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $9J.0~ 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.07 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $Z75.82 -
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $183.41 
P~E DEE HEALTH CARE fA $59.37 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OEf: HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE.PA . $34.58 

PEE DEE liEAL TH CARE PA $34.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $275.82 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $403.18 
PEEDEE ~IEALTH CARE PA $275.62 
PEE DEI: HEAI.TH CARE PA S295.91 -
PJ;E DEE HEAL TH CARE PA :ji60.14 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $52.66 
PI"e DEE HEALTH CARE PA $52.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $54.57 
PI:E OEE HEAlTH. CARE PA $63.24 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 5219.78 
PEE DEE I-lEAL 1'1-1 CARE PA $to.07 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.29 
PEE DEE HEAL THCARE PA $61.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CAREPA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEe DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA $31.35 
PEE PEE rlEAl TH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.J5 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $275.82 
PI;E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE F'A $275.82 
PEE OE E rlcAl TH CARE PA $6.94 



Medicare Reconsideration 

:{aar HICN Beneficiary Naine DeN 
1999 246323289A RILES. GRACE C B302~9223095B90 

1999 248324395A ROSS. ROBERT D 630299159082230 
1999 248324683A TARTE, NORMA L 830299116095740 
1999 2483246B~A TARTE, NORMA L · 830299t27095780 
1999 248325778A MCKEVER, MOSES 830299239097020 
1999 248329083A. COTrINGHAM, DAISY 630299105102390 

.1999 248329906A PEAVY, CLARA 830199350066200 
1999 248329906A PEAVY, CLARA 830299112108160 
1999 248329908A PEAVY, CLARA 830299209127800 
1999 248329908A PEAVY,CLARA 630299230104500 
100Q -' 248360511A JORDAN, BLANCHE P 830299138097290 

24B360511A JORDAN. BLANCHE P · 830299214061990 
1999 248360511 A JORDAN, BLANCHE P · 830299214082000 
1999 248360511 A JORDAN, BLANCHE P 830299214082010 
1999 248400281 A WEATHERFORD, HOWARD .. 8302990p1327350 
1999 24!J4002B1A WEATHERFORD, HOWARD · 830299239097030 
1999 248402374A MEARS JOHN 0 830299138097310 

1
1999 248404312A LOCKLAIR, RUTH 630199090066490 
1999 '248404312A LOCKlAIR; RUTH 830199116;21860 
1999 248404312A LOCKLAIR, RUTH 830299027118740 
1999 24840487485 DUDLEY, BESSIE 8302011702B980D 
1999 248440976A MILEs", SALLIE B 

, 
8~O299202077430 

1999 24B440976A MILES, SALLIE B 6;10299259071270 
1999 248440976A MILES, SALLIE B 630299259071280 
1999 24B441246A HUTCHINSON JR. GEORGE.E 830299168104760 
1999 248441525A HUNT, ULUAN D 630299017078160 
1999 248441525A HUNT, LILLIAN D 830299132074630 
1999 248441525A HUNT, LILLIAN 0 830299132074640 
1999 246441527A SINGLETARY. ROBERT 830199069053710 
lOCI} 248441527A SINGLETARY. ROBERT 8301990980B2910 

11.1~8 
248441527A SINGLETARY, ROBERT 830299201275190 
24M6S547A HUTTO JR, GEORGE A " 8:\0299251:;'B92oo 

1999 2481'-655478 HUTrO, JOAN C 830199148003490 
1999 24Bil655478 HUnO,JOANe 630299061327390 
1999 248605178A DAVIS, MARll-IA L 830299061327420 
1999 24B505520A TEDDER, SANDERS J 830299040074350. 
1999 2o\!$05520A TEDDER, SANDERS J 830200112;08200 
1999 24a~6300A. HARRINGTON BEATRICE H S3D299077078170 
1999 248506739/\ WIGGINS, RUBY K 830199092069650 
1999 2.f1i506739A WIGGINS, RUBY K 830199092069660 
1999 248506739A WIGGINS, RUBY K 830299019115090 
1999 2~506739A . WIGGINS RUBY K 8a0299Q19115100 
1999 248fi06739A WIGG1NS, RUBY I< 630299019115110 ....... 

Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hu£h Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1f1 199-6120/02 

From 0,,10 To 0,,10 Pray 10 Proll Nama 

81911999 8/911909 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/4/1999 61411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 . 

412211999 412211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/4/1999 . 514/1999 0993211724 THOMPSONI1UGH S 

8/;24J1999 8124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/1311999 . 4/13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGI1 S 
7/2111999 7121/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4120/1999 4/20/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGl-i S 
.7J21 11999 7/2111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
411511999 4115/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/10/1999 . 5/10/1999 0993211724 ;HOMPSON HUGH S 
·41611999 416/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
'41711999 41711999 0993211724· THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 4/Q/1999 ,4/8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 

.212611999 2/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8/18/1990 8/18/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.5111/1999 5111/1999 D993211724 TI-lOMPSON HUGH 5 
'1/2211999 '112211999 0993211724 Il'HOMPSON HUGH S 
· .1123/1999 112311999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

112411999 112411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
· 121911999 '2/911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

7/1/1999 . 7/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
918/1999 . 91811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. '9/8/1999 . 91811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
611411900 611411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 

. 3/11119~ 3/11/1999 D993211724 TI10MPSON HUGH S 
4127/1999 4/2711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/25/1999 4/2611999 D99321-1724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

118/1999 118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
lIBI1999 1/8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

7/13/1999 711311999 09S3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6126/1999 6/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

· 4/2811999 412811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
212511999 2/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/24/1999 212411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

2/5/1999 21511999 0993211724. THOMPSON HUGH S 
4119/1999 4/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3(1611999 311611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2116/1999 211611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/15/1999 211511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/14/1999 1114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
li13/1999 1113/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 . 
111511999 1/15/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group Name Paid Pro~ A~i, 
PEE DEE I-IEAL TH CARE PA $76. ' 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $29~ 9,1 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $21.77 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $37 AJ 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE"~ $76.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $356.05 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47(}7 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ·531.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 529.45 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $156.10 
PEE DEE HEALTI-l CARE PA $72.66 
PEE DEE HI:'ALTII CARE PA $31768 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.29 
PEE DEE HEAllll CARE PA $40.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2{68 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.59 
PEE'DEE HEAlTH CI\RE PA $93.00 
PEE nEE HEALTH CARE PA .-~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $71.64 
PEE OEE I·IEAL TH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $37.09 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $336:~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.49 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH GARE'PA- $403.16 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $403.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.71 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.76 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.:19 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4029 
PEe DEE HEAL TI-! CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEAL TI-1 CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear HICN Beneficiary Name 

999 248506739A , WIGGINS, RUBY K 
1999 248506739A WIGGINS, RUBY K . 

1~99 248506739A WIGGINS. RUBY K 
1998 248506739A WIGGiNS. RUBY 1< 
1999 24B506739A WIGGINS, RUBY K 
1999 248506739A WIGGINS, RUBY K 
1999 248506739A WIGGINS. RUBY K . 
1999 248506739A WIGGINS, RUBY K 
1999 248S06739A WIGGINS. RUBY K 
1999 248507666A SPIVEY. ROBERT , . 2~506479A HARRIS. NANCY 
-t_~24a524546A ANDERSON. LlLUE M 
1999 248563454D DIXON ELVIRA' 
1999 2465634540 DIXON. ELVIRA 

, 

1999 2485634540 DIXON, ELVIRA 
1999 24S56471SA L YDE. GRACIE' 
1999 246564715A L 'fOE, GRACIE 
1999 248564715A LYDE. GRACIE' 
1999 248564715A L 'fOE, GRACIE· 
Hl99 246564846A SMITH, MARY H. 
1999 248564846A SMITH, tAARY H 
1999 248~67433A WILLIAMSON. lUBY 
1999 248602651 A LIGHTY, BERNETHA M 
1999 2486021121A SNIPES, ANNIE RUT ". 
1999 246602821 A SNIPES. ANNIE RUT 
1999 2486G2851D MOSES; TERESA 
1999 24860298SW GAINEY. FRANCES . 
1999 24860401BA WARREN,· ELVIRA 
1999 248604018A' WARREN ELVIRA " 

l' . 248604018A WARREN, ELVIRA 
-;-. 248e04D16A WARREN, ELVIRA 
1999 248820t 13A SAMUEL. HA TIlE. 
1999 248820113)1, SAMUEL. HI>. TTIE '. 
1999 24~1065A GAINEY. VERGIA J 
1999 2486~4548A GAINEY, EDWARD 
1999 248eZ4548A GAINEY. EDWARD 
1999 248669B71A ABBOTT. JOYCE .' 

1999 248680599A LLOYD. CREOLA 
1999 248!i~0599A LLOYD, CREOLA 
1999 24~~®599A LLOYD, CREOLA 
1999 24a~OO742M MACK, INEZ 
1999 24B6B0742M MACK. INEZ 
1999 24f!~~074ZM MACK, INEZ 
'. ,~ 

DeN' 
8302990460844 60 
83029904 B084470 
830299054083500 
830299161071600 
830299161071810 
830299214082060 
830299214082070 
8302992140820BO 
83Q299214082090 
830299147101010 
830299139107660 
83029921408~100 
830299159082310 
830299159082320 
63029916'011890 
830299020105580 
830299021100690 
B30299022106030 
830299025089850 
630~99183090170 
B302S9183Q90180 
830299116095780 
830299341272770 
83{}29914509~S50 

830299147101020 
830299239097040 
830299120086390 
830299048064490 
B3D2992141924~0. 

830299216"108170 

Q2Administrators, lLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1/1199-8/20/02 

From Dete To Dale I'roll 10 Prov Name 
21151\999 2115/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGFfS-
211611999 ·2/16/1999 0995211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
21 Ht1999 211111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61711999 61711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
ef711999 .61711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 2121/1999 212111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH'S 
212011999 212011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
2119/1999 2I19/1S99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/18/1999 · 211811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

· 5124/1999 5/2411999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
511311999 · 511311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

4/2/1999 4!;111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
'. 6(7/1999 617r1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

,Sf7J1999 617[1999 D~3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61711999 617/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

111811999 '111"'1999 0993211724 Tt-IOMPSON HUGH 5 
111911999 111911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112011999 1120[1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH'S . 

· 111911999 ' 1/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S .' 
'6/2811999 '6/28/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

· 612811999 6128/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4121/1999 412111999 099321172~ THOMPSON HUGH S 
12/1/1999 · 121111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
511911999 · 5/1'911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.5126/1999 512611999 10993211724 THOMPSON I~UGH S 
8124/1999 6124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON H~~H S .-
4127J1999 4127111)99 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211511999 .21151.999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
712611999 712611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGI-i S 

8/3/1999 8/311999 09932117~4 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299217099790 . 8/311999 813(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON I:iUGH S 
830299183090200 6128/1999 6128.'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
830299183090210 . 6/2811999 6/28/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299040074370 215/1999 21511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299161071920 6J8/HHl9 618/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.. 830299161071930 616/1999 1lI8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201275210 7/13/1999 711311999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S" 
83029913B~7350 5111/1999 5/11/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299139107SeO 5/12/1999 5/12/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group to/a me . Paid Prall A":f' '. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $38.' 0. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $38.~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $69.92 
PEE DEE HEAI.TH CARE PA $68.83 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA· $20.45 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $29.45 
PEE DEE HEALTH C'&'RE PA $31,35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $57.48 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CA.RE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295_91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $38.20 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $J8.20 
PEE'OEE HEALTH CARE PA .$~~ 
PEE DEE HEAL TI-1 CARE PA. $20.48 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTf-I.CARE PA. $32·1-62 
PEE DEE HEA~ TH CARE PA 572.50 
PEE; DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OE~ HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE,OEE HEALTH CARE PA - $2~4.15 
PEE DEE HEAt-TH CARE PA $403.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $223_98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $76.56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE P.A $95.38 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA 511.\3.41 
PEE DEE HEAl. TH CARE PA 5295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA .$403.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA Fl.77 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $6.94 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 516.99 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 

830299139107590 5114/1999 511411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CAR[; PA $60.14 
830200001251700 12/1711999 1211711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA !i50.02 
S302ggo~OO743g0 21111999 2/111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $403.1B 
630299179247090 6/231.1999 ,6123/1999 OS!'I3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TI t CARE PA -~ 



Medicare Reconsideration 

Year HICU Bene,",,;a!):: Nama 

1999 248680742M MACK, INEZ 
1999 248680742'-' MACK, INEZ 
1999 248680B42A PREVATTE, JOHN C 
1999 24B680842A PREVATTE, JOHN C 
1999 24B681215A DARGAN, MALICHI J 
1999 248682950A CROSBY, I<ATHRYN F 
1999 248682950A CROSBY, KATHRYN F 
1999 248683807A ROBINSON, L J 
~99g 248683807A ROBINSON. L J 
1999 248683B07A ROBINSON, L J , 
< - -':I 2486S3807A ROBINSON, L J 

24B693807A ROBINSON, L J 
~9fi9 248683807A ROBINSON, L J 

1999 24874 B066A SMITH, JAMES C _ 
1999 24874B066A SMITH, JAMES C 
1999 248749193C1 ALFORD, ROLAND F 
1999 248749193C1 ALFORD ROLAND F. 
1999 248749193Cl ALFORD, ROLAND F 
1989 248749193Cl ALFORD, ROLAND F 
1999 24S826825A MCLEOD, CALPERT AM' . 
1999 248826825A MCLEOD, CALPERTA M ! 

1999 248826825A MCl,;EOD, CA.LPERTA M -1999 248826825A MCLEOD, CAlF.ERTA M 
1999 248826825A MCLEOD, CA.LPERTA fool 
1999 249013195A HUTCHINSON. GLADYS H . 
1999 24901319511. HUTCHINSON, GLADYS H 
1999 24901319SA HUTCHINSON GLADYS H 
1999 24901319SA HUTCHINSON, GLADYS H 
1999 249013195A HUTCHINSON, GLADVS H 
1 .... ~., 249013195,11. HUTCHINSON, GLADYS H I-

Tess 
2490194710 WilliS, MARY F 
249(1589190 PARKER, NONA M 

1999 2<l9t1S8S190 PARKER NONA M 
1999 20('9(1569190 PARKER, NONA M 
1999 249076980A DUTTON. J EVELYN 
1999 2~77191D SPROTT, ADDIE 
199 9 24gpg4506A SHEPARD, LOUISE G 
199 9 2~94506A SHEPARD, LOUISE G 
1999 24e094506A SHEPARD, LOUISE G 
1999 249094500A SHEPARD, LOUISE G 
199 9 249~06915A MCCANTS ALBERTUS 
199 9 2.('1106915A MC(,..ANTS; ALBERTUS 
199 9 24~25447A BRYANT. MOTTlE P 

, . 

q2Administralors, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1/1/99-5/20/02 

DeN From O.te To Oale PrGV 10 PrGV NBln. 

830299244244640 6125/1999 . 8/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299362232170 . 12113/1999 12/13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299077078200 .3/9/1999 319/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S .' 
830299225231150 8/411999 8(411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299139107700 5113/1999 511311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299174000520 6117/1999 6/1711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8302951174098530 612/1999 81211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299127095880 5/511999 5/5/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299132074680 51611999 516/1900 09932.11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299132074690 . 5/4/1999 514/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299216108180 8/311999 8(311999 Q993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299225231170 81311999 B13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299333210800 11/2311999 11/23/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299351~63680 121B1199S 12(8/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 
839799166000310 6/911999 619/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299112108250 412011999 4J20(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299112108260 4/1 911999 4/19/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
830299112108270 . 4121/1999 4121/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299120086400 4(28/1999 4/28/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201275220 7/1511999 7/15/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8302.99201275230 7/1511999 711511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8302992014!75240 7/15/1999 7/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201275250 7/1511999 7/1511999 0993211724 THOMpSON HUGH S . 
8302992040S4120 7/1511999 7/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

. 830299252089640 . 9/3/1999 913/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299267111110 91711999 91711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299267111120 91711999 gn/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299267111130 918(t999 9f8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
830299267111140 9/BI\S99 9/811999 OOS3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299336251470 12J1I~999 1211/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299020105600 1116/1999 1f1 BJ1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299145096580 5118/1999 5118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299~970B2170 7/13(1999 7/1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299244244670 am/1999 . al27f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299118095610 4/21f1999 4121/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299252069650 .. 613111999 . 8131/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199112009540 213/1999 213/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199112009650 214/1999 . 214/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON I'IUGH S 
830299081327590 2/2411999 2124/19g9 D993211724 THOMPSON' HUGH S 
830299214082110 21511999 215/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299139107740 . 5/1311999 511311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299152248440 5/2611999 512611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299168104950 819/1999 SI9J1999 099~211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group Nam. Paid Prov Ami'{ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60·1 
PEe DEE HEAI.TH CARE PA $100.1t}" 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PI;E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALT-H CARE PA $324.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.94 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $96.40 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $95.38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $124.89 
PEE DEE HEAL HI CARE PA·.:- $96.40 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $69.92 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $124.89 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $65.34 
PEE OEEHEALTI-I CARE PA $275_82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.36 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $85.51 
PEE DEE HEJI.i. THCARE'PA - $85.51 
PEE DEE HEAL TifC·ARE PA- $85.51 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEJI.L Tli CARE PA $51.38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $21.84 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $51.38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $77.08 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $9.66 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $161 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.24 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE P,t\ $42.03 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $83.24 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $96;40 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE'PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE pEe HEALTH CARE PA -

~~ PEE DEE HEALTH CARE'PA $3135 
PEE DEE HEALTI'l CARE PA $347.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $215.82 
PEE DEE KEAL TH CARE'PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 



Medicare Reconsideration 

(ear HICN Beneficiary Name [leN 

1999 249129012A FLOWERS JR. ALBERT L 830199098062850 
1999 249128012A FLOWERS JR. ALBERT L, 630199098062860 
1999 249126Q12/\ FLOWERS JR. ALBERT L 630199098062670 
1999 249128012A FlOWERS JR, ALBERT L 830199098082880 
1999 249128012A FLOWERS JR. ALBERT L 830199118030760 
1999 249128012A FLOWERS JR, ALBERT L ' 830199116030770 
1999 249t2B012A FLOWERS JR. ALBERT L 830199118037610 
1999 249126D12A FLOWERS JR, ALBERT L 8301991,16037620 
1999 24912B012A ' FLOWERS JR. ALBERT l 830299022106110 
1999 24912B012A' FLOWERS JR. ALBERT L 830299022106120 

1 249128012A FLOW ERS JR, .C,lBERT L . 830299025089940 -
,J 249128012A FLOWERS JR. ALBERT L 830299{)271188&l 

1999 249128012A FLOWERS JR, ALBERT L' 830299027118870 
1999 24~H28012A flOWERS JR. ALBERT L 830299027118880 
1999 249128012A FLOWERS JR, ALBERT L 830299026090450 
1999 249128012A' FLOWERS JR, ALBERT L 8.30299032064130 
1999 24912B012A FLOWERS JR. AL8ERT L 830299032064140 
1999 2-(91359£2A JOHNSON WILUA W 830299204 084130 
1999 2.491444700 DAVIS. CARRIE C ' 830299OOB060630 

1999 249146338A HAGER. MARGARET P 830299127095890 
1999 249146338A HAGER, MARGARET P " 830299201275260 
1999 249146338A HAGER. MARGARET P , B30299201275270 
1999 249146338A HAGER. MARGARET P 830299209127910 
1999 249146338A HAGER. MARGARET P 830299333210B30 
1999 249147868A '. BONAPARTE. LEROY' 830299179247180 
1999 2491478SBA BONAPARTE, LEROY , 830299357390430 
1999 2491479650 SAMUEL AMANDA 830299085068310 
't999 249165345A 'ALLSTON ALLARD 830299112108370 
1999 249185345A AllstON, ALLARD ~30299112tOB380 
1" -, 249165345A ALLSTON. ALLARD 83029911B095860 

249165345A ALLSTON, ALLARD . 8302.99120086450 
~89 249~l?p345A AlLSTON, ALLARD 830299127095900 

1999 2491~387D DUTTON. NADjNE 830299189261640 
1999 249~3870 DUTTON. NADINE, 830299214082130 
1999 24922.15B8A FREEMAN. JAMES a 8302S91471 01060 
1999 2492~3963A PINCKNEY JR. OTIS 830299225231220 
199 9 249~~963A PINCKNEY JR. OTIS 830299228188420 
199 9 249~624A PRINCE; LAVAN 830299118095900 
199 924924.12390 GALLOWAY, ELOISE W . 830299147101080 
199 92492M239D GALLOWAY. ELOISE W 830299147101090 
199 92492412390 GALLOWA.Y, ELOISE W' 830299147101100 
199 9 24~~239D GALLOWAY, aOISE W 630299174098640 
199 9 249a4~2390 GALLOWAY, ELOISE W 830299313272480 

".:, .,' 

Q2Administrators. lLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

SelVices on 111/99-6120/02 

From Date To O~IQ Prov 10 Prey Name 
'1/23/1999 .1/23/1999 0!l93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

1124f1999 1/24/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON' HUGH S 
' 1125/1999 112511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGII 5 
112711999 1127/1900 OQ93211724 THOMPS0N I-!UGH S 
112611999 1f26/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112211999 1122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON' HUGH 5 ' 
112011999 1/20/19GG D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112111999 1f2111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112011999 1120/tS!!!) D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

' 112111999 1121/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/22/191:f9 112211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11231191:f9 1/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1124/1999 112411999 rnl93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/25/1999 '1/25119S9 D993~11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112811999 1/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

' 1127/1999 1/2711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. '1126(1999 1/28(1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

7115/1999 711511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
l/B/1999 11611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

'·4/3011999 4/3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HllGH S 
7(14/1999 . 7/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7(14/1999 7/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/14/1999 7/1411999 09~211724 THQMPSON HUGH S 

'1112311999 t 1123/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
612111999 6121119B9 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1216(1999 " 121611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3125/1999 3125f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4120{1999 4120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
412111999 4121/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4121/1999' 4/21f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
412211999 4/2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

51411999 5J4f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7Jal1999 7}611999 0993211724 TI-fOMPSON HUGH S 

1/22/1999 1122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5125f1999 5/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8110f1999 8/10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Groujl Name Paid Pray Am 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~!l .~ 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $9. 
PEE DEE ~IEAL TH CARE PA $8.56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $6.56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $B 56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE FA SB.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA SB.S8 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $8,58 -
PEE DEI: HEALTH CARE PA Snl1 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $73.~ 1 

' PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE Dee HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE:: PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $26.71 
PEe DEe HEALTH CARE PA $BB.22 
PEE DEE HEALTK CARE PA $5:1.80 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $10Q.89 
PEE bEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE f-IEALTH CARE PA $75,58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ' $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $1694 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28,24 
PEE nEE HEALTH CARE PA $219,78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53,68 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.86 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE P/\ $295.91 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $54.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.60 

81111f999 8/11/19~ D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE'HEALTH CARE PA ;~ ·4/2311999 412311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295,91 
5125/1999 5125/1999 0993211724 THOMPsON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $164A6 

.512511999 . 512511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $0.78 

. 5/2511999 5/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEEOEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
6117/1999 6/17/Hl99 D993211724 ' THotAPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $29,26 
11/211999 11/211999 D993211124 THOMPSON HUGHS, PEE nEE HEALTH CARE PA '---- _ S75·~L 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear HICN Beneflclar)l Name DCN 
1999 249248567 A' SEGARS SIDNEY B;102992Q9127950 

1999 2~9249472D GARNER, RETHA R 830299244244 no 

1999 249257518A CAMPBELL', GWENDOLYN l 630299138097390 

1999 24925751BA CAMPBELL. GWENOOL YN L 830299138097400 
,999 249257S1BA . CAMPBELL. GWENOOl YN L 830299139107750 
1999 249257518A CAMPBELL. GWENOOL YN L 830299139107760 

1999 249257518A CAMPBELL. GWENDOLYN L' 830299139107770 

1999 2492604000 NETTLES, ALBERT 830199069053740 

1999 2492604000 NETTLES, ALBERT 830299019115210. 

19Q9 2492604000 NETTLES, ALBERT 830299020105620 
1 • 2492604000 NElJLES, ALBERT , 830299021100730 

-' NETTLES, ALBERT 830299022106140 , . 2492604000 ". 
1999 2492604000 NETTl.ES, ALBERT 830299025089950 

1999 2492604000 NETTLES. ALBERT 630299106102570 

1999 2492604000 . NETTLES. ALBERT 830299179Q87090 

1999 2492604000 NETTLES. ALBERT 8302991790!l7100 
1999 2492604000 NETTLES. AlBERT 830299179087110 

1999 24Q263S75A TOUCHBER. M L 830299179247220 

1999 249263575/\ TOUCHBER. M L 630~99;:!52.08B720 

1999 249263575A TOUCHBER. M L B302992632j!7770 

1999 249257624A BlA..THERS WESLEY W . . 630299054083660 

1999 2492676241\ BLATHERS, WESLEYW 630299054063670 

1999 249267624A. BLATHERS. WESLEY W 8302990540B3680 

1999 249267624A BLATHERS. WESLEYW 830299062075960 

1900 2.49278728M INGRAM, MElL 630299244244730 

1999 249278726M INGRAM. MELL 830299244244740 
1999 249278728M INGRAM, MElL 830299263227790 
1999 249218728M INGRAM, MELL B30299313272490 
1999 249281833A THOMPSON, ANNER P B30299183090320 
1 ... ·~ 249281833A THOMPSON, ANNER p. 830299189261650 

'1" 24~320617A SHUMATE FRANCES IB019911 B04{)73Q 
1009 2493.20817A SHUM.a.TF.:. FRANCES 830199116040740 
1999 248:f20617A SHUMATE FRANCES B30199118040750 
1999 249~20617A SHUMATE, FRANCES . 830299090103920 
1999 2m20617,A. SHUMATE. FRANCES 830299095117380 
1999 24~3,20617A SHUMATE, FRANCES 830299095117390 
1999 249320617A SHUMATE: FRANCES 830299097107860 
i999 24!!:n0611A SHUMATI:, FRANCES 630299097107870 
1999 249321242A OAVI~, BERTHA 830299193090680 
1999 241>a21242A DAVIS BERTHA 830299195060120 
1999 24~n1525A ARRANTS, NELLIE 8302991231134BO 
1999 24Sl21525A ARRANTS NELLIE 830299174098650 
1999 24~22405A GARDNER. BETTY A . 830299244244800 .. 

Q2AdministralOrs, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 1J1f99-6/20/02 

From D .. la . To Data Prov 10 Pro", th.me 
712111999 . 7/2111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8125f1999 8125/1999 099321'1724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/10'1999 5/10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
5/1111999 . 511111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
5114119S9 5/1411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/1311999 511311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5112/1999 511211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
'1/.1'311999 . 111311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/1311999 .111311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1118/1999 1/1811999 0993211724, THOMPSON HUGH S . 
1119/1999 1/19/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 

1/2011999 112011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
111911999 1/i9'lM9 099321172<1 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/13/1999 4/1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/20/1999 6120/1999 095)3211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

. "6/1911999 6119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/18/1999 6116/1999 0$93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6118/1999 6(18/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

9rTI1S99 9n/1999 0993211n4 THOMPSON HUGH S 

91911999 919119S9 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211911999 2/1911999 0993211724 THO!vtPSONHUGH S 
211811999 2116/1999 0993211724 THO~P50N HUGH S 
2117/1999 21171199£1 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211811999 . 211a/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
812711999 8127/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8127/1999 612711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
911511999 9/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 1111/199g 11/1111199 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6129/1999 6(29'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

7/6/1999 '71611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3130/1999 3130/1999 o 9932 H724 THOMPSON HuGH S 
. 4/111999 4/1/1999 D9932t1724 THOMPSON HUGI-I S 
3131/1999 . 3/31/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
313011999 3(30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/31/1999 313111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.4/111999 4/111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/211999 41:2/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON I1UGH.S 
41511999 4/511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
71B11~99 . 11BI1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 7/811999 11811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 4/29,.j9~9 4129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/29/1999 4129!19!H1 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8/25/1999 812511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

October 5, 2007 

Group Nama p"idPr\~[ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295 ... 
PEE DEE HEAL THCARE PA $295.!N. 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $7164 
PEE DEE HEAL 111 CARE PA $7~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE DEE HEAt TH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 54.29 -
PEE; DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.1B 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $42.03 
PEE DeE HEALTH CARE FA $42.03 
PEE nEE HEALTH CARE PA . $42.03 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275:82 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA . $46.17 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $46.17 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $46.17 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEe HEALTH CARE PA . $13.87 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 14782 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $86.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $86.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $20.48 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $30.25 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2.28 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $32.53 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $~g. 

. PEe DEE 11EALTH CARE PA $40.29 
PEE [lEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OEE IiEAL nl CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA ---

$71.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA -

$85.51 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $302.86 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $275.82 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $81.69 



Medicare Reconsideration Q2Adminislrators, LLC . 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1J1I99-6120f02 

October 5, 2007 

1999249342755rf ROGERS.RELATIAW 830299147101110 5/25/1999 5125/19990993211724 THOMPSQNHUGHS PEEOEEHEALTHCAREPA $60.1\l 
1999 2493427550 ROGERS, RELATIA W 830299174098660 611711999.6/1711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH s peE DEE HEAL Tri CARE f'A $35.1B 
19992493427550 ROGERS RElATIA W 630299174098570 611611999 6116/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.19 
"';1~99~9~24~9~3~44~6~1'!:5~A"-+T!:-O~B~I~A~S~, =07AV;:;'. I~O;:';E~...:..:...---t~83;'::O:;;2;;99~3:;-;5;'il-';';2~63~7;;:5~O;--;1":;2J=;;:8;;J1~99;;;;;El . 1:218J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
1999249344742A BRYANT, JUNIE B 8302991610720BO 61711999 617/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $.169:~ 
19992.49344742A BRYANT. JUNIE B 83029916107209061711999 617/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE Dee HEALTH CARE PA $99.10 
1999 249345294A HOWE, CHARt,ES W 830199229008900 61811999' 618J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $6.58 
1999 249345294A HOWE, CHARLES W 830299120086510 4/2611999 4/2611999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGI1 S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.76 
1999 249345294A HOWE, CHARLESW . 830299161072120 .. 61811999 6/8[1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
l' 249345294A. HOWE, CHARLES W 630299161072130 SI8/1999 6/8[19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35:18 

f-; .... 2493452S4A HOWE. CHARLES W 830'299168105140 6/10/1999 6/10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSOIIJ HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARe: PA $43.76 
1999249345294A HOWE, CHARLES W 830299168105150: 6/9/1999 6/9119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.76 
1999 249345294A HOWE. CHARLES W B30~9168105160 - 6111/1999 611111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.76 
'1999249345294A HOWE CHARLES W . 830299239097070 8124/1999 Bl2411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PP. $41.86 
1999 249345294A HOWE. CHARLES W . 830299239097080 Bf24/1999 812411999 D993211n4 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA $1.90 

t1tl9~9~9tl2~49~3~4i5~29~4;A~'iH~OgW~~E~, C~H~A~R~l~e:~S~W~~~===::::~8~3~0~2~99~2~4~42.~4~4~83~Ot~jB~12~51g1~9~9~9~j8~/2~5~/1~9~9~9 ~D~9~93~2;.;.1 T.17~2:74 +T~H~O~M!f.P~SeO~N:T+-iH~U~G:HH~SHI;,PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA . $40.85 
1-1.!.;9~9~9~2;::4~9~34~5~4~8!!lA~. ~A~N~D~E~R~S~O~N;...:;J.;;;O~H~N;;:N~IE:=-....,.._E;8~30~1:.-;9;;;9~3~55~0468~~2~0~---;2;7'21~1!l~!I;;9;1 __ 2i~21i:i1~99~9~0~99~3~2~1~17~2;:;4+TH~O~M~P*SO~N~H,;:U7,G~H~S~;:;P2EE~0~E~E:..;H-;;E~A;.;l=:;T,;.:I-\~C~A;;R~E~P~A:;-+-___ ~$~~ 

1999 249345481A ANDERSON JOHNNIE 830299039114890 21211999 21211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 

~1~9~9;9~2;49~3~4;~;8~~~A~A~~~E~R~S~O~N~.;J;O~H~N~N~~~·~~853~Oi~~9~1~6~10~7~2~14~0~~6~/~~1~9~9i9~~6~ffi~f1~9~9~9r~OOO~117~ ~OMPS~~GHS PE~DEEHEAU~CAREPA. $2~~1 
1999249345793A WEATHERFORD. LAUREL E 830299D40074400 21211999 212119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $401.12 
1999 249347228A JONES MARY H 830299201275310 . 7116/1999 . 7/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
1999 249347228A JONES, MARYH . 830299201275320 . 7/16/1999 7116/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.38 
1999249347228A JONES. MARY H 8302992012.75330 7/1611999 7/16119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $16.33 

1-1!..;9~9~9~2::;49~3~4~72~2~8~A-I:J!':O;:!:.N~E~S:"", :::M~A=R-:-:Y-:-H:-------l~8:::3~O;:29~9:;;2~04';-;O~B~4:;';18~O;-l--:7~/l;-;6J;:;:1;;9~99~'-:;7;-;-'J1:-;:6J;:;:1~9;:99~D;:99:::3~27:11;':;7~247f,:;~;:;7,:0:7M:;;P~S:'::O~N~H:-;:U;:;'G;::'.~H~S:-+~P:='E E~D~E~E"';"H;;::E-;";'A7=:L T~H~C:;:AR~E~PA~-l-----:$~2~95~;9::;' -
1999249348441A BOAN,FRANCES 830299230104680 .8116/1999 B116f1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PEEDEEHEALTHCAREf'A $74.60 
1999249348551A SALEEBY RUTH I 830299112108420 411911999. 4f19f199S 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE I-iEALTH CARE PA $91.98 
1OO9249348601A VESELAK,RUBYM . 83029923010471"06110/1999 6f10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HE~LTf1CARE PA $47.07 
1999249349192A SOMPAYRAC, HEWITT A. . 830299159082400 6/211999 6/2f1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CAflE PA $295.91 

~~~r~~2~4~~~B~1~7~~~A~EC~AA~R~IG~A~N~,~M~A~R~I~O~N~R~~'~~8~W~2~9~9~n~5~2~3~12~5~O~~'~8~ffi~/~'9~9~9~.~e~ffi~/~19~9~9~~11n4~OM~ON~~S P~DEE~~rn~RE~ ~1.~ 
1. 249381750A CARRIGAN, MARION R 830299232102110 8/9/1999 El19/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $91.98 
199924.S3B1nBB HARRELL, AGNES S 830299159082410 61711999' 61711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALT~I CARE PA $219.70 
1999 2'\G;1B1913A DAVIS JR, JAMES F 830299209127970 7/2111999 7/2111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $60.14 

~1;.;9~9:;:9r.l;.:;49i=:a:=1;:;.97.13~A;:,.-I~D~A..:V:,!;ISSJ~R~J::.:A~M2E:..::S:...:F __ '-".--t~6:.;30~2~9:::9:;.;21;-;7,:;0:;9;:98=-=1;;;0+-i7:;.;/2~O~1.1~9~9~9f-:7~/;.20~I,;..:19;;9~.9tD~9:=9~32=-1~1:.;,7~24~T~H~0~M~P.~. S~O~N;..!..H~U~G~K~S'o!--IPEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
1999241l382148M SUGGS, AGNES 630299155111230 5/2811999 5128119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $33.03 
1999249382148M SUGGS, AGNES' 830299278254600 9/2711999 9127/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
1999 2~23e5A DAVIS. JANNElTE 630299097107940 41511999 4(5119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE ~IEAlTH CARE PA $219.78 

t-1-;-;9;;;9~9;f,2;:;4;;.9l~8340~~6~A-:-t~PSO~M7.P:f..E~Y;:-. -;:R;-;,1l~T:;:;H;-;E~_""'--""-'1'1-;;8~30;;:;2~9~9;;-21;-;6;-;;1~O~82~7;;0rl-~8~12~/~19~9;;;9~-;8;:;I2~/;719~9~9:t.0~9~9:;:;3.;21:-::1;.;;7.;24:;+;TH~OM~P;.;S~O~N~H~U~G~H.;.:S~~P~EE D~E HEAL TH CARE r A $76.58 
1999 249383406A POMPEY, RUTH E 630299216108260 812/1998 612119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2824 

1-17'9:-:9~9-f.2~.ms~18;::3:..:-40~6;:,A':-'I-::P,.;O:.;:M::-:P:-::E:::Y-f-' -:::Rc;:;U::::T,;.;Hc,,;E=----'--_·_· _-J;.830~:1:::9.;:92;,1~6:.::1.;.OB;;.:2:o:9;.::O+__=B::;'2I;:,.17:9:::9.;9 8/211999 0993211724 HfOMPSON. HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TH -;C;;.,.A:;,:R:;E,..;;P,:,A:....-~ __ --;~lli. 78 
199924,!l383406A POMPEY RUTH E 830299225231260 6/211999 8/2f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
199924Q3845SS';' HUDlEY, OPHELIA . 830299077078220 • 31H1I1999 3/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE. DEE HEALTH CARE FA $219.78 
199924S3B4993A BROWN CARRIE B.. 830299007313820 313/1999 313119990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE FA . $403.18 



Medicare Reconsideration 

roar HJCN Beneficiary Name DCN 
1999 249394546A SAMUEl,BETIY L 630199165131950 
1999 249394546A SAMUEL, SETTY L 630299147101120 
1999 249420009A LLOYD, CHESLEY H 830299263227960 
1999 2494204320 COSOM, CARTHY L 830299181147110 
1999 249420432D eOSOM, CARTHY l 830299181147120 
1999 2494204320 COS OM. CARTHY L 830299181147130 
1999 24942.0889A ROGERS. JOHN T 8302.99179247280 
1999 249420B89A ROGERS. JOHN T 830299214082180 
1999 249420689A ROGERS,'JOHN T 830299214082190 
1999 249421595A THOMAS. HENRY T 83029921610e340 
l' ~ 249422089A' OEWITI ALVIN E 830299169105660 

-', . 249422089A DEWllT, ALVIN E 830299174098680 
1999 2494220B9A OEWITI, ALVIN E' 830299183090370 
.1999 249445461 A YOUNG, MYRTLE Y 830299118096020 
. 1999 249445461 A YOUNG, MYRTLE Y 830299120086520 

1999 2494454670 JOYE, EUZABETH 830299252089860 
199~ 2494454670 JOVE, ELIZABETH' . 830299263228020 
1999 249446036B PE1TlGREW. THEOLIA R 830299239097090 
1999 249447261 A SHUPEJR; RAye 630299077 078230 
1999 249447261 A SHUPE JR, RAY C 830299130077560 
1999 249447261A SHUPE JR, RAY C 830299230104730' 
1999 2-49449679A WILLIAMS, PETER W 830299061827800 
1999 2494496798 WILLIAMS, GERTRUDE . 830299147101150 
1999 2494496798 WILLtAMS, GERTRUDE· 830299152248590 
1999 2494499078 STOKES, CAROLYN 830299116096060 
1999 249449907B STOKES. CAROLYN 830299127096040 
1999 249461492D TRUESDALE, VERN Ie c .. 830100188017050 
1999 249465853A BRYANTSR, ROBERT L . 830299120086530 
1999 249465853A BRVANTSR,ROBERTL 630299120086540 
1 r' ~ 249466450A RICHARDSON JAMES E . 830299174098700 

1. 249467323A HAMLIN •. MOSES 839799242003160 
1999 24946SG44A WRIGHT. NELUE N 830299209128050 
1999 249~044A . WRIGHT. NELLIE N 830299209128070. 
1999 249~~B044A WRIGHT, NELLIE N 830299209128080 
1999 2494ee044A WRIGl-IT, NELLIE N 830299216106310 
1999 249488180A MORRIS, MAE A 830299046084560 
1999 249,}6,B30BD HAM, DOLLIE 830299169261700 
1999 24946a308D HAM DOLLIE 830299189261710 
1999 2494'693080 BRADSHAW. ELSIE W 830299062104550 
1999 2494"m1742A MCDANIEL, BENNIE 830299090103960 
1999 249469742A MCDANIEL BENNIE 830299209126110 
1999 249~797A PADGETT, CAROL· 830299259071550 
1999 2494{j9797 A PADGETI. CAROL 83029926322B10Q 

a2Administrators, lLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 111199-6120/02 

From Date To Dile Prey ID Pray Name 
5/27/1999 5/27/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.5/2511999 5125/199!l 099321.1724 THQMPSON HUGH S 

9/8(1999 918/'999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
612411999 612411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/25/199~ 612511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/26/1999 6/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
6118"999 6/1 Bl1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 213'1999 2/311999 099321172.4 THOMPSON HUGH S 

214/1999 2J.\11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/27/1999 7/27/1900 0993211724 THOMPSON' HUGH S 
6110/1999 6/10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/1611999 6116/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/2511999 6/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.412611999 412611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
412611999 4/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

9!2J1999 9/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
917/1999 9f711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

812011999 812011999 D9932117~4 THOMPsbN HUGH S 
3117{1999 . 3/"(7/1999 09932"11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

51511999 ~15I1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5127/1999 5127/1999 D993211724 THOMP$ON HUGH S 
2/2311999 2123(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/2611999 5126/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512611999 . 512611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
412211999 4/2211999 09!)3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

515/1999 5/511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/29/1999 1112911999 0993.211714 THQMPSQN HUGH S 

4/27/1999 4/2711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
. 4J27f1999 412711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH $ 

611711999 .6/1711999 099;3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211611999 211611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/27(1009 7127/19~ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 7/27/1999 .712711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/27/1999 .7/2711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/27£1999 712111999 0993211724 THOtylPSON HUGH S 
2115(1999 2/1511999 099321 t724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
613011999 6f30f1999 0993211724 TliOMPSON HUGH S 

711/1999 71111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
.. 3119'1999 311911999 D993211724 n-IOMPSON'HUGH S 

3130(1999 3/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/2011999 7/2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

9/911999 919/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9/911999 9/911999 09~3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group Name PaId Pray AmI! I 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $97.~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $324.€J<... 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $317.68 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.:\5 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.86 
PEE DEE HEALTI-i CARE fA $53.88 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $124.89 
PEE DEE HEAL TH·CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTt-I CARE PA $28.71 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $27.'.\.82 
PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $97.75 
PEE DEE: HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $150.20 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEAI.TH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $41.69 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $351.42 
PEE DEe HEAL TIl CARE PA 5275112 -
PEi: OeE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.:2.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE OEEHEAL TH CARE PA 541.07 
PEE OEe HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAl.,TH CARE PA ·~75.8~ 
PEE D~E HEALTH CARE PA $403.18 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $81.44 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93,00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.B2 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEI>.LTH CARE PA $403.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $39.96 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $508 
PEE OtE HEALTH CARE PA $347.14 
PEE DEE HEAL ni CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HE'!>'LTH CARE PA $60.14 

-

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.71 -



Medicare Reconsideration 

(ear HICN Benefj(;la,l' N~"le DeN 
1999 249500595A . JACKSON, QUEEN I:. 830299223096180 
t999 249522917A THOMAS WINSTON B 8302992.09128120 
1999 249522917A THOMAS. WINSTON B 630299349516550 

.Jm 249563116A CROSBY. WIl-LiE 0 830199256082110 
1999 249563116A CROSBY, WILLIE 0 830199256082120 
1999 249563116A CROSBY, WILLIE 0 . B301992560B2130 
1999 249563116A CROSBY. WILLIE 0 830199256082140 
1999 249563116A CROSBY.WILLIE 0 630199256062150 
1999 249563116A CROSBY. WILLIE 0 830299161147270 
199~ 249563116A CROS8Y, WILLIE D 830299244244990 
1~-"1 249563116A CROSBY, WILLIE D 830299244245000 

249553116A CROSBY. WILLIE 0 8302992~4245010. 

fl99'9 249563116A CROSBY. WILLIE 0 8302992.44245020 
. 1999 249563116A . CROSBY, WILLIE 0 830299244245030 

1999 249563116A CROSBY. WILLIE 0 830299252089950 
1999 2495633B4A WILUAMS. SARAH L 830299204084270 
1999 249581839S EVANS, ROSA L ., 830299281091680 
1999 249629294A DARGAN, WALTER J 830299145D96S70 
1999 249629294A DARGAN, WALTER J 630299161072220 

\999 249709633A ROGERS. OQSHIA B 630299021100780 
1999 2497285B9A BYRD JR. WILLIAM ··830299174098750 
1999 2497!l4352A THOMAS JANNIE C 830299017251830 
1999 249784352A THOMA~. JANNIE C . 830299077251840 
1999 249784352A THOMAS, JANNIE C 830299077251850 
1999 2497B4352.A THOMAS. JANNIE C 630299082104590 
1999 249784352A THOMAS JANNtE C 839799239002200 
1999 249841888A FRASER, THOMAS M 830299357300570 
1999 249867907A MCLAIN. KATHY K 830299174098760 
1999 249867907A MCLAIN. KATHY K 830299174000770 
1'-- ~ 249867907A MCLAIN. KATHY K 830299174098180 

~. 24geB1257A RICHARDSON; ERNEST .. 830299209128140 
iSS9249681257A RICHARDSON. ERNEST 630299214082480 
1999 2498B1257A RICHARDSON .. ERNEST 830299214082490 
1999 £~B1257A RICHARDSON, ERNEST 830299214082500 
.1999 2'!.9j!81257A RICHARDSON. ERNEST 830299214082510 
1999 249..681257A RICHARDSON. ERNEST , 630299214082520 
1999 249881257A RICHARDSON ERNEST 830299214062530' 
1999 249SB1.257A RICHARDSON, ERNEST'. 830299217099830 
1999 24l1e61257A RICHARDSON. ERNEST B30299259071600 
1999 24P.f\8l251A RICHARDSON. ERNEST 8:10299263228160 
1999 24QS62929A CATOE. AMOS S 83Q299147101170 

~~9 2499632BOA RICHARDSON, JEROME 810299085068410 
1999 249963280A RICHARDSON, JEROME 830299155071370 

Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 111(99-6/20/02 

From nale To 0"1,, PrO'V 10 PrOY Nama 

6/511999 815/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
712011999 7/20/t999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

'12/611999 121611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B130/1999 8/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8'31/1999 1-si3111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

9/1/1999 91111999 0993211724 Tl-iOMPSON HUGH S 
911/1999 9/111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9/211999 9/2/1999 D993211724 THDlw1PSON HUGH S 

612-4/1999 '.6124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
.812511999 812511999 0993211724 THOMP.SON. HUGH 5 
B{261t999 B126/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
612711999 .8121/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
812811999 · 8/2811999 D99321 1724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.8129/,1999 6/29/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9/3/1999 . 91311999 OG93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

71161\999 1116/1999 099321172-4 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.9123/1999 9f~I1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 5/20/1999 512011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

6/8/1999 61811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
111911999 111911999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
611611999 6/1611999 D9930111724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
3/1611999 311611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/1511999 . 3/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG'" S 
311811999 3116/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3117/1999 · 3117/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 6124/1999 . B/24f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 12f9/1999 1219/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6120/1999 6120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
6119/1999 61Hl/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON H\.JGH S 
611611999 6f16/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGli S 
712011999 712011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
712611999 712611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
712511999 7/2'511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 

. 7124(1999 712411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
712011999 7/2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112311999 · 7/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7122f1999 7/2211999 099321172~ THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 712111Q9g 7121/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9(10/1999 9(1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
911011999 9~10f1e99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/25/1999 5/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH.S 
312411999 312411999 0993211"i24 THOMPSON HUGH'S 
. 61111999 6(11\999 099321.1724. THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5; 2007 

Group Name raid Proy Alnlll 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE P,A. $29·;{1t 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CIIRE PA $26.78 
PEE OeE HEALTH CARE PA $;34.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE ~A $34.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3L35 
PEE DEE !-lEAL TH CARE PA $3.23 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.58 
PEe: DEE HEALTH CARE PA $37.02 
PEE DFEHEALTH CARE PA $3~.58 
PEE'DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.58 
PEE DEE HEAln; CAR!:: PA . $34.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.58 
PEE DEi: HEALTH CARE PA $83.24 
PEE'OEE HEALTH CARE PA ~275.82 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $83.24 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $307.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~~ 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEAL 111 CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA'--. $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OeE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $47.70 . -
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $49.51 
PEE'OEE HEALTH CAREPA $53.80 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $62.38 
PEE DEE HEAl-TH CARE PA S91.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $33.~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.45 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARe PA $31.35 
PEE DI;E HEALTH CARE PA $40.~O 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OE~ HEA\..TH CARE PA $22o.OB 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEA.L TH CARE P ft.. $24.4.15 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $168,16 
PEE DEE HEAL TI I CARE PA '$70.96 

.. 



Medicare Reconsideration 

6 

'ear IiICN Beneficla~ Name DeN 
1999 2499662WA RANSOM, WANDA J 830299159082590 
1999 2499flB210A RANSOM, WANDA J 830299159082600 
1999 249966210A RANSOM, WANDA J 830299159082610 
1999 249966210A RANSOM, WANDA J 830299159082620 
1999 2499S6210A RANSOM,WANOA J . 830299161072250 
1999 2500193820 THOMPSON, SALLIE 830299232102160 
1999 250040569A WORMLEY, LINDA 830299120086570 
1999 250040569A WORMLEY, LINDA 830299336251560 
1999 250Q40569A WORMLEY, LINDA· 630299343265160 
1999 2S0040621A HARRINGTON, DEBRA J B302991090919BO 
, 

, 250040621A HARRINGTON, DEBRA J 830299109091990 
',. __ J 250040621A HARRINGTON. DEBRA J 630299216108500 
1999 250040621A HARRINGTON. DEBRA J S:\02992~6108510 

1999 250040621 A HARRINGTON, DE8RA J 830299216108520 
1999 250040621A HARRINGTON, DEBRA J 830299217099840 
1999 250040621 A HARRINGTON. DEBRA J 830299223096260 
1999 2500406,21 A HARRINGTON, DEBRA J 830299239097110 
1999 250040829A DOW~Y. ELIZABETH 830299052076000 
1999 250040829A DOWDY, ELIZABETH 8302991 (}5102740 
1999 250040B29A DOWDY, ELIZABETH 830299111090090 
1999 250040e29A DOWDY, ELIZABETH 830299111090100 
1999 250040829A DOWDY. ELIZABETH B30299111090110 
1999 250040829A DOWDY, ELIZABETH B30299111090120 
1999 250040829A DOWDY, ELIZABETH 830299214082560 
1999 250040829A DOWDY, ELIZABETH B302.99214062~70 
1999 250040829A DOWDY, ELIZABETH 830299214082580 

~ 1999 250040829A DOWDY, ELIZABETH B302\:l9214082590 
,1999 250041145A WILLIAMS, RICHARD B 830299098066770 
;1999 250041145A WILLIAMS, RICI~ARD B 830299103086320 
! 1 25012222BA WASHINGTON. RICHARD B3029917924741(} 
P 1. 2501223470 scon, HELEN J 830299214192680 
1999 250.1223470 . scon, HELEN J 83029921419269Q 
1999 250~a23470 scon, HELEN J 830299223096290 
\999 2501473590 BRISTOW. LURENIA 830299209128200 
1999 2501479050 DAMON, JENKINS 830299147101180 
1999 2501624730 WOODBURY, ESSIEMAE·M . 8:30299097108000 
1999 250lS6096A HAMLIN, LILLIE M 830299077251900 
1999 250~etlO96A HAMLIN, LILLIE M 830299161072260 
1099 2smS6096A HAMLIN, ULUE M &30299161072290 
1999 250~8'6499A GEE, LEROY 830299181147490 
1999 250200 160A. PSILLOS, CHRISTOPH B302990421oo270 
~99 250a®160A PSILLOS, CHRISTOPH 830299046242510 

1999 250200160A PSlllOS, CHRISTOPH 830299047113760 
.') 

a2Aciministrators, lLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 111/99-6120/02 

From Dale To Dala Prov 10 Pro", Name 
. 613/1999 61311999 D9932H724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

6/611999 616{1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
614/1999 6/4/1999 099'3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61511999 61511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.6(6/1999 6/6/1999 099321 \724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6I91H199 8ItJ11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

4/27/1999 4{2711999 6993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/29/1999 11129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/29/1999 1112911999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

411511999 4{1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4115/1999 4115/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/3011999 .713011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/=l0/1999 7/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
713011999 7/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7130/1999 7/30/1999 099321172" THOMPSON HUGH S 
713011999 7/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
812'111999 ·8/2111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/25/1999 . 212511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/1311999 4/13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4113/1999 4/1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/14/1999 ·4/14/1999 0993211724- THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/1511999 4/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/16/1999 4/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2123/1999 212311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/2411999 . 2124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2125/1 999 212511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/2611999 2/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
' 4/611999 ' 4/611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S. 
. 41711999 41711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
612311999 612311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/29/1999 7/2911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7129/1999 7/29/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/30/1999 7/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7120/1999 . 7120'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/2611999 5/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 

.. 415/1999 4/511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/1611999 3/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

6/811999 618/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
·6/811999 6/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON' HUGH S 
6124/1999 6/24/1999 0993211724 THOMP$ON HUGH S 

21911999 219'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211011999 2/1 u/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/1111999 2/1111999 0993211724 THOMPSON /1UGH S 

October 5. 2007 

Group Nanie Plld Prov Alnll!. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA -~ PEE DEE HEAL T!; CARE PA $B9. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA~ $75.93 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAR!: PA $El7.90 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26' 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31. 13 
PEE DEE HEAL nl CARE PA $6.43 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $252.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $95.38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.5B 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $;275,B2 
PEE DEE HEAL Tl-I CARE PA . $44.15 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $1~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $13.87 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $.20.48 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE IIEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEAI.TH CARE PA $31.35 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.32 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.32 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4332 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.32 
PEE DEE I~EALTH CARE PA $B5.51 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S~~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $283.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $49.51 
peE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $6.94 
PEE'OEE HEALTH CARE PA $89,80 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE'DEE HEALTH CARE PA $69,92 
PEe OEe H'EAL TH CARE PA $275.62 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.B6 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $283.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~~ PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CA~~L ___ SB6.98 



Medicare Reconsideration Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D9932f1724) 

Services on 1/1199-6120/02 

october 5, 2007 

Year HICN Beneficiary Name DeN From Vale To Dllte Proy 10 Prav,",ame Group Name· .. Paid Prey Amlll' 
:;1 ~99;"9+2~50~20::-::0"""1760::-:A~I~p~S~IL:;:L;O~Scr, C;'H7.R;;;I:;;'S:;;:TO~P;:;;I:7i --~8~30;;;2;;;9:;:;-90;:;"'4;-:;7;-;17.13;;:;7;:;7:;;-O-r-:':;;217.1-;;21:;;1~9n;99;r-;;;2/T.1~2f;:"1"'99;;-;9;1 :D~99~3:;;:21<;1;-:'7:;;24rr,T=i:H;:;:O"M~P~S~O;;:NIi,Ui-iU~Gr:;Huc;S:-i;=;PEE DEE HEAL-=T:'"'H:--:C::"":A:-::RO"::E;-:P;::-CA:--r-:.:..:;...;· "':=";:":$a::-:6;';';.~JI ~ Ill.. ' 

1999 250200160A PSILlOS, CHRISTOPH 630299047113780 2113(1999 2113/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH'CARE PA 586.00.. 
1999 250200160A . PSILLOS, CHRISTOPH 639799048000910 2114/1999 2114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $86.98 
199925020026BA SMALL, HERBERT. 830299077078260 319/1999 319/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE'=""=P-:-A-f--~$2~7O-:5:"":8:";:2'-1 
1999250200&660 CASSIDY, JANIE 830299341273080 12/2/1999 1212119990993211724 THOMPSON t-iUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
~1~9~99~~~O~2~OO~8~3~70~4~L~AN~E~,W~IL~M~A~~~-·~-f.B~~~2~9~9~2F.59~0~7~16~6~0~~ru9~/1~9rn9~9~·~9~~~/1~9~99~D~99~3~2T11~7F,~~4tTRHtO~M~P~S~OtN~H~U~GtHis~l:np~E~E~P~EEHEALTHCAR~E~P~A--t----~S~2~19~.7~8~1 
1999250200B370 LANE, WILMA 830299263228540 9/911999' 919119990993211724 1HOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PI'. $223.98 
1999 250207081A EZEKIELJR, CLARENCE 830299090104220 3/3011999 313011999 0993211724 1HOMPSON HUGH S PEE D!:E HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
1999250217826A ATKINSON, MICHAEL C 63029923909712D. 'Bl17/i999 8/17/1999 0993211724 TH~O;.;;M:;"P..:::S..:::O~N:..;:H..;.;U;;..G~H;..:-::S'-l-=P-=E-=E:..;:D:..:E:..:Eo-H~E~A;..;;L::..T:-.:.HC--C.=..:.A:-:R~E-=P.:....A'--I ___ ::..S4..:..:0:.:.;.0~4,-/ 

t-1~9~9~9+;2:;;50:;'2=-4:-;'B8~4;:'1A;-fcJii.O~H~N~S;:;O~N7','iS::-;:A7M~F;:';.=~--~e~J02~g~9~O~69:;-;1;;;O:;-BAi4Bii;O\"l"'"~·3i9tTIi99 319/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE H~AL TH CARE PA $56.56 
<'} 250248641A JOHNSON, SAM F 830299074094300 .311011999' 3/1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUQt!S PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA S31.35 

.25024B841A JOHNSON. SAM F '. S30299074()Q4310 '. 3/HI1Q09 3111J1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEe HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
'999250246841A JOHNSON,SAMF 830299075090150 .3/1211999. :)112119990993211724 THOMPSONHUGHS PEEDEEHEALTHCARI':PA $31.35 
1999 25024BB41A JOHNSON, SAM F 830299071251990 3/1511999.3115.11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $31.35 
199925024Bfi41A JOHNSON, SAM F 830299077252000 311411999 3/14/19OO 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64. 
1999 25024BB41A JOHNSON, SAM F 830299077252010 3/1:3/1999 3/1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 531.35 
1999 250248841A JOHNSON, SAM F 830299Q77252020 3/1611999. 3/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.J5 
1999250248S41A JOHNSON, SAM F 830299062104860 311711999. 3/17/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 

I-l!.;9~9~9+;25~02~5~2~03;'5';:::A:!..-~B:':::LA~C~K~M;';:O:.tN;:;.J';';R~, W:7:-:A'L;:::D-;:;070N;-;M'-~e~30~29=9~13~2~O~7-i496~0rl-~5J~6i;1-i199~9;t-~5~1';;:61;71 9;;-;9~9;t0;:;:9~9~3~27:11;-:7;:;2:-;4i:T:i=iH:f.O~MrT.;P~SO~N-;-HT.'U:;-;G~H~S-t~i:;-.1 E~E;=-;:O;:;:E~E HEALTH CARE PA S 275.82 

19992502806480 ODOM, RUTH E . 830299145096940 512Qf1999 5/20/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CAREPA $21.77 
1999 2502606460 ODOM, RUTH E B3029921419~71 O. 7/2S11999 7/2811999 0993211724 TU-;;:Ot.:=4PS:;;:;-;O:"N:-;"7;H;fU;;:G;;-H~S;::-r.P::;;E=:E:-::::D';:-E;=E-;-"~IE='=AL':;::;:T:-7H-;C::'::A:'::R~E~P;:;.A;;-+----::$5~1 .'="BS71 

1999~26064BO ODOM~~,=R~U~TH~E~ ______ ~~8~~~2~99~2~42~2~2~2~3~10~~8/~1~e'ri'~99~9~~B~f'~8~"~99~9~~0~99~3~2~'7.17~2~q~T~H~O~M~P~S~O~N~H7.U~G~H~S~~P~E~E-::0~E~E~H~E~AL~T~H~C7A=R~E~P:~A~~ ____ ~$5~4~.3~7~ 
19992502806480 OOOM RUTH E B302-g-9244245180 8/23J1999' 8/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON H.UGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $54.18 
19992502806480 OOOM, RUTH E 830299259071690 9{911999 9/9/ltJ99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA·~-I--'-'--i::$"""54'"".7::-:Brl 
19992502614430 MULDROW, BETTY a' 830299061328130. 2J2411999 . 2/24/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OE:EHEAlTH CARE PA $403.16 
1999250282380A LEE, JAMES 83(1299169105790 6110/1999 6/10/1~ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2B.71 
1999 2502B2936A THOMAS, CASSIE C . 830299043080660 '2110J1Q99' 2110f1~9 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PE:E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
19992502El4105A WHITE, CLARENCE B 630199216070070 3/611999 3/6/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.45 

~1~939~9E2~~~2~B+~~0~5~A4w~H~rr~E~,~C~~~R~~~C~E~8~--~B~3~~~~~Q*~~1~o~e~oo~I-~3~W~1~99~9~.~3~ffi~I1~9~~~D~lli1~~OM~OO~GHS peEDffHEALrn~RE~' $1~n 
1"'-" 250267632M POOLER, NA,HAN 830200007252370 11/24/1999 11124'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CA;::;R#E-~P;-:A-r----=-S3='1;';'-.1c..;3rl r.:.. 250287832M' POOLER, NATHAN 83021::19336457810 11/24/1999 11f24/1~9 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S219.78 

~~~~~SE~~O~2~B~7e~9~27A~L~U~N~N~~~~~'~~~~~_~B~3~m~9~9~2~~~OO~71~3~O~~B~/'~7~H~~~9~~~~~1~7~n~OO3g00~~17UTHOMPSONHUGHS ~EOE~HEAUljCA~~ $~~91 
!-"\;-;9;;-;99~2:;-;5:;:O~~fr18;-;:2~22~A;,-t-A;-;::L7E;;;:XA:-;::-N~D;;:~~, A;:::-D,;;A~C __ ' -"'-'-t6 ... 30i;;299:;;;;;~22;;-:5:-::2~3-;:-13;:-;1;;:0;-l---:;i· 8:../3;;./7.19;;;:9;;;9:i..,..,~8f3I~:..199~9:+:D~99=..;3~21::-1:-:7~2-74+.T===H~O~I\~1P::o-S=-O=:Nm-H?U~G~Ii~S-l-P,=,E=,E~DEE HEALTH CARE PA S295.91 
1999250288535A JAMES, MABLE 8 830299201275530 '7/13J1999' 7/13/19990993211724 THOMPSONHUGH S Pl:E DE~ HEALTH CARE PA $519.90 

~1;.;9~9;;;9:f.2~5~02;;.;86~5~35~A~fiJ~M1~E~S~, M;:;:.:A~Bl;:;;E;=-;:;B __ ~_~83;;.;O~2~9~92~1~7~O~99~6;.;9~O+-,...:7,:./37.Q~/ii199~91-7i:;/F;:30;;:;'-i.199=9~~D~99~3~21i-:1;.;;7~247-f~T::;.H.;:02.M7.P::S~O:sNc;....;.:H~U~G~H.;.;5=-· .,.;P::-:E=-!E~OEE HEALTH CARE PA . $60.14 
1999250288535A JAMES. MABLE B 830299315268B20 .11/211999 11/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
199925028B618A BULLS. JACKSON 830299054063620 V19/1999 2119/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S161.90 
19992502&8618A BULLS, JACKSON 8302990560Q9310 211~1999 2/16/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $96.40 
1999 2503W521C2 GRADY, EVELYN E . 83029909511772.0 3/3111999 3131/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
1999250lQ3242A RBER~YAAN~TT,~E~onWNAARRD~------tat3mo32~99~1~6~9t10~5~RD2~Ot-~6~/1~~~i~9~99~r~6~11~~~1~gg~9@frO~9~93~2r.l~17~2~4~T~H~O~M~P~S~ON~H~U~G~H~S~'~P~E~E~OSE~E~H~E7AL~T~H~C7A~R~E~P~A~~--~$~21g9~.7~B~ 
19992503O:l242A BRYANT,EDWARD 83029917409B860 5/t5l1999. 6/15/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS PEEPEEHEALTHCAREPA $4~.15 
1999250lQi3579A HICKS, HERBERT 830299139107800 5/14/1999 5/14/19990993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.94 
1999 2503,,"~579A ,. HICKS, liERBERT 630299152248820 5/2611999 5/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear H1CN Beneficiary Nanle DCN 
999 250303579A HICKS. t-IERBERT 630299214192730 

1999 250304042A BOSTIC NAOMI 630299120086610 
1999 250304042A BOSTIC. NAOMI 830299209128300 
1999 2503044630 NETTl.ES. MARY 830299145(]9S9BO 
1999 250305026A KIRBY. GERALDINE 0 830200018265340 
1999 250305026A KIRBY GERAlDINE 0 830299168105310 
1999 250305026A' KIRBY. GERAlDINE D 830299362232420 . 
1999 250306308A HINES. BENZINA 830299152248890 
1999 250307555A JACKSON. WILLIAM R 830299209126310 
1999 250309189A STOKES. DORI$ 930299214192760 
, 

1 250309189A STOKES, DORIS 630299214192770 

~ 250309189A STOKES. DORIS 630299217099910 
1999 25030940SA KING. ROBERT J 630299239097140 
1999 25033B952A CAMPBELL. JOAN C B302991471 01240 
1999 2S0338952A CAMPBELL. JOAN C 830299147101250 
1999 250340075A GAINEY, AILEEN B30299112108580 
1999 250340075A GAINEY, AILEEN 830299123113540 
1999 250340285A BOYKIN. JACK. 630299261275530 
1999 250340979A SPIVEY, HOWARD. 830299040074440 
1999 250341117A WHITE. SARAH P 830299103086350 
1999 250341117A WHITE. SARAH P 630299103086360 
1999 250341117A WHrrE. SARAH P . 630299103066370 
1999 250341117A WHITE. SARAH P 830299120086620 
1999 250341117 A. WHITE. SARAH P 830299166068090 
1999 250341117A . WHITE, SARAH P ; 830299202071800 
1999 250342119}1. . FELDER. MAGGiE 630299242222320 
1999 250342417A WASHINGTON. JOHN .C B3029916pQ68100' 
1999 250342417A WASHlNGTON. JOHN C B::l0299168105320 
1999 250342471A COX. Ul YSEE J . 830299252090050 
1 ' 2503426QOA ROSS. ESSIE A 830290077078290 
.. .. 250342600A ROSS. ESSIE A a30299174098BBO 
1999 250342BB8A BARFIELD. EMOGENE B 8302992520QOO80 
1999 25ijJ.f.f401A SEGARS. CAROL H 830199069053640 
1999 2503~i(900A. MEADS, MAYBELL B30299174096890 
1999 250344900A MEADS. MAYBELL 830299239097150 
1999 2503110214.0.. HOWLE. CLIfTON 830299123113550 
1999 250360214A HOWLE. CLIFTON 830299174098900 
1999 250361'424A HURSEY, CHRISTfN 830299077078300 

·1999 250~-S73A. . HOWELL. VIRGINIA S 830299259097160 
1999 250362760A POWERS. JAMES A 830299145097000 
1999 2S038~93A LLOYD. DAISI:Y 0 630299106102960 
1999 2S0353593A LLOYD. DAISEY 0 B302991 00092020 
199 9 250363712A HOOKS SYLVESTE 830299046084620 ... 

Q2Administralors, LLC 
Or. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 111/99-6/20/02 

from Date To Dale Prov 10 Proy Name 

712611999 712611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4128/1999 .412811999 0993211721 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/2JI1999 7123/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

··512011999 S/20IHl99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1Vl0/1999 12110/1999 0993211724 TIIOMPSON HUGH S 
6114/1999 . 6114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
121911999 121911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512611999 512611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/20/1999 7(20/1999 0993211724 Tl1OMPSON HUGH S 
712911999 7129(lOO9 0993211724 1l1OMPSON HUGH S 

·1/29/1999 7/29(1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7129/1999 '7129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8/23/1999 8/2311999 099321'1724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/2511999 . 512511999 0993211724 rnOMPSON HUGH S 
512511999 5125/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/19/1999 4/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/2911999 4/2!)11999 0993211724 HIOMPSON HUGH S 
1014/1999 1014/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

21J11999 21311999 D9~3211724 THOMPSON HUGH-S 
4/7/1999 4J711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 4/8'1999 ·4/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/911999 419/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

4/2611999 4126/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6l10,,999 ·611011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/1911999 7/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8117/1999 B/17/1999 og932f1124 THOMPSON HUGH S 
• 619/1999 619(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

61911999 .619/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61111999 8/111999 OQ93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

311511999 3/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. ·611511999 ·6115/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

8/3011999 8130/1999 099321i724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
112011999 1120/1999 0993211724 rnOMPSON HUGH S 
6117/1999 6117/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
812011999 8/20/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/29/1999 4129(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

·4129/1999 412911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/16/1999 .3/1611999 D~9321t724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8/2011999 8{20/1999 0993211724 TliOMPSON HUGH S 
5/19'1999 5119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4114f1999 4/1411999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. M15/19g9 . 4/15/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2(1611999 2/16/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5·, 2007 

. 
GroLlp NatHe Paid Prov Alnc~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $58 .• 1 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $91"JS: 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $:295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.56 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $11.27 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $109.72 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $79.51 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE PEE HEALTH CARE PA 5275.82 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.15 
PEE DEE HEAL TI:-I CARE PA ~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $96.40 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.10 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.96 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $317.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $347.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.54 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE' DEE HEALTH CARE PA $229.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $160.83 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTHCAREPA $224.g~ 
PEE nEE HEALTH CAREPA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $223.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $210.78 
PEE OEE HEAL TH CAR~ PA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAL.TH CARE PA $69.74 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2U7 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $293.85 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PJI, $275]2 
PEE OeE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEAL TI~ CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $83.24 
PEe DE;: HEALTH CI'HE PA $389.58 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear ~IICN Ben .1iclary N.!ma DeN 
1999 2503637128 HOOKS, ELOUISE H 830299062076200 

1999 250363639A FLEMING, MOLLY 830Z99155071400 
1999 250364010A NETTLES, HALLIE a 830299042100280 

1999 ZS036434:iTA WILSON JR, EARLE 8 . 830299127096170 

1999 250364345TA WILSON JR, EARLE B 830200237110730 

1999 2S0385018A BUNCH, MABEL B30299147101280 

1999 25038501BA BUNCH,MABEL 830299147101290 

1999 25038501BA· BUNCH,MABEL B~0299152248980 

1999 250385957A BROWN .. PEARU 830299152249000 

1999 250385957 A . BROWN. PEARLI 830299155111370 
1t""'-q 250388113A EDWARDS. FRANCES 0 B30299239097170 

250388113A EDWARDS, FRANCES 0 830299313272550 

~9!:l9 2503B0113A EDWARDS FRANCES 0 830299322280560 

1999 2503B8113A EDWARDS, FRANCES 0 830299333211060 
1999 250368113A EDWARDS, FRANCES 0 830299341273220 
1999 2S0388272A DUTTON, CECIL 830299040074450 

1999 25036B272A DUTTON, CECIL .. 830299197062360 
1999 2503B8272A DUTTON, CECIL 630299197062370 

19S9 250368182A FLYNN, J 8 830299336458040 

11999 250400342A Not Available 830299127096190 

1999 250401274A BEASLEY, EUGENE C: 830298061328380 

1999 250401274A BEASLEY, EUGENE C 630299061328390 

1999 250401274A BEASLEY, EUGENE C 830299281091740 

1999 2504018091\ PLUMMER, LILLIE B 830299155071420 

1999 250401a09A PLUMMER, LILLIE B 830299174098950 
1999 2504050910 WINGATE, ANNIE M 830299141074300 
1999 250405289A GAINEY, EDWARD· 830199Q98063OO0 
1999 250405289A GAINEY. EDWARD 830199098063010 
1999 250405289A GAINEY, EDWARD . 830190098053020 
~ p".'l 250405289A GAINEY, EDWARD 830299021100860 
'. 250405289A GAINEY, EDWARD 830299022106430 

l~ll:i':l 250405289A GAINEY, EDWARD 830299169106000 
1999 2504Q5289A GAINEY. EDWARD 830299174098980 
1999 250W5289A GAINEY, EDWARD 830:29917 4098990 
1999 250(t152B9A GAINEY, EDWARD 830299174099000 
1999 250405289A GAINEY. EDWARD 830299174099010 
1999 25~qs289A GAINEY, EDWARD 830299174099020 

.1999 250.a52B9A GAINE.Y, EDWARD !l30299181147600 
1999 2504002B9A GAINEY1 EOWARD 830299201275610 
1999 25NQS289A GAINEY. EDWARD 83029920127~620 

1999 2504052B9A GAINEY, EDWARD 830299201275630 
1990 2504062B9A GAINEY, EOWARD 830299201275640 

"""'('Io,..r,... --- . - ..... __ "" .... .roo" .... ..,CQ~" 

Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 1/1/99-6/20/02 

From OBts To Oat .. Pray 10 ProvName 

3/211999 31iJ~ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512711999 5127/1999 099:1211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

2(9/1999 21911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/511999 5/5/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 

8/19(1999 BJ1911999 09932·11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/2411999 5124119g9 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5124/1999 512411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5126(1999 5/26/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512711999 ·5/27/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/27£1999 512711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· 
8124(1999 8/24/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/2/1999 111211999 D9g3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/8/1999 . 1118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

11123/1999 11/23/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
12/611999 121611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

21311999 213/1999 0993211724-:- THOMPSON HUGH S 
7'13/1999 7/13/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON· HUGH S 
7113/1999 711311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

11/29/1999 11/291t99S DS93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 514/1999 514/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
212311999 2123/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

· :2J24/19S9 212411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9/23/1999 9/23/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

611/1999 611/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
· 611711999 6117/1999 0993211724 ffiQMPSON HUGH S 
.511711999 511711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

1120/1999 ·1120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
111811999 1118/1999 0993211724 TKOMPSON HUGH S 
1/1911999 . 1119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/19/1999 1/19/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/20/1999· 1/2011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/15/1999 6/15/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.6117f1999 6/17/199!J 0993211724 THOMPSON HU.GH S 
· 6/16(1999 6/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

6/2011999 6f20/1999 0993211724 n~OMPSON HUGH S 
· 6/1911999 811911999 D993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 

6/18/1999 8118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6J211199S 612111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/13.11999 7/1·311999 099321172<1 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

. 7/1811999 7/1811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
·7/1711999 7/17/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7(16/1999 7(16/1999 0993211724 THOMPSO"l HUGH S 
7f1M1QOQ 7/1411<1<1<1 nQQ~;I117::>4 THn~~PSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group Name ~VA~c' 
PEE DEE HEALT\-! CARE PA $335. 
PEE DEE HEALTt-1 CARE PA $29:l.9.3,. . 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA 534.04 
PEE DEE ~~EALTKCARE PA 5295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE OEE HEALTH CflRE PA $56.96 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.~2 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAL Ttl CARE PA S93.DO 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $65.34 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.70 
PEE OEEHEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEAL 111 CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $339.51 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $96.40 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $15.07 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $24;~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.48 
PEE DEE HEAL TI1 CARE PA $31.35 
peE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA _$96:~ 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA·· $21.77 
PEE; DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $8.58 

.. PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $17.15 
PEe OEE HEALTH CARE PA . 3B.58 
PEE DEE HE;AL TH CARE PA $66.22 
PEEDEE HEALTH C,i\RE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $68.79 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $80.22 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $68.79 
PEE oee HEAL TI1 CARE PA $102.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $!Q2.~-, 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $111.24 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $102.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $B8.79 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $94.09 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $80.22 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $80.22 
~EE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 568.79 . -



Medicare Reconsideration 

.r ttll;N Beneficiary tlan'p 
99 2504052S9A GAINEY, eDWARD 

199 25040!i269A GAINEY, EDWARD 
199 2504052B9A GAINEY, eDWARD 

.. 

199 2S0405289A GAINEY. EDWARD 
199 2504052B9A GAINEY. EDWARD 
199 2504D5855A YARBORO. SARA W 
~99 250406172A . MOODY, ARLIE L 
~99 2504{)64569 AARON, LULA M 
399 2504064568 AARON LULAM 
~99 250407149,0. BOSTON, LUEBIRDIE L 

• 250407407,0. JACKSON. ANNIE M' 
250407407,0. JACKSON ANNIE M 

999 250407407,0. JACKSON, .;NNIE M' 
9S9 250407407A JACKSON. ANNIE M . 
999 250407407A JACKSON. ANNIE M . 
999 250407407A JACKSON, ANNIE M 
999 250407407A JACKSON, ANNIE M 
99$ 250407407A JACKSON. ANNIE M 

i999 25Q407407A JACKSON. ANNIE M 
1999 250407407A JACKSON. ANNIE M 
\999 250407480A. BRYANT, 'EMMETT L 
1999 250407480A BRYANT. EMMETT L 
1999 250407480A BRYANT, EMMETT L 
1999 250407480A BRYANT, EMMETT L 
1999 250407480A BRYANT. EMMETT L 
1999 250407480A . BRYANT, EMMETT L . 
1999 2S<l407480A BRYANT, EMMETT L 
1999 25{)Q07480A BRYANT, EMMETT L 
1999 250407480A BRYANT, EMMETT L 
1" . 250407480,0. BRyANT, EMMElT L 
1: 250407480A BRYANT, EMMETT L 
1999 250407480A BRYANT, EMMETT L 
1999 2~09453B LAWSON EUZABET 
1999 2~45JB LAWSON. EUZABET 
1999 2~09487A BOSTON, NATHANIE 
1999 2501109487A BOSTON, NAiHANIE '. 

. 1999 2:i)4094 87 A BOSTON. NATHANIE 
1999 25D'409487A BOSTON. NATHANIE 
1999 250409467A BOSTON, NATHANIE. 
1999 2§tli25075B BONAPARTE. LULA M 
1999 250'425075B BONAPARTE. LULA M 
1999 2SS-'.25515A SPIVEY, EUDORA' 

" 
'OQ '.<;1\4, !5515A SPIVEY. EUDORA 

Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1/1199-6120/02 

.. -
DC~ . Fr;;m O"le To Dal .. P(QII'O Pro" Harne 
830299201275660 7(15(1999 7(15/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
830299204064420 7/1911999 711911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
630299214192800 7129/1999 7(2911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299214192810 7/29/1999 7/2911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83()2992170999BO. 7/2~/1999 7/29/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8302990n078310 3115/1999 3/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299357390760 1217/1999 121711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B302991590B2680 6/4/1999 6/411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299159082890 .6'4/1999 6/411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029904B064640 2/1511999 2115/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299095117830 . 3/3111999 3/3111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B3029913207S000 5f711999 5f7i1999 D993211724 THOMPSON 'HUGH S 
8J0299132075010 . 5/711999 51711999 D99321172~ Tl:lOMPSON HUGH S 
830299147101320 5f21 11999 . ~2111999 D 993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029921419;1820 7128f1999 7/2811999 0993211724 T1-10MPSON HUGH S 
f!30299214192B30 7128J1999 7/2811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299214192840 7/2811.999 7/2811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299214192850 7/3011999 7/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299223096560 B/511999 8/511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299253228800 9/15/1999 9/1511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299120066650 4128/1999 4/2811999 D993211724 THO~PSON HUGH S 
830299123113570 412911999 .4/29/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299123113580 4/J{)J1999 4/~O/1999 099:3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
a30299123113590 5/2(1999 51211999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299123113600 5(111999 . 5/111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
830299125096190 '5(311999 5(311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299193090750 7/611999 718/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8JOZ99193090760. . 71811999 71B/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON Hi.JGH S 
830299.193090770 7/6/1999 7/6/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299193090780 7f611999 716/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299193090790 71711999 7nJ1999 D993211724 THOMPSON IiUGH S 
8302991950802'0 719/1999 719/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299214082620 215/199!3 21511999 D993211724 THOMP.SON HUGH S 
B3029926322881 Q 21511999 .2/511999 D9G32117~4 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
830299033116220 1/21/1999 1/21/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299033116230 1/21/1099 112111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299033116240 211/1999 21111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
830299141074320 .511711999 5/1711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299320248190 111811999 11/811999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299204064430 .7119/1999 ·7/1911999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299209128460 .7/1B11999 7f19/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299019115880 1/12/1999 111211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299019115690 111311999 111311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5; 2007 

Group Heine 
PaRI Pr~1I ",":14i~ 

PEE DEE I-IEALTH CARE PA S60 .• 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $94.(1Q.. . 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ·$44.15 
PEe DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $195 B2 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $16.54 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $49,50 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HCAL TH CARE PA $168.16 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34,97 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE; PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $69.92 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE,:HEAL TH CARE PA $0.34 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 
PEE DEE HEAL Ttl CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAnE PA $75.93 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $70.93 
P~E OEE HEALTH CARE PA $75.93 
PEe DEE HEALTH C.A.RE PA $71.64 
PEE DEE HEAL Til CARE PA $71.64 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.45 
PEE DEE HEAL Tii CARE PA S 1.9(l 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.45 
PEE DEE HEAL TIi CARE PA $1.90 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEAL T!-f CARE PA $53.88 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $1.2J 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $64.43 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3.70 
PEE DEE \-lEAL TH OARE'f;A- $22.28 
PEE OEE HEAL T/-I CA~E PA . $295.91 
PEE DJ:~ HEAL TIl CAnE PA . $.47.70 
PEE DEE I-lEAl TI-I CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE D~E HEALTH CARE PA $7~.61 
PEE DEE HEA~ TH CARE PA $73.11 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear HleN a .. n .. f1~lary Nlm. 
.' -'_.- oeN _.-;-

1999 250425515A SPIVEY, EUDORA 830Q990W1 '5700 
1999 25042~~ SPIVEY, EUDORA !l30299019115710 
1999 250425515A SPIVEY; EUDORA . 830290019115720 

1999 250425515A SPIVEY, EUDORA 8W299019115730. 

1999 250425515A SPIVEY, EUDORA 830299216108710 
1999 2504299590 LlOE. KATIE 8302991.16096340 . 
:;'999 2504BS310A THOMPSON, ALTON E 840299125096220 
1999 25046571BA WllUAMS,lEVERN C 830299239091180 
1999 2504S6368,A. YOUNG, SARAH 830299181147630 
1999 250486924A PINCKNEY. ALPHONSO"J . 830299214192870 

.04 •• ," 250487967A COOI<, NAOMI 830299181147650 
250488850A HUNTER JR, JAYGULE J 830299141074360 

1999 250525469A. NESB!TI. JERRV F .. 830299251289460' 
1999 2505258010 BLACK, MAEB 830299228188500 
~999 2505258010 BLACK, MAEB 8302992~6188510 

1999 2505258010 BLACI~, MAE B 83029922.8168520 
1999 2505258010 BLACI(, MAE B . , 830~99239097190 

1999 250540BOSA BYRD, SADIE 0 830299040074460 
! 
1999 250540605A' BYRD; SADIE 0 83{)299152249140 
1999 25054080SA BYRD, SADIE 0 . 830299214192B90 
.1999 250540805A BYRD, SADIE 0 830299214192900 
1999 250541716A HARRISON, SAM 830299040074470 
1999 250544231 A JORDAN, WILlLE M 830299225231350 
1999 250544231 A JORDAN, WILLIe M 630299232102290 
1999 250544617A CAMPBELL. MOLL YJ 630299214082640 
1999 2505-44B17 A CAMPBELL, MOLLY J 830299214062650 
1999 250544617A CAMPBELL, MOLLY J 83()29921 :4082660 
1999 250544617A CAMPBELL, MOLLY J 630299214082670 
1999 250559889A ASKINS, DEXTER . ~ 30299.179247~40 ,. 

, 250559889A ASKINS, OEXTER B302~230104900 

'.' 250559889A ASKINS; DEXTER 830299230104910 
1999 250S5Ms9A ASKINS, DEXTER, '. 830299230104920 
1999 25056'l511A SMITH, FANNIE M 830299125096260 
1999 2505~S02Cl MCFARLAND, KIMBERl.,. Y A . 830299263226220 
1999 250568132A JACOBS, MACK' 830299040074490 
1999 2505'6S210A SUGGS, PEGGY A 630299263229020 
1999 250SS6271A LOGAN, NElTI~ . 830299223000670 
1999 2505ti6271A LOGAN. NETTIE 830299223096680 
19E19 250568S22A KIRVEN. MILDRED W 830299075090430 
1999 250569522A KIRVEN, M1LDREO W 830299075090440 
~999 250~9522A KIRVEN, MILDRED W 830299062104910 
1999 2505.6Q665A cox. JUDITK 830200007252760 .. 
1999 25056!t665A COX, JUDITH 830299337281070 

Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1/1199-6120/02 

Froln Dale To DII~e Prov iD Prov Haml 
.1/14J1999 1/1411999 D9g3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
111411999 1114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1115/1999 1/15/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/1511999 . 1/15/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/29/1999 7/2911999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4121/1999 ·4IZ1Jl999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 

5/311999 · 51:1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
812.311999 8/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
612211999 · 6/22/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 712611999 712611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6124fHl99 6124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
511711999 5117/:1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
8/26/1999 812611999 0993211724 THOMI?SON HUGH S 
6/1211999 8/12/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
B/1211999 8/1211999 0993~11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
BI12/1999 B/12/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 

. 8/1811999 ~8/1811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 214/1999 · 214/1999 P993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
:5/261t999 512611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/2811999 7f28/1999 0993211724 THO~P50N HUGH S 
712811999 712811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

:i118/1999 2/811999 0993211724 THQMPSON HUGH S 
8(9/1999 8/911999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

. B/9/1999 81'911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/411999 214{1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/511999 · 21511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
21611999 .' 21611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
21711999 2fl11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
515/1999 51511999 099321172<1 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/811999 ·7/8/1999 09113211724 THOMPSON I~UGH S 
7/111999 71111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

8/1211999 · 8/1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
51311999. · 51311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 

.. 918/1999 . 91811!>99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
21311999 21311999 D~93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.9110/1999 9/10rl999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/4/1999 3/4/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
613{1999 ·6/3/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH ~ 
316/1999 3/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/8/1999 31811999 0993211724 . THOMPSON HUGH S' 

3/~611999 .3(1611999 09932.11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
12117/.1999 12117/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/291199[) 11129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH § 

-

October 5-, 2007 

GrauE Name pfild Pro v A"llA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $1. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.li 
PE~ DEE HEALTH CARE PA $1.79 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3i.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295"~ 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $324.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $46.57 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29S.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $456.22 
PEE DEE HEAL HI CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE H~Al TH CARE PA $295.91 
PEe DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $2B.24 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $93.00 
PI;:E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $20.48 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $44.15 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PJl, $69.92 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
peE DEE HEAl. TH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $64.71 
PEE DEE t-IEALTH'CARE P/'I $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PI( $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.36 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4 t .69 
PEE DEEHEALTH CARE PA $47.07 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $41.69 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $138.52 
PEE DEE .. lEAL TH CARE P.A 

-
$295.91 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE P.A $167.09 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $21.77 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE"PA $47.07 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA $41.69 
PE;FDEE HEALTH CARE PA $33.14 
PEE OEE 11EAL TI-I CARE PA $2.92 

. PEE DEE HEALTH.CARE PA $3El.06 
PEE DEE HEALTH .CARE PA $40.58 
PEE DEE i'iEAL TH CARE PA $rl9.98 



......,J 
N 

Medicare Reconsideration 

Year HICN neneficiary Name 

1999 250569665A COX, JUDITH 
1999 250569665A COX, JUDlTH 
1999 250569665A COX, JUDITH 
1999 250SB2956A PRESTON, MARIE 
1999 2505B6274A BOYKIN, lULAMAE 
1999 250588274A BOYKIN, LULAMAE 
1999 25058B274A BOYKIN, LULAMAE 

1
1999 250566405A JACOBS, JAMES 
1999 2S0S89322A iPERKINS, RUBY 0 

~999 250589322A PERKINS, RUBY 0 
, . 2S0SB9322A. PERKINS, RUBY 0 
r ·03 2505895110 JAMES. ROSmA 
1999 2505895110 JAMES, ROSETfA 
1999 2505895110 JAMES, ROSETTA. 
1999 250569714/\ JACOBS, ROSA L 

'999 25060260BA . POWELL, GLEN L 
1999 250603056A PEOPLES, WILLARD P . 
1999 250603056A PEOPLES, WILLARD P 
1999 250603056A PEOPLES, WILLARD P 

1999 2506030SSA PEOPLES, WILLARD P 
1999 250601\069A JAMES, NORTON 
1999 250604069A JA,MES, NORTON 
1999 250605109A SMALLS, EULA M 
1999 25OS06166A OAKLEY, JAMES 
1999 250606166A OAKLEY, JAMES 
1999 25060616SA OAKL~V. JAMES 
1999 250606166A OAKLEY JAMES 
1999 250606527A MILLER, MARYBROA 
1999 250620107A HAM. JOHNNY 
.' ~g 250621726A JOHNSON, WILLIE L 

J 250621926A JERRY, ANNIE M 
'1i:j'99 25Dp.~1926A JERRY, ANN'E M 
1999 2505222930 ERVIN JESSIE 8 
1999 2506;65074A WRIGHT, IN'llE L 
1999 25064507<\A WRIGHT, JANIE L 
1999 25~5074A WRIGHT. JANIE. L 
1999 25~5160A LUCKY, WOODROW 
HI99 250645767A OWENS. EUZABET 
1999 25OEi1l7154A WEATHERFORD,IRENE 
1999 250647154A WEATHERFORD, IRENE 
1999 2500.47154A WEATHERFORD, IRENE 
1999 250547154A WEATHERFORD, IRENE 
1999 2506117154_~ ... '{'IEAT':IERfORD,IRENE 

Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

SeNices on 1/1/99-6/20/02 

DeN From Dale To 031" ProvlO Prov N •• ne 

830299343265290 12/3(1999 121311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299343265300 11129/1999 11129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299357390040 12113/1999 12(13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299223095940 814/1999 6/411999 099:1211724 THOMPSON ~IUGI-I S 
830299'1 B3090770 612811999 612811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299183090760 61~Bf1999 612611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
830299183090790 612B11999 6128/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299121096290 . 5/511999 !)IS/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830 \ 9927203311.0 9nJ1999 917/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199272053120 9/811999 9/8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199272033130 91911999 919/1900 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201275720 7/1611999 71t611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH ~ 
~30299204084470 7/1611!l99 7/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON J-IUGH 5 
830299252090210 813011999 8/:30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299341273290 1.2J3f19~ 12/311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 . 
830299225231360 8'2/1999 8f2J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
S30299216108730 8/311999 .8'3'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299216108740 8/3/19g9 81311999 0993211724 ,HOMPSON HUGH S 
830299217100030 8J311999 . 8J3f1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. B302ggn5231370 81311999 Bl311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299214192950 7/29/1999 712911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299217100040 7/2911999 7/29/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6302993362516110 11/30/1999 1113011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199176035580 2f24!1999 2124/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630199355046990 112011999 ·1120/1999 D993211724 THOMpSON HUGH S 
B302QQ0221064QO 1121'1999 112111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299061328500 . 2124/1999 2124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029904711381.0 2111/1999 '2/1111999 0993211724. THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299333211200 1 tl2311999 11123(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299 '120086680 4/2611999 4/28/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299145097210 . 512011999 ·5120!199g 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH $ 
83029914509722Q 5120/1999 3/20/1999 Q99321172~ THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299201275750 7114/1999 7114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.830299232102300 1)/1611999 8116(1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HuGH 5 
830299237110810 8'18/1999 .8118/1999 0993211724 Tl-lOMPSON HUGH S 
830299315269030 11/111999 11/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
63Q29930B239960 10118/1999 10118/1999 D993211124 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299216106800 712711999 7/27'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199355047120 8/30(1999 B130/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30199355047130 9f111999 9/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199355047140 813111999 813111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1330299252090260 9/111999 911/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299259071990 8131/1999 81~~ Q993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

, 
Group Nanul P,:J.d P,OV Arr t' 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $82·t~, 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $27~' 
PEE DEE HEALTI I CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE liEALTH CARE PA $13.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE'?A $275.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $260.95 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3-1.18 
PEE DEE HEAL TH.CARE PA $34.18 
PEE DEE HEAl Tli CARE PA $34.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAR~ $83.24 
PEE PEE HEALTH CARE PA $17.157 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA $60.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $\1.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.33 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $23.10 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE' PA $36.58 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $19.5(} 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $252.72 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $347.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $244.15 
peE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.24 
PEE DEE H!=AL TH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEAL IH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEAL 111 CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $38.48 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.5B 
PEE DEE HEA.LTH CARE PA $\.90 
PEE DEE IlEAL Til CARE PA $31.35 



Medicare Reconsideration 

.. 
,'ear tilCN Bene flelary Name DCN 

1999 25D647154A WEATHERFORD, IRENE 830299Z59072000 
1999 250647154A WEATHERFORD,IRENE 630299259072010 
1999 250663081A HICI(MAN, THOMAS H 830199216099950 
1999 250663081 A HICKMAN, THOMAS H .' 830299109092070 
1999 2506630B1A HICI(MAN, THOMAS H 630299109092080 
1999 2506B6264A THOMPSON, MARY 0 8302990430B0960 
1999 250666264A THOMPSON, MARY 0 630299048084680 
1999 250666264A THOMPSON, MARY D 630299062076240 
1999 . 250666455A HALL, KENNETH 83029919508022Q 

! 1999 2506a6455A HALL, KENNETH 830299201275760 
1 . 250686455A HALL,l<ENNETH 630299202077950 

I-: . 250686455A HAll, KENNETH 93029920207796() ,. 
1999 2508866140 . DELAINE, UZZlE J 6W1991890Z2910 
1999 250689155A JACOBS, CARRIElEE .. 830199211001220 
1999 250689155A JACOBS, CARR1ElEE. 830199211001230 
1999 2506B9155A JACOBS, CARRIELEE 1'.30199211001240 
1999 2506S9155A JACOBS, CARRIELEE . 830299061328540 
1999 250689155A JACOBS. CARRIElEE 830299209128550 
~99 2S0700153A LAWSON, NETIIE 830299251289060 

1999 250700153A LAWSON, NETIIE B302992520692S0 
1999 250700153A LA.WSON, NETTIE B30299252059290 
1999 250700167A. HUNTER,GLADYS 830299082105000 
19"99 250702723A . WILLIAMS, CHAR LENA 830299263229040 
1999 2507039170 WRIGHT, MARY . 830299118000440 
1999 2507651B3A GREGG, WILHELM EN 830299263229050· 
1999 25D765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 630299077078320 
1999 250765666).\ ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299103086380 
1999 250765666A ANDREWS, MARilYN M 530299145097250 
1999 250765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 83029Q145097260 .. -q 250765668A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 630299155071!i60 

h· J 250765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299155071570 
1999 25D765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M . 830299155071580 
1999 ~765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299155071590 
1999 12$755666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 630299155071600 
1999 2OG765666A. ANDREWS, MARILYN M 630299~55071610 
1999 259765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299326249690 
1999 25.Q765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299327266290 
1999 2SQ765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M SS0299333211220 
199 9 25Q765656A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 8~O299336251690 
199 :) 2!r()765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299336456470 
199 9 256765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299341273360 
199 9 25Q.765666A ANDREWS, MARILYN M 830299341273370 
<qQq ~!limfi!i735A WATFORD, ROSCOE 830299141074390 

Q2Adminislrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 111/99-6120/02 

--. -
From Date To Oale Prev In Prev Name 

BI3OJW99 813011999 09932117.24 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9/111999 91111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

7120/1999 7/20/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4'1511999 4/15119g9 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
411511999 4/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/1011999 21.10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2'1511999 . 2115/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2115.11999 · 2/15/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7'1/1999 . 7/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/211999 7/2/1999 0993211724 THDMf;'SON HUGH S 
.7/1/1999 7/1/1999 099321F24 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/1/1999 711/1999 09932.11724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

611511999 6/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
71131199Q 7/13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/1411999 · 7/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7./1211999 7/12/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/2511999 · 212511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HU.GH S 
7/19/1999 7/Hll19S9 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH s 

911/1999 9/111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
91111999 911/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.91111999 9/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

3119/1999 311911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
91811999 918/1900 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

412211999 4/2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
91711999 91711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

3111/1999 3111/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/Bll009 .418/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

512011999 ·5120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512111999 512111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5131/1999 5/'jl/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
513011999 5130/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/2911999 512911999 0993211724 THOMPSON' HUGHS 

'.5(2811999 512611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH s 
5127(1999 5(27/1999 0993211724 lTtiOMPSON HUGH S 
611119~9 . 611/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

11(1111999 11111/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.1111611999 11116'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/2311(199 11/2311999 0003211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/30119:19 11r.lO.l1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11123"999 ·11'23"999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
121211999 12/211999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
12(211999 12/2H999 OQ93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/17.'1999 5117!199~ D991211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5; 2007 

Group Nallle Paid Prov AmI I 
PEE DEE HEAL HI CARE PA . $:J1~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $29. 
PEE DEE I-tEALTH CARE PA. $96.40 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . ~219.78 
PEE DEE HEAL IH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 596.40 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2.23 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $61.57· 
P!:E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3.00 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OEE HEAL Tli CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $52.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $A3.2d 
.PEE DEE HgALTH CARE PA $2B.24 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $275.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAREPA .~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $280.95 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $91.96 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $95.~~ 
PEE OEE HEAL Til CARE PA $80.22 
PEe DEE HEAL lH CARE PA $80.22 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $88.74 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $88.74 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 588.74 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $68.74 

. PEE OEE HEALTH CARE"PA' Ssa.74 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $68.74 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $41.07 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $41.68 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $21.10 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PoD. $48.7B 

. PEE DEE HEAL Tli CARE PA . $47.80 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~~ 



Medicare Reconsideration 

.ar HleN Beneficiary Name DeN 
1999 250766200A GA1NEV, CORA L 830299159083070 
1999 25076620DA GAINEY, CORA L 83<J299159083080 
1999 250766491M Not Available 630299047113630 
1999 25076S491M Not Available 830299047113840 
1999 250766491M Not Available 

, 
830299047113850 

1999 250766491M Not AVailable 830299048084690 
1999 250761l296A ALLEN, DOROTHY A 8302991740g9340 
1999 250768357A MCRAE, GLEN E 830299252090350 
1999 2507~1.064A YOUMAN S, EUSE \I'f 830299040074550 
190 Q 250761064A YOUMANS, ELISE W 830299042100330 
t 250781064A YOUMANS, ELISE W 830299046242590 
1~~:l 250781064A YOUMANS. ELISE W 630299047113860 
1999 2507B1064A YOUMANS, ELISE W .'" . 630299047113870 
1999 2.50761064A YOUMANS, ELISE W . B30299047113680 
1999 250781064,t.. YOUMANS, ELISE W '. 630299048084-7'00 
1999 250781064A YOUMANS, ELISE W 830299048084710 

\ 1999 250781064A' YOUMANS, ELlSE W 83029905408400D 
1999 25Q781064A YOUMp.,NS, ELIse w 830299054084010 
1999 250781064A YOUMANS. ELISE W 830299082076270 

. }999 250781054A YOUMANS. ELlSEW . 830299161072690 
1999 25D900937A FLOWERS, CLAUDE F . .. 839799362002540 
1999 25092671QM DAVIS, GOlDIE , . 830299077078330 
1999 250985898A lIDE •. OORIS 0 830299141074410 
1999 25101227.50 DRIGGERS, WILMA W 830299181147740 
1999 2510134920 HOLLOWAY MARY G 830299145097340 
1999 2510398520 . EVANS. CASSIE L 830299281091780 
1999 2510512670 GOODSON. FANNIE 8302991113090860 
1999 2510512670 GOODSON FANNIE 830299209128580 
H~R9 251058119A 8YRD, EDWARD R 830199069053770 

. 25105B119A BYRD, EDWARD R 8311199059053780 

'I""~ 251058119A BYRD, EDWARD R B30199069053790 
1999 251058119A BYRD EDWARD R 630299008060830 
1999 251059119A' BYRD. EDWARD R . 830299012109150 
1999 251B56119A BYRD, EDWARD R 830299012109160 
1999 251I1l'rS.l't9A BYRD, EDWARD R S302990121 09 170' 
1999 25WS1l119A BYRD, EDWARD R 830299012109180 
1999 251058119A BYRD, EDWARD R 830299033116260. 
1999 2510'''5380 CLARKSON, SUE J 830299204084570 
1999 251cYl35380 CLARKSON, SUE J 830299209128600 
1999 25 Hll"3692A ISGETI, WILLIAM L 830299201275790 
1999 25107a692A ISGETI, WILLIAM l 630299201275800 
1999 251074089A CARNES, CLARA S30299161072730 
~9~9 2510 r4'069A CARNES. CLARA 830299119247770 

Q2Administrators, LLC . 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services 0111/1/99-6/20102 

From n~to To O.le Proll 10 Prov Nalllo 

6/4/1999 61411999 0993211724 THOMPSON liUGH S 
.6/4/1999 61411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
2/11/1999 2/1111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/1211999 2/1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
2113/.1999 2/131~999 0993211724 THOf\APSON HUGH S 

. 2114/1999 .211411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/1611999 611611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

917/1999 91711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
.. 2/811999 218/1999 099321H24 THOMPSON HUGH S 

'2/.911999 . 219/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
.211011999 211 Cil1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2111'1999 2/1111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211211999 211211999 0993211724 THOMPSON' HUGH S 
211311999 211311999 0003211724 ITHOMPSON HUGH S 
211411999 . 211411999 0993211724 THOMPSON I:lUGH S 
211611999 211611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.211811999 211s/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON I--IUGH 5 
,2117/1999 2117/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
2117/1999 .. 211711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61911999 61911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH'S 

12117/1999 1211711999 099321'1724 THOMpSON HUGH S 
.319/1999 31911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

GrOllI' Nama 

PEE DEE HEAL Ttl CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE.DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE' DEE HEAL Tt-! CARE f'lA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA· 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

. PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEAL T(-l CARE PA 

. PEEDEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

5117/1999 5117/t999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
6125/1999 612511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
5119/1999 .5/1911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
9124/1999 9/2411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

·612811999 6128/1999 099321172.4 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
712111999 . 712111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

11711999 ·1/7/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON 'HUGH S PEt; DeE HEALTH CARE PA 
11611999 .1/611999 0993211724 THOMP.SON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
'11811999 1J8I1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TI--I CARe PA 
1/6/1999 1/611999 0993211724 'fHOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE.PA 
1f7/1999 ' 1m1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
118/1999 11811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
1{9/1999 .11911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

111011999 1/10(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
. 1f7f1999 ·1nt1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
7/2111999 7/21/1999 099321172.4 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

"712111999 . 7!Z1I1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
'. 7/1211999 711211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DeE HEALTH CARE PA 

711211999 7/12/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE D£E HEALTH CARE PA 
617/1999 6J7/19~ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE \-lEAL TH CARE PA 

6121/1999 612111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

October 5, 2007 

t'SIO '-roy ""!t .. 
. $295 .. 

$275~S2 
$29.62 
$73.11 
$73.11 
$73.11 

$295.91. 
. $29.26 

$66.85 
$86.98 
$86.98 
$86.96 
$86.98 
$66.98 
S86.98 
$86.98 
$43,32 
$86.98 
:520.48 
$76.56 
S31.13 

$275.82 
$295.9t 
$124.45 

$48.57 
$164.83 
$340.77 
$66.96 

$4.29 
$4.29 
$4.29 

$73.11 
$73.H 
$73.11 
$73,11 
$73.11 
$20.48 
$93.00 

$295.91 
$93.00 

$295.91 
$7G.56 

~~ 



Medicare Reconsideration 

'ear HICN S."enclary Harne DeN 
1999 f25'074961B QUATTLEBAUM,SARA' 830299189261980 
1999 251074961B QUATTLEBAUM,SARA 830299189281990 
1999 2510749618 QUATfLEBAUM. SARA 630299217100090 
1999 251106688A RILEY, PIERCE A 830299118096540 
1999 251106688A RILEY, PIERCE A 830299132075160 
1999 251106688A RILEY. PIERCE A 830299132075170 
1999 251106688A RllEV, PIERCE A 830299138097530 
1999 251106588A RILEY, PIERCE A 830299155071630 
1999 251114068A GATIISQN, LEROY . BJ029902SQ90550 
1999 251114068A GATT1S0N LEROY 830299052076290 
1" ~ 25111406BA. GATIISON, LEROY 830299081098390 

-:. . 251114066A GA1TISON. LEROY 830299223096780 
1999 251114068A GATTISON, LEROY 830299223096190 

~ 25111406SA G.o,TIISON. LEROY 8302Q9357390990 
1999 2511695936 HALL, ORAD B302990n078340 
1999 251180678D FOLSOM. DORIS A 830299225231420 
1999 2511B0701A GALLOWAY, RAYMON R 830200004296-450 
1999 251ta1338A WILDS, LAURIE 830299103086400 

iTe9s 2511B133BA WILOS, LAURIE . 830299109092110 
11999 251181338A WILDS;lALJRIE - 830299110 W0720 
11999 25118133BA WILDS, LAURIE 830299112108730 

1999 251181338A WILDS. LAURIE 830299112108740 
1999 251181338A WR...OS. LAURIE B30299112108750 
1999 25118133BA WILDS, LAURIE B3Q299120086720 
1999 251181338A WILDS. LAURIE 630299120086730 
1999 25i1B1338A WILOS. LAURIE .. B3029Q216108860 
1999 2511813381\ WILDS, LAURIE B302992171oo110 
199'S 2511813640 MACK. MAMIE 830299152249340. 
1999 2511813640 MA.cK, MAMIE 830299159083120 
1""'C) 251181832A NERO. ROSENA 830299166068120 

~999 
25118183ZA NERO. ROSENA . . 830299252090400 
251192419A GURLEY, PEARLENE G' 630299225231430 

1999 251~500A RIVERS, TECOLA 8302991790B7060 
1999 :C51!!9500A RIVERS, TECOlA 830299161146410 
1999 2512~50OA RIVERS, TECOLA. 830299181146420 
1999 251~17HIM HILTON, GENE 830299147101400 
\999 251 :f4.07410 DUBOSE, CHARLO C 830299109092130 
1999 2512407410 ~UBOSE, CHARLO C 830299252090420 
1999 2S1!4tl8530 WILSON ADA '. 8302991030B6420 

~ 251 ~ilDa530 WILSON ADA 83029910306643Q 
1999 251240B530 WILSON. ADA 830299103086440 
1999 2512.of08530 WILSON. ADA B30299189262020 
1999 251t4<l85.:m WILSON, ADA . B30299341273480 

Q2Adminislrators, lLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 111199-6120/02 

From Dale To Date Pray 10 Pray Name 
6/3011999 6130/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. . 6130/1999 . 6/3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7128(1999 . 712811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
4/2211999 .4/2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

5/B/1999 5/8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH.S 
519/1999 519/1999 0993211724 THOMP SON HUGH S 

.5/10/1999 . 511011999 0993211724 THOMPSQN HUGH S 
51711999 5/7/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 1/1911999 l1l9/199g D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211511 999 2/151199~ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/17/1999 3/17/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
311811999 3/18/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

41811999 4fB11999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUG~~ 
12J2{){1999 1212011999 0993211724 THOMPSOI)I HUGH S 

3/11/1999 .3/1.1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
813/1999 81311999 0993211724 THOMP$ON HUGH S 

12/27/1999 12127/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
417f1999 · 4f711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

411611999 4/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4f17l1999 4/1711999 {)993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4120/1999 4/20/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 4/1911999 4119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON liUGH S 
4/21/1999 4121(1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

·4/23/1999 ::4/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
4/2211999 4122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/3011999 7/3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S. 
7/30/1999 713011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/27111199 5f27/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
61211999 .61211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61B11S99 6/BI199!,l D993211724 THOMPSON ~IUGH S 
9/211999 912/1999 099321F24. THOMt:'SON HUGH S 
81211999 81211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

6117/1999 611711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6122/1999 6/2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6123/1999 6/2311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5124/1999 512411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4116f1999 · 4/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

9(111999 911/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4f711999 . 4f711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 41811999 4/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
419/19!!9 4/9/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S. 

6{30/1999 · 6130/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
12/3/1999 121311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5·, 2007 

Group NaRle f1'ald Prov Am( . 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93:if{~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $124.6a.:. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE oee HEALTH CARE p~ $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $94.09 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $94.09 
PEE OEE I-IEAL TH CARE PA $13.87 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $9H19 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $26.72 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE P~ 
P£E DEE HEALTH CARE FA 

--!~~ 
$71.76 

PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $47.07 
PEE oee HEALTH CARE PA $41.69 
PI: E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $42.65-
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEe: DEE HEALTH CARE PA $223.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 547.70 
peE DeE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PSE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $75.93 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA SB9.BO 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA S89.80 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $89.80 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $89.80 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . S89.fIO 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $95.38 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $519.90 
PEf- DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $124.89 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 560.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $52.25 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.1B 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $71.64 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $324.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $202.80 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear IHeN Sen .. flcia!1 fJafJle DeN 
1999 2512409920 WEATHERFORD. DORIS 830299267111700 
1999 2512409920 WEATHERFORD, DORIS B30299343265460 
1999 25"1240992D WEATHERFORD, DORIS 630299343265470 
1999 251242301A WINGATE, ROSALIE 630299225231440. 
1999 ~:243269C1 WELCH, PAULINE 830299099077970 
1999 251243269C1 WELCH, PAULINE . 830299147101410 
1999 251244459A HICKS, BENJAMIN 830299155071660 
1{lg9 251244459A HICKS, BENJAMIN 630299183090940 
1999 251249352A LANGLEY. LEON H 830299181147820 
1999251256135M. MUNN, HAZEL . 113Q29818926205O .. 251256135M . MUNN, HAZEL. 830299193090820 

-l·"-_J 251256135M MUNN, HAZEL 830299201215860 
1999 251261349D CANNON, MAMIE 830299201275870 
19£19 25l261606A MCDANIEL BOYD 830299067314420 

\ 1999 25126160BA MCDANIEL, BOYD 830299067314430 
1999 251262012A LIGHTY, FOREST . 830299265082870 
1999 2512621600 LLOYD, GLADYS 63029S181147840 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830199112057630 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830199118040700 
1999 ~51262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830199115040710 
1999 251262533A CARUSO. GINEVRA A 830199118040720 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 630299039115850 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830299047113900 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830299090104660 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A . 630299095117970 
1999 251262533A CARUSO G!NEVRA A . 830299095117980 
1999 251262533A . CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830299120086750 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A B302991 ~9107920 
~999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830299139107930 

) 2512625J3A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 630299139107940 

.-~= 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830299181147850 
1999 251262533A CARUSO, GINEVRA A 830299195080260 
1999 2512625330 LIGHTY ROSA 830299326249900 
1999 2512B!568M BYRD, GEORGE R 630299201275890 
1999 251261t245A SPARKS, WALTER W 630299161072810 
1999 251~441A HOLLOMAN, PEARLY 630299127096410 
1999 251264481A DUBOSE, BEULAH 830199069053760 
1999 251265782D BLACK DORAD 630299147101420 

I 1999 2512M782D BLACK, DORA D 630299147101-130 
1999 251$06911. ALFORD, HENRY 630299120066770 
1999 2512~69A ALFORD, HENRY 8302993262<19920 
1999 251266069A ALFORD, HENRY 830299333211280 
1999 25121?6'14BA RICE, FLOSSIE S 830299132075340 

Q2Adminislrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 1/1199-6/20/02 

From Dale To Dale ProvlO Prov Name 
911411999 9114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

10/2611999 10/26/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/30/1999 11/30/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

8/211999 8/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4/711999 . 41711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

5124/1999 5124/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512811999 5128/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/2511999 8125/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
612211999 612211999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

7/6/1999 71811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
71611999 71P11999 0993211724 Tl-IOMPSON HUGH S 

. 7/16/1999 7/1qJ1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
.' 7/1411999 711411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

3/3/1999 313/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· 
·3/3/1999 31311999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

91311999 91.3/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
"6116/1999 611611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211111999 2/1111999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/3011999 3130/1999 0983211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 3131/1999 3f31/1!l99 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
41111999 A/1/1OO9 0993211724 IIHQMPSON HUGH S 
21311999 213/1999 D993211724 TI-iOMPSON HUGH S 

2/11/1999 211111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/30/1999 . 3130/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3.131/1999 3/31/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

4/1/1999 4/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
4/2611999 412611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/14(1999 5114/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
51t3/1999 5/1311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
511211999 5112/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/22/1999 . 612211999 099321172.4 THOMPSON HUGH S 
71111999 7(111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

11/11/1999 11111/1999 D99321172'\ THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/13/1999 7/13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

61etl999 . 618/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
51511999 51511999 0993211-724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
114(1999 1/4/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

512511999 512511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512511999 512511999 09!l3211724 THOMPSON MUGIi S 
4/28/1999 4/2811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

11/1511999 1111511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11122/1999 11122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 5/7/1999 51711!J99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group N .. me ~idP!(]IfAtm 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE_~ $93. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ---$158. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE-PA $295.91 

' PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.38 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE p,A $223.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $254.52 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE D~E HEALTH CAJ:lE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.5B 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.76 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $69.92 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $281.75 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $107.~~ 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $6.94 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . . $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.94 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $37.09 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.18 
PEE DEE HEAllll CARE PA $35.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.18 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $36.73 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.91 
PEE DEE HEAL 11-1 CARE PA $43.76 -PEEDEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.76 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $356.05 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $85.22 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.49 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $32.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PE:E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $124.89 
PEE.DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $8.58 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $519.90 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $403.1 B 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $~ 1.07 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 531.13 
PEE OEE HEAL Tli CARE PA $295.91 



Medicare Reconsideration 

ear HlCN Se"enclary Nallle 
1999 25125614!lA RICE, FLOSSIE S 
1999 2512667430 HAMLIN. SARAH 
1999 2512667430 HAMLIN. SARAH: 
1999 251268510A THOMPSON,. DELL K 
1999 251269717A RHODES. PAULINE· 
1999 251269717A RHODES, PAULINE 
1999 251269717A RHODES. PAULINE· 
1999 25128546SA . CRIM, DANIEL 
1999 25133269BA SAMUEL, DEBORAH 

19S9 251367305D HEATH, DORIS S 
1r~"\ 251:167305D HEATH, DORIS 5 . 
" 2513673050 HEATH DORIS S 
19~9 2513673(150 HEATH. OORIS S 
1999 2513613050 HEATH. DORIS S 
1999 251367:1 050 HEATH, DORIS S 
1999 251367305D HEATH. DORIS S 
1999 251380151A HORTON. MANNIN M 
1999 251380502A CARROLL WHITT 
jes9 2513B0502A CARROLL, WHITT 
19~ 251403989'" GRAY;MYRAW 

. 1999 2514250780 scan. MARTHA A 
. 1900 251426334M GOODMAN, MARION 

1999 251426710A MCI<ELVEY, RICHARD 
1999 2:;i1426710A MCKELVEY, RICHARD 
1999 2514272090 BROWN,MARY . 
1999 2514272090 BROWN MARY 
1999 2514272090. BROWN. MARY 
t999 25144B566A THOMPSON. DONALD 
1999 251446568A l1-10MPSON. DONALO 

~p"q ;;~::~;;~ DANIELS. WILHELMIN 
DANIELS, WILHELMIN 

~&&01 25144B300A WILSON, PAUL W 
1999 2B'f:C49114A . 1:1 A YES, CLEO D 
1999 [25"iI:i67 565A .. LUNN JR. WALTER K 
1999 2~67565A LUNl'l JR. WALTERK 
HIQQ 251468174A . STOKES. MARGARET 
19ge 25.1'468174A STOI<ES. MARGARET 
1999 251'1'~6817 4A. ST01<ES. MARGARET 
1999 25~468174A STOKES. MARGARET . 
1999 2Sft{S84520 GURLEY, VIRGINIA 
1999 2514684520 GURLEY, VIRGINIA 
1999 251~84530 DUBOSE. MARV . 
l' 'q 25]!t69B27A Not AV;:Iilable 

... 

OeN 
830299201275900 
B3G299166068 t40 
830299169106270 
830299067314480 

. ta30299155071700 
830299159083230 
830299209128720 

a2Adminjslrators, LLC . 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1f1/99-6/20/02 

From Oale To Date ProvlD Prov Nama 
7114/1999 7/14/1999 0993211724· THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/10/1999 6/1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6(1011999 6/1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

3/3/1999 ·3/311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61111999 511/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
611/1999 .61111999 0993211724 . THOMPSON HUGH S 

712211999 .7122/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

Group Name 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
Pf;:E Dee HEALTH CARE PA 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
PEE DEE liEAL nl CARE PA 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA 

830299147101440 . 512511999 5/2511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEEDEE HEALTI-! CARE PA 
830299239097220 8120/1999 8/2011999 0993211724 n;OMRSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

- 830299179247B60 6/18/1999 _ 611811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299189262100 613011999 '6/30/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299189262110 613011999 6/30/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PE~ DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299169262120 7/111999 7/1/1999 D993~11n4 THOMPSON ~UGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
B:30299189262130 711/1999 7/111!.l99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299225231480· 6/511999 61511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
S3<1299228188530 8/1211999 811211999 D993211724. THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299161072900 . 6/811999 6/8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON .HUGH 6 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299217100160 8/311999 813/19.99 D993211724 THOMf>50N HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

.. 830299301292810 . . 1012611999 10/jZ6/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299225231490 814t199~ 814(1999 D99l211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEAL Tt-t CARE PA 

'. 830299169106320 . 6/10/1999 .611011999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEl: DEE HEAL1H CARE PA 
830299155111410 6/211999 6(211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

: 630200011261410 -12/27/1999 12127/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299333211310 1112211999 11/2211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEAL111 CARE PA 
830299161072950 6/811999 . 6/8/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEAL TK CARE PA 
830299161072960 616/1999 61811999 P993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299209128750 .:7/20/1999 ·.7120/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
B3Q299333211320 11129/1999 11129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA 
830299335Q95910 11/2211999 11/2211999 D9932117~4 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH GARE PA 
830299155071710 ·5/25(1999 5125/1989 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S FEE DEE HEALTH CARE?A 
630299155071720 ,5/2611999 512611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299139107990 .5/1211999 5112/1999 0993211724 THO MPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
tl30299201275990 7/15/1999 7/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH s. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299152249460 5127/1999 512711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
630299155071730 5/2811999 5/2811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
83029922523151() 8/1111999 6111'1999 D9932117~4 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299225231520 8/11/1999 8/1111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299228188540 S/11/1999 8/11/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE.DEE HEALTH CARE PA . 
830299228188550 8/11/1999 8111/1999 09932·11724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299110100900 4/1911999 4/19/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
830299313272600 111111999 11 (1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

. 830199350066190 7J201f999 7/20/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S '. PEE DE:E HEALTH CARE PA 
830299033116290 1/2111999 .. 1121/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTli CARE PA 

October 5,2007 

Paid Pray Ami' 

$60.11. 
$275~1Q . 
$295.91 
$403.18 
$219.78 
$295.91 
$223.9B 
$295.91 
$116.76 

$48.57 
$53.80 

$6.94 
$53.60 

$6.94 
$53.80 

$129.60 
$83.24 

. $275.112 
$41.07 

$295.91 
$295.91 
$239.36 
. $26,21 

$56.68 
$275.82 

.. $295.91 
. $60.14 

$2B.24 
$275.82 

$75.93 
$75.93 

$295.91 

$~~ 
$96.40 
$29.26 
$29.26 
$28.24 
$93.00 

$275.62 
$275.82 

$31.13 
$93.00 

$119.44 



Medicare Reconsideration 

Year HtCN Benefldary Name DeN 
1999 251469827A Not Available 830299033116300 
1999 251503980A WEATHERFORD, SARAH M 830299155071740 
1999 251503980A WEATHERFORD. SARAH M 830299201276000 
1999 251504042A MAYStiACK DANIEL M 630299239097230 
1999 251504042A . MAYSHACK, DANIEL M 830299267111B20 
1999 251504042A . MAYSHACI<, DANIEL M 830299341273530 
1999 251504212A ANDERSON. PEGGY C B30Z99337281140 
1999 251505155A PARROTT, JAMES 830299252090510 
1999 251506268A·· BACOTE. UL.I.JE M 830299139108020 
1999 251506306A SPELL, GEORGE A 830299159083310 
f~~"l 25150830611. SPELL, GEORGE A 830299174099550 

hggg 251522380A' COKER. JACK E 830299183091000 
251522380A COKER, JACK E '. 630299230105150 

1999 251522360A COKER, JACK E 830299230105160 
1999 2515223801>. COKER, JACK E 83029932228OQDO 
1999 2515223BOA COKER. JAC\( E 830299336251750 
1999 251522380A COKER, JACK E 63029933625176Q 
1999 2515223BOA COKER. JACK E 630299341273550 
1999 251564127A HAYES JANIE C 830199106032730 
1999 251564127A HAYES, JANIE C 830199116002480 
1999 251554121A HAYES, JANIE C 83D1991160025oo 
1999 251564127A HAYES, JANIE C 830199116002520 
1999 25t564127A . HAYES. JANIE C 630199116002550 
1999 251564127A· HAYES. JANIE C 830199116002570 
1999 251564127A HAYES, JANIE C • 830199116002580 
1999 251564127A HAYES, JANIE.C 830199116002590 
1999 251564127A HAYES. JANIE C '. 83Q199116058770 
1999 251564127A HAYES, JANIE C 830199116058780 
1999 251564127A HAYES, JANIE C .830199116058850 

l-i(\t)Cj 251564127 A HAYES, JANIE C 830299179087270 

I-- 2S1564127A HAYES, JANIE C 630299179087280 
1999 251554127A HAYES, JANIE C 830299193090850 
1999 2515~127A HAYES. JANIE C 830299214082740 
1999 251564127A HAYES, .JANIE C 830299214082750 
1999 25156~127A HAYES. JANI'E C &30299228070210 
1999 251$t127A HAYES, JANIE C 830299228070220 
1999 251564127;\ HAYES JANIE C 830299230105170 
1999 251SB4127A HAYES. JANIE C 8~O2992514720"O 
1999 2515~127A HAYES. JANIE C 830299251472(180 
1999 2515M079A COGGESHALL, LOU'. B 830299174()99630 
1999 251Sefl222A W1LUAMS, ALBERT 830299090104MO 
1999 25158C222A WILLIAMS, ALBERT 830299183091010 
1999 251Se,{222A SIMPSON, ANNA C 830299239097240 

q2Administrators, LlC 
Dr, Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1/1/99-6/20/02 

From O"le. To Date Prov 10 Prov Name 

112tl1999 H21!1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/2(1999 61211999 0993211724 THOf\.4PSON HUGH S 

7/14/1999 711411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5125/1999 5/2511999 D9932l1724 THOMPSON HUGH.S 
9/21/1999 9/21/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

1112911999 11/29/1999 0993211724 rriiOMPSON HUGH S . 
1112911999 11/2911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

9/111999 911/1999 09932\ 17211 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
511211999 5/1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

6J4/1999 61411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6117/1999 611711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/29'1999 . 6129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
81~3f1999 8/13/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
6/13/1999 811311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1112/1999 1112/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

11130J19G9 11130119gs 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/30/1999 1113011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11/2911999 11129/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/1811999 3/18/1999 0993211724' THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 115/1999 1/511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
311811999 3118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

115/1999 11511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/1211999 311211999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 3/1211999 311211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/2511999 . 312511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
3125/1999 3125/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON !-IUGH S 
3/18/1999 311811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

·3/1811999 311811999 099321172<1 THOMPSON HUGH S 
41111999 . 411/1999 0993211724 THOt.1PSQN HUGH 5 

: 611111999 6/11/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
611111999 S{11/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

718/1999 7/BI1999 0993211724 n;OMPSON HUGH S 
7/29'1999 7/2911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7129/1999 7/29/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
'6/9rl999 81911999 0993211724 THOMpSON HUC:;H S 

819/1999 8/91'999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
" 7(8/1999 71B/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

811611999 .8/16/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
811611999 8/16/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/17/1999 6117J1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
313011999 313011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 6125/1999 612511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8124(1999 8/2411999 . - 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5; 2007 

Groue Name If'ald Proll Ami\!, 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3~l*1 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93. " 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.71 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA '$71.64 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE~A $47.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $43.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.9 1 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $64.71 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $127.39 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S2ti.77 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $69.92 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.24 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH C.A.RE PA $45.113 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.76 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $41.07 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $0.29 
PEE OEe HEALTH CARE PA SOA9 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $52.25 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $52.25 
PEe oee HE~L TH CARE PA $0.49 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAB£; PA $52.25 
PEe DeE HEALTH CARE PA $52.25 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $0.49 
PEE DeE HEALTH CARE PA $52.25 
PEE OEE HEALTH CAREPA $0.20 
PEE DEE HEAL Tii CARE PA' $29.45 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $51.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $0.52 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 144.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $51.62 
PEE DeE HEALTH CARE PA . $0.52 
PEE OEE HEALTI"! CARE PA $51.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $0.52 
PEE DEE HEALTI-I CARE PA ~41.69 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $46.10 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE Pf.>. $0.85 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $13.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEe t-IEAL T~S:!!RE PA _~9;14 



Medicare Reconsideration 

(oar HleN Belieficlary Name 
1999 2515B1699A JOE, MARION 
1999 251581699A JOE. MARION 
1999 251581699A JOE, MARION 
H199 251S82147A SCIPIO. UDA L 
1999 2.515B4586A POOLE. RUBY M 
1999 251584586A POOLE. RUBY M 
1999 251584689A GANDY, ELNORA D 
1999 251584689A GANDY, ELNORA D 
1999 25t584736A LARTS ELOISE 
1999 2515S4889A REYNOLDS, EOWARO 
1~-'" 251604883A' WEARRING, DOROTHY J 

251604883A WEARRING, DOROTHY J 
191i9 251604883/\ WEARRING, DOROTHY J 
'1999 251604883"- WEARRING, DOROTHY J 
T999 25162048902 MITCHELL, VIOLA 
1999 25162048902 MITCHELL, VIOLA 
1999 251620884A ROBINSON, LORA 
1999 251620884A ROBINSON, LORA 
1999 251620964A BARR, MARY L 

1999 251621394A JAMES, SADIE 
1999 251623l49W B~.ILEY, BELLE E 
1999 251623349W SAlLEY. BELLE E 
1999 251624337A . COE, ELOISE 
1999 251624437A MCELVEEN,LEEVANCE 
1999 2516244370 MCELVEEN, LOUISE G 
1999 2516434586 MCKAY. LOUISE 
1999 2516B030SA SMAll. BOBSIE T 
1999 25166151BA THOMPSON, MARGARET G 
1999 25166151BA THOMPSON, MARGARET G . 
~r""'Q 251661518A THOMPSON,MARGARETG 

r-:i'~9 
251661518,0\ THOMPSON, MARGARET G 
251662660A WILLIAMS, MOZ ELL J 

1999 2516~~l:iSOA WILLIAMS MOZELL J 
1999 25166~81W MOTLEY, ANGELA 
1999 25166al:i81W MOTLEY, ANGELA . 

~ 251662765A BIJ\CKMON, ALMA 
1999 251663S51A JARRELL JOHNIE J 

.1999 25166..MS33C1 CURRY, ANNIE L 
1999 2517Q6.008B LYNN, DOROTHY 
199 9 2517o.!l6B9A . I(ELLEY. SHELTON C 
1999 2S1767776A BESS, ELSIE E 
1999 25171VneA BESS, ELSIE E 
199 9 2517Q7.1.76A BESS. ELSIE E 

, .. 

Q2Adminislrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on1f1199-6/20/02 

DeN From Dale To Dale Prov 10 PrOIf N~m8 

830299032064950 1/1211999 1/1211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299322280910 11/9/1999 11/9/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299335095960 11116/1999 11/16(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299120086800 4/27/1999 4{27/1999 D993211n4 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201275700 7114/1999 711411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201275710 711411999 7/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299116096760 412111999 4f211H:J99 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S. 
830299139106030 511411999 5114(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029918.1 t 47990 6/2411999 6'24'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299090104830 312911999 3129/1999 D!}93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
830199090066540 11711999 117/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299000060940 11611999 11611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299-012109310 ·117T1999 11711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B302~9343265620 12/611999 121611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299145097630 5121/1999 5121/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299147101450 5121/1999 . 5/21/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
830299168105590 519/1999 6/911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299237111050 BI1011999 8/1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299159083370 61211999 61211999 0~93211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299139108040 5112/1999 511211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299152249520 5/10/1999 5/10'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299152249530 5111/1999 5111-11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG!-t 5 
830299204084730 7/1611999 7/1611009 0993211724 THOMPSoN HUGH S 
830299145097760 5120'1999 512011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299217100250 81311999 . 8/311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299181146S80 6/22/1999 612211999 0993211724 THOMPSON f1UGH S 
830299263229420 9/911999 9/9/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029925t289600 8/31/1999 B13111999 0993211724 . THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299251289610 6'31/1999 813111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299251289620 Bl31/1999 6/31/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

'830299252090530 6/31/1999 8/31/1999 099321t724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
63029922523~540 . 8/9/1999 Brg/i99" 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299232102400 B{S(t999 819(1999 099321172'l THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299259072270 91811999 . .918'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299263229430 918/1999 .9(BI1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299120086810 4/2811999 4/28/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299095118090 4/211999 4/211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299217100260 . 7130/1999 7/3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGI-l S 
630299159083460. 817/1999 61711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299225231560 8/311999 813/1999 0993211724. THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199280001500 B/17/1999 811711999 0993211724 THO!,-IPSON HUGH S 
830199291121540 8/17/1999 8/1711999 0993211724 TJ-10MPSON HUGH S 
830299118096830 412211999 4122'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group Name -- ~Id Proy AII"~ 
PEE DEE HEALTI~ CARE PA $29tl f 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $31.G'; 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $37.26 
PEE DEE HEALTJ-1 CARE PA $288.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $86.60 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91' 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $258.70 
PEE.DEE liEALTH CARE. PA $58.63 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALll-l CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA· . $40.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ---SlS.50 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 
peE DEE HEALTH CARE PA--

1--. $219.78 
'295.91 

PEE DEE HEALTli CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA. $324.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $324.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE·PA· $295.91 
PEE'DEE HEALTH CARE PA $324.62 
PEE DEE HEAL Ttl CARE PA $33.14 
PEE 'DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 5295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2B.2,4 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CA.RE PA $295.91 
PEE Dee HEALTH CARE P"- $275.02 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEAL l'H CARE PA $60.14 
PEE DEE I~EALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $97.75 
PEE DEE IiEAL Tii CARE PA $97.75 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $223.98 



QO 
o 

Medicare Reconsideration 

"ear Hie", Beneficiary Name 
1999 251767776A BESS. ELSIE E . i 

1999 251766494A Not Available 
1999 251820715A COLLINS, BOBBY L 
1999 251820715A COLLINS. BOBBY l 
1999 251821811A lIGHTY. ELMA : 

1999 251821811A LIGHTY, ELMA 
1999 251821811A LlGHlY. ELMA 
1999 251822177A GIBSON, EVA MAE 
1999 251824192C6 SUTTON; CHARLES .. 

1999 251824192C6 SUnON. CHARLES' 
l' 251845110A . KISSIAH. DONALD W 
'1: . 251845110A KISSIAH, DONALD W 
1999 251B45110A KISSIAH, DONALD W 
1999 251B45110A KISSIAH. DONALD W . 
1999 251845110A KISSJAH, DONALD W 
1999 251645110A KISSIAH, DONALD W 
1999 2S1646237A BROWN. ETHEL G 
1999 251B69036A WASHINGTON, V M 
1999 2518829B5A' MCCALL, CATHERINE K . 
1999 251882965A MCCALL, CA THER'NE K 
1999 251882985A MCCALL CATHERINE 1< 
1999 2518829B5A MCCALL, CATHERINE K 
1999 251882985A MCCALL, CATHERINE. 1< . 
1999 2518650090 WAITERS MARY 
1999 251686414A. MACI<, ETHEL M 
1999 2518B6414A MACK, ETHEL M 
1999 251B86414A MACK, ETHEL M 
1999 251889613A HAIRE, JOHN H 
1999 251902212A GOSS,JEANNE 
1" ~ 251902212A GOSS. JEANNE 
1.. . 2511392212A GOSS, JEANNE 
1999 251802Z12A GOSS, JEANNE 
1999 251~06975A POSTON. WINDLE W 
1999 2519080141\ KETIER. CURLEY 
1999 251&26339A WEATHERFORD ERNEST 
1999 25HJ26339A WEATHERFORD,ERNEST 
1999 251l!:16339A WEATHERFORD, ERNEST 
1999 ;!5W~339A WEATHERFORD. ERNEST 
1909 251926339A WEATHERFORD, ERNEST 
1999 251 ~Z7565A BROWN. WILLIAM 
1999 251 ~:?8ij66D JOHNSON: LILLIE 
1999 251 ~8668D JOHNSOI~, LILLIE 
1999 .1S-m8668D JOHNSON, LILLIE ...... 

,",",\ 

Q2Administrators, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

SefVices on 111/99-6/20/02 

DC/J From Dale To Dale Prov ID Pro\! Name 
830299174099770 6/14f19~9 6/14/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299237111110 8/10/1999 8/10/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299201276070 7I14f1999 . 7/14/1900 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
830299201276OBO 7/14/1999 7/14(1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299077078390 3/12/1999 3(12/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299357391170 12/14/1999 12/1411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299362232780 1219/1999 12/9f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299351264120 12/8/1999 12/811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299237111150 · 8/1911999 81.1911999 09932~1724 THOMI?SON HUGH S 
830299237111160 8/1911999 8/19/1999 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299174099780. 6i17/1999 6/1711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299179248000 612111999 6121f1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299179248010 6/2111999 6/2111999 0993211724 THOt--Af'SON HUGH S 
630299179248020 611811999 6/1811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299181148050 6J21/1999 6/21/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299228166580 8/12/1999 8/1211999 0993211724 ll-IOMPSON I-IUGH S 
830299141074£70 5/1711999 5/17/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299189262170 6(30/1999 6J3011999 09932117:24' THOMPSON HUGH S . 
630299061329000 212211999 212211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299061329010 2123/1999 212311999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299061329020 · 2/24/1999 212411999 0993211724 TKOMPSON HUGH S. 
830299061329030 2125/1999 212511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299201276110 711.4/1999 7/1411999 0993211724 THOMPSON.HUGH S 
830299251269770 6123/1999 8/23/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299259072280 911011999 9/1011999 0993211724 THOMPSO~ HUGH S 
830299259072290 9/10f1999 9/1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S. 
830299263229530 9/10/1999 9/1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299159083490 61411999 614/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299223097140 8/611999 81611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
B30299223097150 81611999 8(6/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
830299223097160 8/611999 61611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299232102460 8f611999 . 81611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 630299230105290 . 3125/1'999 312511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299166105630 · 6/14/1999 611411999 09932117.24 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199090066520 . 119/1999 .1/9/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830199090066530 ' 116(1999 11811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299012109410 118/1999 118/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299252090590 917/1999 91711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299252090600 9nJ1999 . 9f7/1999 Q993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
83029919309089Q . 7/6/1999 71611999 0993211724 HIOMPSON HUGH S 

. 830299082105330 311711999 311711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
830299082105340 311S/1999 3/1BI1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
630299062105350 3/19/1999 3/19/1999 099321172~ THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5. 2007 

Group Name Paltl Prov AII1Illa 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $21.]~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $263.25 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.B2 
PEE DEE HE~LTH CARE PA $68.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.49 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE P.A $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEA\.. TH CARE PA $96.40 
PEE peE HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $13.80 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
pee DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.62 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CAR!= PA i58.34 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $85.51 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARe; PA $85.51 

. PEE DEE HEALTH 'CARE PA $85.51 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $48.57 
PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $1.57. 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEe OEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.04 
PEE DEE HEAL Ttl CARE PA $76.58 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $26.24 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE·PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTI-i CARE PI\ $47.07 

. PEE DEOE HEALTH CARE PA :!i275.!l2 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $40.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $14.06 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $76.56 
PEE DEE HEAL Tli CARE PA 5339.50 
PEE DEE I~EAL TH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $75.93 
PEE DEE HEAL n I CARE PA $75.93 
PEE DEE HEAL"fH CARE PA $75.93 



Medicare Reconsidel"8\ion 

.or HICt-I B ..... eflel.ry N.me oeN 
1999 2519286680 JOHNSON. LILLIE 830299147101460 
1999 2519266660 JOHNSON, LILLIE 830299155111420 
1999 2519286680 JOHNSON. LILLIE 83029g155111430 
1999 2519266680 JOHNSON. LILLIE 830299155111440 
1999 2519286690 JOHNSON. L1lL'E 830299155H 1450 
1999 251929415A MATTHEWS, DEBORAH 0 830299244245940 
1999 252164299A SUMMER, LINDA M 830299259072310 
1999 2532629360 BOYD. VIVII>.N M B302991681 05640 
1999 2532829300 BOYD. VIVIAN M 830299259072320 
1999 2550154990 YOUNG. MAlTlE L 830299163091070 

T '2550154000 YOUNG. MAITIE l 830299183091080 
l~ 25S015~990 YOUNG. MAITIE L 830299244245960 
19{Hl 2550154990 YOUNG. MATTIE L 830299244245990 
1999 2550154990 YOUNG. MATTIE L 830~99244246000 

1999 2550154990 YOUNG MATTIE L' 830299244246010 
1999 255015499D YOUNG. MI'.TTIE L 830299263229590 
~999 255526235.0'. CROCKER. MARION 830299062076490 
1999 255526236A CROCKER. MARION 830299136097670 
1999 25S38260BA . RAINWATER. JOE 8302992321024~0 

19911 256382608A RAINWATER, JOE 830299251289780 
1999 2572674800 WARNOCK, SARAH 830299351264150 
1999 2S7344639A SMALL. RALPH 1-1 830199200134J20· 
1999 259209463A MAITHEWS, EMILY j 830299217100320 
1999 260468460A GANT JOE £130299077078420 
1999 263J28964A ELLIS, ROBERT H 830299054064330 
1999 283328964A ELLIS. ROBERT H 830299054084340 

. 1999 2B332SB54A ELLIS. ROI'lERT H 830299054084350 
1999 283328964A ELLIS. ROSERT H 830299082076510 
1999 Z93328964A ELLIS. ROBERT H 8302{l9062076520 

-:;- 283328964A ELLIS, ROBERT H 630299201270150 
1_ .,-, 283326964A ELLIS, ROBERT H 83029920 1276170 
1999 28332B964A ELLIS. ROBERT H 83029!t201276180 
1999 28332SQ64A ELLLS, ROBERT H 830299204084840 
1999 2833389641'. ELLIS. ROBERT H 8302992040a4B50 
1999 2B332Stl64A elLiS. ROBERT H 8302992()4084860 
1999 283~28964A ELLIS. ROBERT 1-1 830299209129000 
1999 2833289641\ El~ ROBERT ':l. 6302992{)9129010 
1999 283326164A ELLIS ROBERT H 839799048000920 
1999 2833~64A ELLIS. ROBERT H 839799048000930 
19&9 307207!.40A WARR,MI\RY 630299067314660 
1999 3091B5081D RADSPINNER GRACE 0 630299313272660 

.1999 315096i39A PRICE. :IACI< W 830299159063530 
\ 1999.315095139A PRICE • .IACKW 8302991611?n~60 

Q2Administrato,s, LLC . 
Dr. Hugh Thompson {D993211724) 

Services on 1/1/99-6120/02 

F,om Pat_ Te> Data Proy IP Pro" NamQ 
512611999 512611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUml S 
513011999 5!3011999 5993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512911999 512911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
512811999 512611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5IZ711999 5127/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
812511999 8/2511999 0993211724 !THOMPSON HUGH S 

91911999 .. 91911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
619/1999 61911999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
91611999 . 91811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· 

612911999 6/29/1999 099321 t724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/29119911 612911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGHS 
8/21/1999 . 812111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
812011999 812011999 0993211724 1110MPSON HUGH S 
8122/1999 8J22I1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
812311999 ·812311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

91911999 919/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
·212211999 2122/1999 099~211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/1011999 511011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
611811999 8/1B11999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . 
813111999 813111999 0993211724 l11OMPSON HUGII S 
121611999 121611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
511111999 511111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7130/1999 .713011999 099321H24 THOMPSON HUGH S 
311011999 311011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2119/1999 2119/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
211611999 211811999 0993211724 TIfQMPSON HUGH S 
2117/1999 2117111199 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
2117/1999 2117/19gg 09932117204 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
2/1811999 211811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
111811999 711811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
711711999 711711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
711511999 7"611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
711911999 711911999 0993211724 Tl-IOMPSON HUGH S 
7120/1999 712011g99 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG H S 
7/2111999 7/21/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7122111)99 . 7122'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7121(1999 112111099 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/1:;/1999 211511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
211611999 2116/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

31311999 . 31311999 099321 H24 THOMPSON HUGH S 
111111999 111111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
611/1999 6/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
516/1999 61eJ1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5,2007 

Group Name i7ald Prov A~~ 
PEe DEE HEAL TH CARE PA $B9. 
PEE DEE HEAL TI'I CARE PA -$!l9. 
PEE DEE HEAL 11-1 CARE PA $89.60 
PEE DEE HEAL TH CARE PA 509.80 
PEe DEE liEALlH CARe PA $89JJO 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE"A $2B.11 
PEE oee HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $53.74 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEAL Tl-I CARE PI'. $56.63 
peE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $67.~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $61.93 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $67.93 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $67.93 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PI'. $29.26· 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.14 
peE DeE HEALTH CARE PA S76.58 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PI'. $29.26 
PEE DEE HEALTH CI\RE PA $215.82 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA 521.77 
PEe DEe HEALTH CARE PA $124.811 
PEe DEE HEALn~ Cft..RE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA -~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA· $66.98 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $86.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH C,A.RE PA $20A6 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $20.~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~.$J1.~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31 . .'15 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~31.35 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $255.30 
I>Ee DEE HEALTH CARE PA $66.98 
PEE DEE IlEALTH CARE PA' S86.96 
PEE DEE HEAL TI-I CARE PA $403.18 
PEE. OEE HE.ALTH CARE PA $31.1'3 
PEE DEE HEAL lH CARE PA $29~4l--
PEE DEE. HEALTH CARE PI\ $275.B2 



QO 
N 

Medicare Reconsiderallon 

.ar HleN Beneficiary Harne 
;:199 31509573911. PRICE. JA.CI< W 
999 378467735A DUCKElT KATHRYN A 
999 3784677351\ DUCKED. KATHRYN A 
999 40036650()A LYON. ADDISON EI 
999 417222997C1 KNIGHT, MAE K 
999 4172Z2997C1 KNIGHT MAE K 
999 420368438A BLACKMON, GLADYS C 

1999 420366438A BLACKMON, GLADYS C 
1999 420368438A BLACKMON. GLADYS C 
1999 420368436A BLACKMON. GLADYS C 
l' 420368438A BLACKMON GLADYS C 
;-. 420368438A BLACKMON. GLADYS C 
1999 42036843BA BLACKMON, GLADYS C 
.1999 420368438A . BLACKMON, GLADYS C 
1999 42036843BA BLACKMON. GlADYS C 
1999 .t203SB438A BLACKMON. GLADYS C 
1999 42542B381A EDWARDS, WAYNE· 
1999 425428381A EDWARDS, WAYNE 
1999 4330967270 EASOM. MARY R 
1999 4330967270 EASOM, MARY R 
1999 4391B0597A WILSON. OSCAR R 
1999 4523039671\ WAL TERS, MARY 8 
i 99'<1 4792260411\ . FRENCH. MARIE M 

, 1999 419226041A FRENCH. MARIE M 
19S9 . 47922B041A FRENCH. MARIE M 
1999 479228041 A· . FRENCH. MARtE tv! 
1999 oIB6500492A FREEMAN, CHARLES A . 
1999 4B6500492A FREEMAN. CHARLES A' 
1999 466500492A FREEMAN. CHARLES A 
l' , 486500492A FREEMAN, CHARLES A , 

4BOOG0492A FREEMAN CHARLES A ~: 
1999 4SE!600492A FREEMAN, CHARLES A 
1999 4665{)0492A FREEMAN. CHARLES A 
1999 4865rJ0492A FREEMAN. CHARLES A 
1999 486SD0492A FREEMAN CHARLES A 
1999 49828866711. DURBIN, MARY E 
1999 5(J4't89902A TRUED, LEONA M 
1999 50t225470A OLAUSON, MYRTLE L 
1999 5454073900. BYRD. ELIZABETH W 
1999 5464073900 BYRD. ELIZABETH W 
1999 54M07390D BYRD, El.1ZABETH W 
1999 54l542876A . JORDAN. CARMEL 
1999 54}142876A JORDAN. CARMEL 

DCN 
830299174099S9a 
830299106103670 
830299189262210 
830299189262220 
830299123113730 
830299145097940 

'. 830199069053860 
830199092045010 
830199092045~0 
a30299006101840 
830299006101650 
830299007044780 

, 
830299007044 790 
830299008060970 
830299040014540 
930299120086820 
830299174099940 
830299267111960 
830299109092150 
830299159083540 
830298109092180 
830299152240050 
830299040074650 
830299061329180 
830299062076560 
830299081098410 
830299179067310 
B31Y.HHl1790B7320 
830299179087330 
830299214062820 
830299214062830 
830299214082840 
B30299214082850 
630299214062660 
830299214082870 
830299147101470 
830299145097950 
630299230097300 
8302990480B4590 
830299183091150 
830299239097310 
~217002030 
830199217002040 

Q2Adminislralors, llC 
Or. Hugh Thompson (D993211724) 

Services on 1/1199-6/20/02 

From Date To Oale ProvlD P,OY Name 

6/16/1999 611611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4114/1999 4/14/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
8130119~ €130/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

71211999 7/2/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
4127/1999 4/2711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5118/1999 5f18f1999 0993211724 THOt.4PSON HUGH S 

1/311991} 1/3/1999 0993211724 TI-!OMPSON HUGH S 
11211999 1I211999 099321172.4 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/1/1999 1/1/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.. 
1f1/19gg . 1/1/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/3/1999 ·1/311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
114/1999 11411999 09Q3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
11511999 1/511999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1)611999 1J6I1999 D99321172.( THOMPSON HUGH S 
21311999 . 2/311999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

4/28/1999 M2811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 
6(1611999 611611999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
912211999 912211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
:'/1511009 4/15/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON IiUGH S 

6(7/1999 ' 6f711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
4115/1999 4/1511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUt3H S 
5/2611999 5/2611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/12~t999 .1/12/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2117/1999 2J171199B 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2J1711999 ·211711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 . 
211011999 2J1011999 0993211724 THOMPSON H!JGH S 
6/1011999 611011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

619/1999 619/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
6/11f1999 .611111999 0993211724 'TriOMPSON HUGH S 

612J1999 61211999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61611999 616/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

. 614/1999 61411999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 8 
Sl711999 61711999 0993211724 THOMPSO~ HUGH S 
615/1999 ·6fSI1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
618/1999 61811999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

5122'1999 512211999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
5/1811999 5118/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUm-I S 
B/17,,999 8/17/1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2J1E111999 2/1611999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6/29/1999 612911999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUG~I S 
811711999 811711999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/3111999 113111999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1130/11)99 1f3Ol1~9 0993211724 TI{OMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

GroiJp Name Paid Pro v Am;, 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $60.1· 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.?,&. . 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $13.87 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $21.77 
Pt:E OEe HEALTH CARE PA . $96.97 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $60.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PE.E DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA' $4.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $66.22 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.11 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $403.18 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $2~5.91 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $295.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $219.78 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $280.95 
PEE OEe HEALTH CARE PA . $519.90 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE 0 E~ HEAL TfI CARE PI>. $3.00 
PEE OeE t-IEALTH CARE PA $29.26 
PEE DEE. HEALTH CARE PA $44.36 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEEIlEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
[PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $31.35 
PEE DEE HEAl.. TH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $37.43 
PEE DEE liEALTH CARE PA :552.25 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $37.43 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $48.57 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ---~~ peE DEE HEAL TIl CARE PA $91.98 
peE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $275.82 
PEE DEE HEALTi'l CARE PA $76.58 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $2~~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31:35 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.35 



Vear 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 
1999 

'-..;. 

Medicare Reconsideration 

HleN 

547542876A 
565583557A 
565583557A 
577400501 A 
578289531 A 
578347786A 
57S3477B6A 

t::r 
I:~ 

Ir'''' 

:'..-

f''l _ 

Beneflcl"ry Manle 

JORDAN, CARMEL 
HENDERSON~ GEORGIA 
HENDERSON, GEORGIA 
~CCANTS WilliE M 

IWRIGHT. MAY B 
WEST. RUBYR 

, 

WEST. RUBY R 

DCN 
830199217002Q50 
830299193090910 
830299217100350 
830299155071770 
830299~04084B70 
8302991691Q6510 
830299209129060 

Q2Administralors, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1/1/99-6/20/02 

Frpm Date To Date Prciv 10 Pro'; Name 
'112911999 1129/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

71711999 71711999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/3011999 7/3011999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

: 61211999 5/2f1999 099321'1724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7/1611999 7/Hl'1999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
611511999 611511999 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
712011999 7/20/1999 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

Group Nama f'8l1J ... rov 1'11111 
PEE DEE 1·IEAl TIl CARE PA $31.)[1 
PEE DEE ~(EALTH CARl: PA $93.1\(f'"· 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $295.91 
PEE OEe HEALTH CARE PA $32.02 
PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $295.91 

$200.585.56 



Medicare Reconsideration a2Administrators, LlC 
Or. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Servian; on 1/1199-eJ20102 

,8 IHICN ,a.nen"larv Niiii.- , , ""IOCN ... --'---"F=rom:O:, O;-:: •• ",;:--r:::r~c>oh:7:at<l--r.:[J"""""rI=-"D- Iprov N". 'Group Wa",. 
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.U\ 13fSA BAIR[ _VA 

!7SA BAIRC, ",tVA 
~ IUt:I(.>O'lU~~ ,DALY IVAN C 
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1/1612001 1812000 rJ9!l3: rZ4 rH( I HUGH 5 

183010 1010049071 'I'''''''' ,4/141200010993211724 HUM~ )/oJ HUGH S 
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PEl DEE HEAL III :::ARE PA 
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"I:: • DEE HEfU.' HOARE PA 

DEE HEAl :ARE PA 
O~E_HeA' H CARE PA 
DEE HEAl HCARE PA 
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, HE rHeAI IE PA 
: DI E HeA rH CARE PA 
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'1/26(; :00 ,lI~ll.ruuu ~Y3;~~ ~~:~: MUM!':»III HI IGff 5 IPEE :lEI ,AI H CAR : PA 

5111200 5/1/2000 D99321 10Mt' IN HI GH S 'EE ~~ ,AI HeAR PA 
711412000 711412000 D9 HUGH 5 PEE DEI 'fU..~ PA 
"-,..... HI GH S DEI:AL 1-1 CARE PA 
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21712' 21 !11724 ITHOMI' :SON 'EEDEt: HEAL rH :ARI PA 
2r '2')0 2trr. U~~2'1724 ITHOMPSON JGH S , PEE lEE ttEJ',I.TH CARl PA 

October 5, 2007 
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5TI 
S6B: 

, $14.()5 



Medicare Reconsideration 

:00( 1247462266A ITAYLOR, BOBBle-E 
:uuu 124'5601:>8A IMATIOX, SHIRL :Y D 
'000 1~4 IWINGATE. EOW ~RO E 
)(10 I.,.. ,A. lA IWlNDHMI __ OORIS L 

,JOO ~OOR IS L 
)DO [2476: A IPRINCE BEULAH C , 
)00 1.o>J .EN" ROSAM 
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'.A' QDOM.EAAi..ENE H 
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~r ''l':aHt512A DUPREE. 'HI ~'" 
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200 HOWl ,PIiOEBEf 
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IHOW , PHOEBE F 
L inr HOW :-p'HQEaEF 

HOW . PHOEBE F, 
?1VII1 HOWi YHOEBEF 
200C 12' HOW , PHOEBE F 
200< HOWl , PHOEBEI' 
2000 HOWLE. PHDEBE F 
2000 HOWiOE PHOEBE F ' 
2000 124S2643300- IROWIE PHoEBE F 

IHOW ,E PHOEBEF 
2000 12~ ,PHOEBEF 

'3300 IHOW PHOEBE F 
2001l )AI ' ...... 'tlll) [HOw .PHOES" F " 
?!" (HOW E. PHCiEBE F 
~, [HOWLE, PHOE8E F 
2000 [HOW'lE.PHC~BE F 
2000 );1:lt ,B[Ai EVEl iN 
2000 12. ~CI4ij74B6 Ol :V, BESS I 
200012484( f4t :v BESSI 
2000 I 248-4( 74Bl :Y IESSI 
2oDO[2~8"( 74B' :Y eE: 

0< ,y BE' 
74B, ,y' IE: 
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2000 124840~ 14118 IDUDlEY BESSIE 

Q2Administralors, ue ' October 5, 2007 

,OC;N 

Or, Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 
Services on 1/11'99-6120/02 

IFrom Dale ro 0.... IProvlD' 'Pray Nan IGr""p N ...... 
'£OU£I>U 2114/2000 ''I', 1724 T I H JGH S IPEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA 

183020< ;2460 411zrZOOO 411212000 0993211724 "fROMI': )NHl1GH S IPEE nEE HEALTH [;ARE PA 

IB30200lI7~78860 
183lJ2OC02 1760<1 

[)l9: 2ff'iz. HU, ,At C:A PA 
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Medicare Reconsideration 

·.r HleN Boneflcla,yH<imB DC III 

)00 246505642A MACK, MARTHA 830200178227050 
:>00 24868295011, CROSBY, KATHRYN F 830200154255810 
000 246682950A CROSBY, KATHRYN F .630200158266040 
000 24B682Q$OA CROS8Y, K;\THRYN F. 830200159234560 
000 24B682950A CROSBY KATHRYN f 830200164212220 
:000 2466821l50A CROSBY, KATHRYN F 830200166248800 
~OOO 248682950A CROSBY. KATHRYN F 630200167270300 
!OOO 24B68295OA CROSBY, KATHRYN F 830200202261550 
moo 249013195A HUTCHINSON, GLADYS H aJ0200200265310 
woo 24901319511. HUTCHINSON GLADYS H 830200292273530 -2r ~49036106C5 MU.tS, LOUISE 830100269073470 
rIA L49241239D GALLOWAY,. ELOISE W 830200035218790 
~OOO 2492412390 GALLOWAY, ELOISE W 830200252234770 
2000 2492412390 GALLOWAY, ELOISE W 830~OO27232.1530 

2000 24924t2390 GALLOWAY, ELOISE W 830200276223330' 
2000 249320743A HUDSON SARAH F 830200020240440 
2000 249320743A HUPSON, SARAH ~ 830200009241160 
2000 249320743A HUDSON SARAH F 8J0200094217530 
2000 24956311611. CROSBY, WILLIE 0 830200116246500 
2000 249564531A DIALS; RETHA M 830200094217570 
2000 2499632BOA RICHARDSON, JEROME 830200265267870 
2000 249966210A . RANSOM, WANDA J B3020003521B820 
2000 l5030940SA . KING, ROBERT J 830200049222410 
2000 25D3428SBA' BARFIELD, EMOGENE B 630200045241580 
2000 25036B156A COX JR. JOHN 830200096217770 
2000 250686455A HALL, KENNETH B302000B7200060 
2000 250766S02A HALL, -LUCILLE 830200139282360 
2000 250766902A HALL,' [ UCILLE 630200276223690 
2000 250766902A HALL LUCILLE 830200293310100 
F '250768594A CANNON JR, LEROY 830200074211700 
2lo.~ 25076859411. CANNON JR. LEROY 1130200074211710 
2000 25076859411. CANNON JR, LEROY. 830200080225290 
2000 250715'a594A CANNON JR. LEROY 830200064226310 
2000 2509c1lli137 A. . flOWERS. CLAUDE F . 8302OO055265B40 
2000 25090Q937A FLOWERS, CLAUDe F . 830200139262220 
2000 25090093711. FLOWERS CLAUDE F 830200181268760 
2000 250900937A FLOWERS, ClAUDE F 830200195276740 
2000 2509ClJ)937A flOWERS, CLAUDE F 830200300270800 
2000 2500Q0.937A FLOWERS, CLAUDE F . 830200318234290 
2000 2509OOSl37 A FLOWERS, CLAUDE F . 839700047003360 
2000 25liOOO937A FLOWERS. CLAUDE F 839700047003370 
2000 25(190093711. FLOWERS, CLAUDe F 83970005500323(J 
2000 25107AQ86A BRUNSON. HUGH H .. 830200013291500 

Q2Administrato(s, LLC 
Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724) 

Services on 1I1199-{i/20J02 

From Date To Dale ProvlD PfOV Name· 
6120/2000 6/2012000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
512612000 .. 512612000 D993111724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

61212000 61212000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61512000 61512000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
Sr7I2000 61712000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
61912000 · 61912000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S' 

61,1212000 6/1212000 0983211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
7!1412000 7/14/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
6119/2000 6119/2000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1012J2000 101212000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S ' 

2/3/2000 2/312000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/1412000 111412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

9/5/2000 9/512000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
912/2000 · g/212000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
91512000 . '915/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1f7f2{)OO 1171'2000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S· 

111012000 lit 0/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/24/2000 . 312412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
411412000 4114/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/2112000 312712000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.9/121200G 911212000 D9Q3211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.112 0/2000 1/20/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

'. 217/2000 21712000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 
... 1114/2000 1/14/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON !1UGH S. 

313112000 '3f31/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
3/2012000 3120120.00 0993211724' THOMPSON HUGH S 
511212000 5/1212000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
9/2512000 912612000 D993211724 THOMPSON I-IUGH S 
9/2612000 '912612000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

31612000 31612000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
.. 3/612000 · 316/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

3/612000 3161'2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
317/2000 3J7/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

2/2112000 212112000 0993211724 fTHOMPSON HUGH S 
'5/12/2000 511212000 0993211724 THOMPSQN HUGH S 
6J2312Ooo 6/2312000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
6123/2000 6123/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

10/24/2000 1012412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
. 10f2412000 10124/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

.. 2114/2000 211412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
2/1412000 . 2114/2000 DM3211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 

. 2/2112000 212112000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 
1/312000 1/~Q2£ 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S 

October 5, 2007 

GrDUP Namo Paid PrDY A~lt2t: 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . S~112·. 
PEE DEE HEALrH CARE PA $Jl\!~ 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.10 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $18.91 
PEE DEE HEALTH CAR!: PA $34.02 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA ~34.02 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $34.02 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $47.70 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $68.66 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA -$101.95 
PEE'DEE HEALTH CARE PA $29.14 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S31.13 
PEE DEE HEAL n, CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 

. PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3.96 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $48.52 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $11.27 
PEE DEE HEAL TH,CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $55.(0 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.1 J 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $145.33 
PEe DEE HEALTH CAREPA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $14.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $142.93 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $73.49 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13. 
PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3.98 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $310.93 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $49.83 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $5.29 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $22.28 
PEE DEE HEAUH CARE PA SJ! .13 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $69.68 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 

. PEE nEE !·IEALTH CARE PA $101.95 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
PEe DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $4.34 
PEE oeE HEALTH CARE PA $93.00 
PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $28.24 



Medicare Reconsideration 
Q2Admlnislrators. llC . 

Dr. Hugh Thompson (0993211724). 

October 5. 2007 

Services on 1/1/99-6/20/02 

ur 1:iICN Beneficiary Name DC,", froln Oate To O.t. Prov 10 ProvlUma Group Nama If-aid Pro\! Anld. 
000 251074086A BRUNSON. HUGH H 8302000202'11100 11312000 1/312000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEAL TI~ CARE PA $4fAt( 
:000 251 074 086A BRUNSON. HUGH H B302000S2250730 3117/2000 3/1712000 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $3fu~. 
~OOO 251074086A BRUNSON, I,UGH H 6302001 81268910 612312000 612312000 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTII CARE PA $31.13 
~OOO 251074086A BRUNSON HUGH H 830200195277080. 612312000 '612312000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALll-l CARE PA 563.60 
!OOO 251074088A BRUNSON. HUGH H' 83020020tJ265600 7/1412000 7114/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $11.91 
~OOO 251074086A BRUNSON. HUGH H 830200202261800 7/1412000 711412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $31.13 
!OOO 2510740861'1 BRUNSON, HUGH H 630200213223590 711412000 711412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $24.95 
WOO 251114068A GATTISON. LEROY 830200033283360 112112000 1/21/2000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $4.54 
2000 2S1114068A GATTISON lEROY 630200047280580 2/1112000 211112000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S peE DEE HEALTI:I CAREPA . $31.89 
2000 251 1 14068A GATTISON, LEROY 830200094217970 312412000 3/2412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
zr '2S1114066A GATTISON. LEROY 8302001052475:;0 312412000 312412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $55.93 
2. 2511140S8A GA TIlSON. LEROY 830200105247560 312412000 '3124/2000 099321172~ iHOMPSON HUGH S ·IPEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $.5.07 
2000 251114068A GA TIlSON LEROY .. 630200115226970 312712000 . 312712000 0993211724 lliOMPSON HUGH S PEe DEE HEALTH CARE PA $9.66 
2000 251180701A GALLOWAY, RAYMON R 830200041271060 21412000 21412000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE·DEE HEALTI-1 CARE PA $47,70 
2000 1251243269Cl WELCH. PAULINE 830200 13S266330 51512000 51512000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARlO PA $31.13 
2000 251243269Cl WELCH. PAULINE 83020015132348() 51512000 51512000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH 5 PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $64.75 
2000 251426403A WARD. JOSEPHINE G 830 100308047100 912612000 912612000 099321\724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $SJ.OO 
2000 251426403A WARD; JOSEPHINE G 830200272322120 9(1912000 9/1912000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA . $55.B2 
2000 251426403A WARD, JOSEPHINE G 83(J200272322150 91;2612000 9126/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL ll-l CARE PA $56,34 
200D 25142640JA WARD, JOSEPHINE G 830200272322160 912712000 912712000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S . PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $11.10 
2000 251426403A '. WARD, JOSEPHINE G 830200278266160 101212000 10/212000 0093211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $22.19 
2000 251426403A WARD JOSEPHiNE G 830200284318070 101412000 101412000 0993211124 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $11.10 
2000 251426403A WARD. JOSEPHINE G '. 630200287243610 10/51'2000 10/5/2000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAlTH CARE PA $22.19 
2000 251426403A WARD. JOSEPHINEG . 830200290246000 101912000 1019/Z000 lJ893211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE oeE HEALTH CARE PA $2219 
2000 261426403A WARD. JOSEPHINE G 830200292274490 1011112000 1011112000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL Tll CARE PA $24~g.. 
2000 251426403.11 WARD. JOSEPHINE G 830200293310250 101t712000 1011712000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
2000 251448951A HOWLE. VIRGINIA F 830200166247040 61912000 61912000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $67.78 
2000 25144B95iA' HOWLE VIRGINIA. F 630200167270400 611212000 6/1212000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S peE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $35.10 
2000 25144S9S1A HOWLE, VIRGINIA F 630200168251280 611412000 &114/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $26.18 
2~ - 2S1446951A HOWLE. VIRGINIA F 830200113236620 611612000 611612000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $16.18 
'l 2514"~951A HOWLE. VIRGIN'A F 830200175242340 6116/2000 611512000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
2000 Z514118951A HOWLE. VIRGINIA F . 830200116227200 61912000 61912000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA S13.25 
2000 2514-1l\951A. HOWLE, VIRGINIA F 830200178227210 6/2012000 612012000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $26.18 
2000 251448951A· HOWLE, VIRGINIA F 830200178227220 612112000 6121/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $26.1 B 
2000 251448S51A HOWLE. VIRGINIA F 8302001812.68800 612312000 612312000 0993211724' THOMPSON HUGH S PEE OEE HEALTH CARE PA $26.1B 
2000 25f.we951A HOWLE. VIRGINJA F . 83()200181268810 612612000 612612000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE oee HEALTH CARE PA $26.18 
2000 251448951A HOWLE VIRGINIA F 830200189241040 613012000 6130.'2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE: ilEAL 111 CARE PA $26.18 
2000 25 \-«8951 A HOWLE. VIRGINIA. F 830200192221550 11512000 71512000 0003211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH GARE PA $18.91 
2000 25144a951A HOWLE. VIRGlNIA F .830200195271200 '71712000 7n120oo 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
2000 251418951A HOWLE. VIRGINIA·F 830200208241710 7/21/2000 ·7/21/2000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
2000 25f.Utj951A HOWLE. VIRGINIA. F 830200213223630 712512000 712512000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH e,o,RE PA $3B.2G 
2000 251 '.;,e951 A HOWLE. VIRGINIAF' 830200220196060 . 7/2812000 712612000 0993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEAL TIl CARE PA $24.02 
2000 ::SI4<1S9S1A HOWLE. VIRGINIA F ~ B30200220f96070 . 712812000 7/28/2000 D993211724 THOMPSON HUGH S PEE DEE HEALTH CARE PA $31.13 
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Janu.ry 22Dd. 2008 

~ Amy H. 0eddeJ 
. NWen Pruet, u.c'" 

1230 Main SbeI, Suite 700 
· Columbia SC 29201 

Subject: Nodc:e of Decision 

omce Qf IEDICAIJ! tEARING8 AND APPI!ALI 
101 II! zm -"1"-PIoor, . 
..... FL33131 
(101) .. 11, ...... 
(1--'II2-N12 Tol PM) . 
(3Of) J7t eaa Fa 

Enclosed is the' deCision of the Il-dnUnianti"yo Law Judgo (AU) on 'your Medicare appeal.' 
Ploaae carcfully revieW this notice the aUached decision.: 

Your Appeal RJptl 

If you do DOt aaree wi1h the ALrs 'sion, you may·appeaI the dcc1sioD by fillDa • Request for 
Review with the Mcdieaae Co\mciI (MAC). Other parties to your appceJ and, in·1Ome 
caI08, tbo Centers for MedJcb Medicaid Services (eMS) or its co.otnctora may a110 .. the 
MAC to review 1be ALJ's decision Ifno party appeal I 'and the MAC docs DOt reviewtbe AL1's 

· decision at the request of CMS or 111 contractors, the AU's decision is biDding 011. aU parties. 
You will have DO right to ask a fed court to nMew the AU.'s decision. 

If you 8lC DOt already ~ u may appoint aD aUOmcy or other pert01l to reproaeJlt you 
in my fillnp or pl'OCf"'dinp befOre MAc. Legal aid groups may provide." strMCCII lit nO 
cIuqe. If yoU or your live have net completed or submitted an Appointment of 
RepraaI1B1lvo rom, please contact Ml\C for further iDStr'Uotfons or to obaain a form. . 

· What to IMiade .. Your Request r Rmew 

Your appeal must Identify the pIN of1be AIJ', dedJlOD wi1b whic:h you diaaaroo.lDd explain 
why you di~. For ~e. . you believe thai the AU's decision ii, iau:onsisteDt with a 

• 

89 



~, 

statute. reaulDliUllt eMS rulina. r ocher authority, you should explain why the decision is 
inconIiJtcDt with that authority. 

You may submit a Request for Rc iew with the MAC in either of1be following two ways: 

1. Complete and submit cncloacd Roquestfor Review'Form (DAB-IOI). 

2. Submit to the MAC a 'Uen RqUest that contains all ofthc foUo~ infonnation: 

• Tho bene&iuy !l1WDC; 

• The bmoficialy I Medicare Health lnsuraoce Claim Nmnber (HJCN); 
• Tbc itan or s . ce in dbpute; 
• The 3I*i6c .) the itcm(s) or aervice(s) were provided; 
• The de of tho dedalon; 
• The AU appeal • . 
• The pII1I of AU's decision with which you disagree and an explanatiOD 

ofWby you' ; and 
• Your name sipature andIor the oame aDd signature of your 

You IIlUSt submit )'Our request to MAC wlthIn,_ty (60) day. ofm:eipt ofdds notice. The 
MAC wlU assumo you ftlCeived • DOticc five (5) days after the dam iDdiQlted.at the top of this 
notice unlesi you show thAt you ved 1bis nodce at a later date. If you tlle your Request for 
Review Jato. you must establish you had aood cause for submiUiD8 ~ request late. 

DepI11lnCl1t of Health IUld 
Deplrtmental Appeals 
Medicare Appeal. Council, 
CoheD Buildiq Room 0 
33() 1Ddependcnce Ave., S. 
Wubinakm. D.C. 20201 

Altematively, you may fax your 
mail a copy. f.,.. IIUI8I tIIWfIY$ ,.IIr.,..,. If you do not have 

What Proceclara Apply to th 

to (202) '65-0227. If you send I fax. please do DM also 
.. "'1'1 of yo", R" ... /o, Rnlew 10 til, DIll" potfla 10 
~. Of the other parties, plase contaet out' ofticc~ 

C'I Review elYoDr Appeal 

Tho Medicare regulations at 42 C.P • Part 405, SUbpart I. apply to this case. 

'J 
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BoW' tIM MAC May RapoDd to our Req\IeIt for Review 

The MAC will.limit ita review to issues raised in the appeal. unless the appeal Ja filod by an 
umepmeotc:d beneficiary. The C may change the parts of the AU's decision that you aarec 
with. The MAC may adopt. g)III~ or reverse the AU.'s d~ision. in whole or in pan, or it may 
send the case beck ~ an AU for IUltiOn. The MAC may also dillDlis3 your appeal. -' 

. 
Where to 0 ....... Adcltdo.II.r. 

" 

Additional informadoo abou'I MAC is available on the Departmental AppcalJ Board·s 
website at:ll 1 .•. You can also obtain additional 
information by comecdng the MA at (202) S6S.0100. 

QaettioDt About tM Decllioa 

If you would like additioD81 Info stion concerning the attIched decision. pleae call or write 
this office. 

'I 

I 
I 
! 

Boclosum: ! 
Form OMHA-152. Decisio~ . . 
Form QMHA-l56. Exhibit "" 
Form DAB-IOI, Request fi Review . ! . . 

Q2Admblistntors 
P.O.Sox 183092 
ColumbUs bH 432J8· 3092 

PalmottoOBA 
P.O.Box .100190. . I 
Columbia South carotm.~02·31~ 

. 

91 

Sincerely. 

""111.1-
AdminJaIndlve Law Judie 
Southern Field Office 
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P1~T CHOICE HEALTHCAIUl', PC M~ofl69 

(Beneticiary--Jeave blank if same IS 
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BEFORE: J" Joe 
I HICN: Multiple 01169 

_{AdminiItrBtivc Law Judge} (Health ID.lW'ince Claim Number) 

'MAS No.l-11.f602121 
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u.s. Depl~. of Bedla ad Hlmaa ServIca 
OFFICE OF~mCARE IlEAlUNGS AND APPEALS 

So .... ...., .. 
MJaIII,~ 

Appeal of: . F1nt CJaoke Heal care AU Appeal No.: I-U.f601021 

Beneficiiry: M~ltIPI'·~ ~~ LIlt) Medicare Part B 

I 

HICN: Maldple (See Atta~ed Lilt) . Before: DOlI W. Joe 
U.S. AdmiDistnt1vc Law Judge 

.DEQSION 

After carefully COQ8~ the cvi~c and argwnads pfesemed in the mxxd, • FULLY 
FAVORABLE decision it entered for appellant. .. 

:l!nfsR'l8M BII'I'AIY 

PInt ChoKe B~can (aWculDt) wu appealing an overpayment dotermiDllion by M~. 
A redetermination beIrina upheld d(e overpayment decision. The appellant thCllllUbtnitnxi a 
request fur a rocoMideradon belriq. A Qualified Ind~t Contractor (QIC) iseUod • ' 
reconsideration decision re~na tbe appellant's claim," , . . 

The QIC reviewed tho cWm and f~ that appdJaut blcon'ecdy billed Medicare fordate(l) of 
service Apri120, 2~Jwie 20, 2002. Tho Qle found thM the appeUIDl wu reI)JOIIIible for 
rctumi1ls to Medicare .my aDd all ~ Medicare preyiouIIy paid for the above date(1) or 
1CZ'Yiec. The 2appcJlant thco filed a tqneIy request for '. '-rins before an Ad:mi1listrative Law 
ludao (AU)., . 

On a rovicw of the rec:ord. tho und_gnod fiDds ebat a decision fully favorable to the Appellant , 
is wammted. N. socb, tbefollowin& decision has beep issued bued on the ovidCllcc of record 

ion 

93 



. 
I AU ~ No. 1-2t.."*1 
i =-holdiDa .. OIl! boonrJc. + 42 CFIlI405.1038. I!xhibits 1 and 2 ...... admitted into 

! Im!II 

The poeraI issue is whether pa)'Dl~made under Part B of Title XVillofthe Soci.I Security 
Ad (1110 Act) to the appellant· for til services provided to the bcncftclay on April 20, 2()()o'Juno 
20, 2002 mUlt be returned to Medi . . . 

. I 

i flImING§ 0' lID 

The record reflects that the appell?ElOycd Dr. Hush Thompson to provide physician'. 
IMII'Vices to vario1l5 patienttlbCnefici . for the dat. of ICII'Yices at iame in this case.' The 
following rcpresentI the timel)nc 0 ,events dud are rcleYlllt 10 the cue at hand: 

• On May 31, 1994, tbc SouthiCuolina Board ofMecHoaI ExIl11inen suspondcd·Dr. Hush 
1'bompIon's medioallicease, duo to miaconduct wbidl involved povidina inappropd.tc 
prwc:riptions for IUs airl·ttebd at that time. .. .' . 

• On March 31, 1996, Dr. ThO!JlPSOD Wilt aduded &om participatinl in Medicare due 110 
his licente beina 1UlPlDdcd. 5 

• In May i99B. the South CaroJina Bolld ofMcdieaJ Examinm mnstatcd Dr. Thompson'. 
medical Jic:eosc.' 

• Dr. 1bompson sought reinatlitcment into MediCll"C by contacting carters for Medicare 
Md Mcdicald Servicea eontrlctor, Pabndto GBA (pa1metto).7 

. .' 

• On April 17. 2000, Palmetto :iJsuecI Dr. Thompson a MediCll'e provider rJUmbcr.' 

• Following d10 usipent of~ pr9vidcr D1DDber. Medicare pI)'DlCIlt of claims was issued 
to the appoUantfor serVices IJIDdered by Dr. 1bom~ .Tho datal of service for those 
claims were from Aprl120. 2000 to JUDO 20, 2002. Notice ofinidal payment is usually 
smt within 90 days of the date of service. 

J Exhibit 1/22 
• Exhibit J 186 
J S- Exhibit 1/12 
• SH 14. Sa Gllo Exbibit 1122 
, ExbJ"blt 1139 
• Exhjbit 1112 tu 

loU 

'. 

94 



i 
• In 2002, Palmetto inform~e appellant that it was mvestisatins a potential 

overpayment for aen:icca vided by Dr. Thompaon. Tho reoord does not reflect that an 
actUal notice of ovcrpe.ym l detenninatioa was 3eDt at this time. 10 

• On June 20, 2002. Dr. ~ was officially mDStated into the MediC8rCl Pro~ by 
the DCIpIrtment of Health -ft Human Scmccs, Office of Inspector Oencnl (010).11 

I 

• In 2004. the 010 aod 'ent of Justice (DOJ) bepn aninveatiption of the 
appeIlent Rlardilt, Med1 paytnent of services rendCRd by Dr. Thompson.11 

-On May 24. 2004, the ant met with~vct of the 010 aud DOJ. The 
appdllllt was infomled by emrifer Aldrich of tho DOJ thIt the IOVmnDcnt would not 
pursue any fUrther lnvesti on of the appeJld repnJins Medicare payment of ICII"Vica ' 
reodored, by Dr. Tbompton •. 3, 

I 

• On May 30, 2W7. P.m.e::~ an officialllOlice oI~_I_ 
to tho appcJJlJ)l for· Mccli payment of acrviccs rend«ed by Dr. Thompson. If 

An individual or In organization that is disaatisfied with the reoomidcration of In fDitial 
detcnnin&tion i. eotitIed to a bearinI before the Sec:tetary of the ~ ofHeelth and 
. H1IIIWI SeMces (DHHS); boWCMl'~ the appeal must have a sutflciellt amount in contrOvorsyand 
the request for heariDg with DHHS inust be flled in a timely PWUICI'. u . 

In Implem_tina tbia atalUtOJY directive, tho Secntary has de1epted his MJtbority 10 admiDitUIr " 
the oatiotlwide hcarinp._ ~ ~.for the Medica pIOpn to the Oftice of Medicare 

, Hearinss and Appeall (OMHA)." The AU's witbin OMHA laIue the fIDIIl dedsiONl of the 
SccrcUry, except for dociaiontl revicrwed by the Medicare Appeals Counci1.17 

.. S..lWdbita 1122 A 1183 
II EUibit 1/" . 
'21WUbft IIll 
u/d. 
M &hiblt 1/56 .' , 
IS t 1869(bXIXA); 42 U.S.C. § U9Sff(bXl)(A). Seulso42 C.F.R. f 40'.1002 -42 C.F.R. 040S-1M4 
" s.. 70 Fed. Reg. 36386. 36387 (1&me;23. 2OOS) 
17/d. . . . 

. loU 
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B. SCIIfW ./RnIIw 

Undw!be implementotio. poncy ~ Uniled Slaies ~t olB .. llb meI_ 
S«vicea,all Medicare Part B elm are governed by tho Administrative Law Judp Hearin& 
Procedtna oudined in the federal 1Itio1lJ. II The AU may abo, ••... decide a cue on the 
record and DOt conduct an oral ~ if [the appellant1 and a11 the partiea incticate in writing 
that [they] do not wish to appear before the administrative law judae at an oral bcarins . .,19 

C~-tllnbl 

"The [Oftieo of M~ H~np ~ Appeals) diroca foW' field offices staffed with 
Adminiatrllive Law Judses who ~ "de novo" heIrinas.,.20 

; 

II. PrtadpIeI of La" 

A. St..twt.1IIt4 ...... 

Sectioo 1831 of tho Act Cltablis1a " .upp!emmtary iDIurMcO-proarn fur the aied mel 
disabled. ThiI inauruoe proanm. c:oIDndlly refcnod to 81 Part B ofMecticare, is financed 
throuP pnmium plyments by emo1J-~ with contributions tom lbnds appropriatod by 
the Federal Oo~eat 21 The PJ'OiPm allows fur the reimburlement ofphysicima' NrVices 
iDcludina surgery. consultation, and oftico vbJita.22 . . 

The Act allows the Secretary of the Department ofHoalth mel Human Services (DHHS) to 
exclude various iDdividuals IDd entities ftom plltic:i~P8 in the Moclioaro prosram- The Ad 
Sbdes that tho Scaetary may oxdudi &om Modicn an individual or entity whose medical 
liccme bas been revoked or ~ by tho State 1icaDsina authority. n In the cue of such . 
cxdlJlioo. the period of exclusion mUll be no 1_ than the paiOd durina which tho iD4ividual or 
endty'8liccnse wu I'e'YObd or ~ by the Slate ~ alrthDrlty.24 

Section 1870 of the title XVIII oCthe Sodai S~ Aot(the Act) IOYa'llj sitwdiOllJ in whidJ 
Medicare his dixovered that ii ovezplid pnwideta of aervicea, individuals, or bcueliciaries. 
Section 1870 statCJ8 that MediCare may recoup ovapayment amounts from providers of services, 

II SH42 C.F.It. f 405.1002 - 42 C.F..R.·f o4O~-10~· I' 20 C.F.R. f 404.948{b)(i) ., . 
20 70 Fed. a.. 36386 (June 23. ~); S. also lD tbc sw 0(:&",,* AMfIpj. AypgIetmJ p.c" 
M.A.C. (JUDO 17.20(4): "An AU qualified IDIl appobrted JU:IU&Dl to tho AdminiIIrIIive PnK:e&n Ad 
IttI U III tadcpeaxlcmt finder of filet iD WiIductia •• bcarinI pW'IUIDt to 1eCd0il 1869 of the Acc. 1biI 
~. JIOWJ cc:maidt.ration of the facti IIId law." 
~I 11831; 41 U.S.C. 139Sj. 
22 fl861(q); 42 U.S.C. 1395X(q). 
D tlll8(bX4); 42 U.S.C.13~7(bX4). 
It flll8(c)(B): 42 U.S.C. 132Oa-7(c)(B) 
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: " 

or individuals; however. Medic:aremay not I'e\lOUp an overpayment lUDOunt when tbe provider of 
services or individual ia ~~ tlwIt . .,n, " 

The Act aod the repdatioOI state a providc:t or individual is "without fault" wticm 
MediCBR's determination fa ••• that than tho correc:t amount wu paid was made sub8equent 
to the thUd ~ following tho year. which notice wu sent to such individual that such amount 
had been paid • ..26 The Act .iJd the ations abo l1Ite that Medicaro may not recover an 
overpayment ftom an individual or an individual' J heir (via disability and/or railroW retirement 
payments) who is without fWlt , t ••• , (a]djus1ment or recovery would either defeat the purposes 
of title 11 (ditability iDJw'ance) or title XVIIl of the Act or bo apinst equity and aood 
conacieooe . .,27 ' 

The Act eJ.plaiDs that recovery of ap overpaymentia "against equity and good COIl8Cience" wbaI 
the inoomct payment wu ~c ~ ICIViccs which arc not medically reuonable,aod necessary 
and ifthc overpayment WII ~ned three yem after such paymeot W8I aent to thCj individual 
or providor of acrvicel, 21 Addi1io~ly, the rqulltiOlll state that an iudlvidual is only liable for 
ovc:rpaymont amount& to the ..... ~t that'he bas balefitcd from INch paym~t..029 , 

The replationa allow for ~ to revile initial dotenniDatiODl in the case of overpaymenta 
yean aft« aD ialtial dDtermiDation hal bcca made; bowever, the repldicw do not explain how 
to reccmcile tbJt poJiey with the Act's "without fault" calandlr year exception. JO ' 

The federal regulations are preac:ribed by the SecnaIry ofDHHS. Punbc:t, DHHS i8 In 
executivo brawlh aseocy.'1 Tho Act alons with ita '"wi1bout fault"' caleodll' year _ceptlon is • 
Congrcqional statuto that must be tbIlowcd by DHHS and its~. There is no 
reguI~on wbidl may ovcnide or trump any part oltbe Social "Security Ad. Thereforo tho 
undcniped fincIa that the roautation'. policy of reoptllir\a initial determinaticms cumot trump 
the Social Security Act's ""Without fitult" c:aleDdar year exceptioo in the case of an overpayment. 
Conacqumtly the undenisned wiU apply the Act's ''without fault" calendar year exceptioa as 
releVant in this ~. 

The Mectic:ce Firumdal ManlpmeDt Mamaal (1hc ManuII) attcmptl to provide guidanca ~ 
calculating the "witbout fault" ~II' yom, The Manual e~plaim that only the year of 
payment IDCl the yell' of overpaymem datennination should be~used to calculate the without rawt , 
calCDdar yara'(d;le day IDd month 11'1 inelevant). TI)c Mulual providcl the following aample 
tor r8fere:nco: "~, ' 

2J SH f 187O(b); 42 U.S.C. t ImJ&{b) , 
16 42 C.F.ll.I40S.3SO(c). &, abo f li7O(b); 4lV,S.C. f 1395g(b) 
37 42 C.F .R..I405.358 which it incorponted by 42 C.F.R. f 40~.3$6. wbich Ia iDeorpot'aUxl by 42 C.F.R., 
• 4OS.J5S, which is iDootpondcd by'42 C.F,R.. t 405.~1 
,. f 181O(c)j 42 U,S,C.' 139SQ(c) 
2t 42 C.FlL 1405.351 
-,s.. 42 C.P.R. f 405.980 
Sl SM' 1871; 42 U.S.C.11395hh 
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"Example 1: On MaY,9, 2003 Dr. A it nodfiod thai be" beea peid 
$100$.00 for aervicoa puvided to Mr. Smkh. beDefteiary. On JaJl\WY 6, 
2007 the conttacIor cWennina that Dr. A Will 0VCJpaid tor the ICI'Vica 
to Mr. Smith, bCl1Cdi+. lbcF(iIcaJ) I[ntermidiuy) orcanier will DOt 
n:cowr this o~ IIIoPa u there I, no evidmco to tho oootrary 
becaUleit Wti ~ ~ to the thjrd ycarafter~ 
of payment lany dct~on dale !ala than Ian. 1,2007 will not be 
recovend).'31. . 

Thus, ~rd.in8 to the Manual. ~ calculltiD8 calendar yean, the day and month should not . 
be~. Coaaequently., the ,..urth year .... initial payment DOtIficatioQ would ~ 
the year in which the provider or i~ividual is ~ '"without fault" 

The Mmual' .. application of the ~tbout fault" caJcudar year exception it suspect. Tho statute 
clearly Itatos that a provider or indiVidual b "without fault" when Moclicaro's dctamination . 
..... that m~ than the correct amouilt wu paid was made subsequcDt to the tbJrd year/, not the 
fourth year. "following the year in which notice wu HUt 10 such individual that tuch amount had 
boon paid.,oll Further. the atatute._ that ~ Secretary of the DepWncnt of Health and 
Human Scrvic:cs may "'reduce such tbree-year pa:iod" under certain circ:umstances; howevCl', the 
Secretary may not inc:reue the ~)'ear periOd." While Ctecuti-ve brandl qenciCl may 
intaprd Congrcuioaal .lItutea to alva aft'ectacl parties IddhiODallecway or protection, ludl 
apcies may not raIrict statutel beyond their ioteudcd effoctivm-. 

. . 
The undcniped finds that 8p}Jlyina,tbc dno-yaII' "witbout faulr- calendar'year exception 
duriDg the fourth year after initial Plyment incorrectly restricts the plain Janauaac oCtile Act. 
See MQunt 3inll HOGiIal ofOtgtc[ Miwpi. Ipc. XI ~rheqw. 517 Fold 329, 342 (Sdl Cir. 
1975) (finding in e1fect a threo-yca- statute of limitation). P.1hc xerations, the UDdersigned is 
not bound by Centers for Mr4care iftd Medicaid Sa"lices manuals. 

In ita recoosideratiOil deciaion, the QIC rcfOronces sac:don 90 oflbo MauaJ. 1'htIe the Manual 
states tblt an .. ersmcnt of c:uJpability m_ bo made in order to detennine '\vitbout Iault" 
statnl." While thiI may be an acceptable meaDI to cIetemIine wbfIl to waiw an overpayment. it 
is not the only ~ to dctcnnine "without fault .. atatus. The SooiaJ Security Act clemyatates 
the following: 

" ..• sudl proWler of 8CI'ViceI or IIKlb other pinon 8ball, in the abIaIco of evtdalce to the 
CODIrIrY. be deemed to be wIIIIMI/Ab if die Secrctary'a ~D that more tbm 
such correct Il1DOUIIC W. pal wu JMdo aublequart to the third )WI' CoIlowlq tho year 
in wbich notHlo was .. to ncb IDdividual that I'UCb ~ bad beeft pdd; except that 

U Mectioln PlllldCiai Manaaamu MIIWIl (Pub6cation 100(06), Chaptet 1.1180-80.1 
»s. 4Z C.P.R. t 405.35O(c). Sft cWo U.7O(b); 42 U.S.c. f 1395..,) 
M &.,1870(11); 42 U.s.C.11395a(b) 
··42C.P.R.f4O$.1061 .. ~ 
• S. Medicare Plnucfal M ......... MmW (Publication I ~). ChapIa' 3. 190 
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the Seucmry may ~ ~ 1hrco-year period to DOt 1_ than one year ifbe fiDda suc:h 
rcduc:tiou i. conai.tCllt with tUobjectiva oftbia 1itIc.,,.31 . 

Consequeatly, tho Act stalca that. determination of "without fault" status may be made 
based 80ICIly OIl the three year calcridar rule. . 

AN,.y,YII§ , 

Havins carefully reviewed aU of~ evidence in tho record, tbe'uDdcnigncd finds that Medicare 
may not rocoup overpayment iimd.;m this case becauac the appellant is without fault. 

I 

The Act BDd the reguJaDons state tbfd a provider or individual is without fault when Medicare 
determines that there is an o~yrpc:m three year. aft« it sent noIiee of the initial payment. 

In May 1998, Dr. 'I'bompIonis medtc:alllccme wu reinstated. The datCII of MrVico It iaIuo WIR 

April 20. 2000 to JlblC 20. 2002. N9tice of initial payment is usually seDt within 60 da)'! of tho . 
date of SClfVice. Medicare did not *c1 an overp.ymCllt notice by July 2003 or Septanbor 2005. 
Even III\Dnina the Medicare Manual policy it c:orrect, Medicare did not send 1111 ovapeymtlOt 
notice by July 2004 or Soptember 2006. 

Then is DO allegation that the savices provided were medically unreuoDablo or ~sauy .. 

On June 20. 2002, Dr. lbomp8OD wi. ofticially reinatated into tho Meclicare prosnm by the 
DcpIrtmcmt ofHealtb and Human services. Officc ofWpector GcncnJ (010). Medicare did. 
not seftd aD overpeymeDt ~ by June 2005. 

On May 24, 20G4, appellant met with represeotatives of tho 010 aDd U.S. Depertment of Justice. 
EvideDtly 010 bad actual notice of I potential problem, but Medica did not send an 
overpayment notice in 2004 . 

. On May 30, 2007. an·oflicial notice of overpayment dctennination letter 'Wu sent 

In this cue'tho oVC'1plYlDCllt determinationwu iIIWId too late to rocover payment for the dates 
of servico. Notice of the iDitial payment was san more than three years prior 10 tho overpayment 

, d~oation ofMey 30.2007. Therefore. tllo appellant is without fault for tho dates ofsemcc 
at iaue m this cuo. 

tho govamoeot had sevcn1 gpportunities to rc<:Over tho ovwpaymeot amollllt at illUe in tIW 
cue. At cadl opportunity, various govcmmc:nt rcprcscmtativoa chose not to pursuo the matter. 

Adherina to tho Social soWrity Act'. ''without fault" taJendar year exception will C'n!\R that 
demands for reNndl are iaued in a fiUr and timely mIlDI'. 

" f 187O(b); 42 U.S.C. t 139Sg(t,). ..,.,bull.deW. Note that the appeIla, Pint aace Haltlale, 
P.C., is. pI11nCnbip corporatioQ and CODIfcStnd an eatily or "'penon" under tbc 1191'. . 
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For aU of the above reuona the un4cniancd fiDda that Mecticere may DOt reooup ,alleged 
oWlpa)'lllalt fimcb fiom the appeUimt for _ of service April 20. 2()OO.June 20. 2002. 

, CPNCLI.ISJON 0' LAw 

It is the declaion of the Wldenigned AdminiatraIion Law Judge that the appollanl does not have 
to reimburse Medicare for alleged qvetpayment amounts reproseDted by dato(s) ofservico April 
20, 2000-JUDe 20, 2002. Medicare may nOt recoup overpayment f\mds from the appellant for tho 
dato(s) of aervice at issue in this case. 

OIRD' 

The Medicare Contract,or is DlRItCfED to process the claim in accordance with this deci.ion. 

SOOaDlRED. 

Dated: _t4A::;.:.....;..;.N_!...;,;;...2...;...20_._~_ 

'. 
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/~ 
Department of Healtb and Human Services 

(~ !OFFlCE OF MEDICARE HEARINGS AND APPEALS 
Southern Region 

" , 
I 

,Mi~FL 

, 

Appeal of: Pe~ Dee Health Care, P.A. AU Appeal No: lA223311931 

Beneficiary: Mtiltiple (642) Medicare Part B 

HICN: M~tiple (642) Before: Dean C. Metry 
UoS. Administrative Law Judge 

DECISION 

, After carefully ~nsidering ~ E:vid~~e and arguments pi-esented, an UNFAVORABLE' 
dedsionis entered!for the Appellant, Pee Dee ~ealth Care, P.A. (Pee bee Health). 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The ,claim charges !were processed and payments wer.e allowed on initial procesSing. Then on 
April 24, 2007, Tri<Centurion, a Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services Safeguard Contractor, 
notified the Ap~llant that a review was completed on claims submitted under provider 
number, D9932117~4 and gr~up number 1'T.l4. TriCenturion determined that the Appellant 

, reCeived payment ~ error, resulting in an estimated overpayment of $208,821.0~. ' The dares of 
service encompas~ in this overpayment were January 1, 1999, through November 11, 2000. 
On May 30, 2007, *almetto GBA, the Medicare carrier, also Wonned the Appellant of the above 
overpayment. 

On June 7, 2001, the Appellant, through its attorney, ~ony R. Megna, Esq., subinitted a Request 
for Withhold Not ito Occur and, Alternatively, RE!C}uest for Payment Plan: Subsequently, on 

"June 8, 2CX!7, the Appellant requested a redetenninati~ on the initi;U 'detenninati~n for and 
notice of overpay~ent., On July 23, 2007, the carrier, Palmetto GSA, issued' an unfavorable 
decision. In its dEjcision it, stated that' benefits could not be allowed for the appealed services 
and the refund action remains in effect.' ' 

: 

On August 6, 200r, the Appellant filed an ap~a1 with Q2 Administrators, LLC, a Medicare 
Qualified Indepex)dent Contractor,' and on October 5, 2fY.Yl, the Qualified Independent 
Contractor renderdd an unfavorable decision. It fOlUld that the overpayment was valid and will .' , 

beupheld-. 

On November 20, ~OO7, the ApPellant filed a request for an Administrative Law Judge hearing. 
'This notice was ti~e1y filed and received by the Office of Medicare Hearings and Appeals, 

", 
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Southern Field qffice, on November 21, 20ff1. The amount in controversy satisfieS the 
jurisdictional reqtprement for an Administrative Law Judge Hearing pursuant to Title xVrn of 
the Social SecuritY. Act, § 1869(b)(1)(E). 

A hearing was h~ld in this matter on February 11, 2007. In attendance was Tony R. Megna, 
Esq_, counsel for tre Appellant. Exhibits (1) through (28) were admitted into evidence without 
objection_ 

ISSUES 

The issue to be d~termined by the Administrative Law Judge is whether the Appellant was 
overpaid Medicatt benefits under Title xvm of the Social Security Act forthe serviCes provided 
to multiple bene~cianes from January 1.1999, thiough November 11, 2000, by Dr. Hugh 
Thompson duringiwhich time he was excluded from participation in the Medicare program. 

If an overpaymen~ is found to exist, the issue is whether waiver of recovery of the Medicare 
overpayment is ~rmissible purSuant to § 1870 of the Social Security Act. ,This depends on 
whether the AppetJant was at fault with respect to the overpayment. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The aIJlOUI)t in controversy meets the jurisdictional requirements for an Administrative 
Law Judge~review, § 1869 (b)(l)(E)-

2. On May 3t, 1994, the South Carolina Department 'of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 
Board of~ediCaI Examiners, by Final Order, "indefinitely suspended Dr. Hugh Smith 

. Thompsonj~ license to practice Iiledicjne in the state of South Carolina. The suspension 
would be ~tayed and Dr. Thompson's license would be reinstated in a probationary 

" status onJy1after satisfying specified preconditions for reins~tement. ' ' 

3. On March t31, 1996, the Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector 
ceneral, eOcduded Dr- Thompson from the Medicare and state health programs 
indefinite)~ as a result of the action taken by the South Carolina Department of Labor, 
Licensing,' ~nd Regulation, and fOr reaso~ bearing on professionalpenormance. Dr. 
Thompson: was notified that he would be, excluded ~til the time he requested " 
reinstatem4nt into the Medicare program via the Office of Inspector General. 

4. On Aprill~, 1998, Dr_ Hugh Sniith Thompson's medical license was reinstated by the 
South eanbina Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation. 

5_ On May 6. 1998, fonowing a hearing before the South Carolina Board "of Medica1 
Examiners jon April 14, 1998, .Dr. Thompson was approved to work with Dr. DonH. 
Fowler. ~ approval was conditional. 

2 

102 



ALl Appeal No.: 1-223311931 

6., Dr. Thorn~Son submitted his Medicare Provider/Supplier Enrollment Application­
General A~pIication to Palmetto GBA sometime prior to June 12, 1998. 

7. In a letter ~'ated June 12, 1998, Palmetto GBA notified Dr. Thompson that some of the' 
informatior) requested in the application was missing. The infonnation hemg requested 
was listedpn page two of the letter. One of the missing documents requested in the 

, application) was a copy of the reinstatement from the Department -of Health· and Human 
Services. ' 

8. ,In a letter Glated' July 14, 1998, the State of South Carolina, Department of Health and 

Human Seo/ices reinstated Dr. Hugh Smith Thompson into the sOuth Carolina Medicaid 
Program. The action was retroactive to April 14~ 1998, the,date ~at Dr. Thompson's 
license was!reinstated by the South Carolina Board of Medical Examiners. 

9. On Octobe~ 28, 1998, following a hearing before the South Caro~a Bo~d of Medical 
Examiners 9n 'October 18, 1998, Dr. Thompson was approved to work ~th Dr. J~ D. , . 
Mcinnis. , This approval was conditional' " ' 

10. In, the Meillcare Provider Enrollment Application-Individual Reassignment of Benefits 
dated Novfmber 16, 1998, Dr. McInnis certified that Dr. Thompson was eligtble to 
receive assigned Medicare benefits. 

11. In a letter, dated-December 8" 1998, the Palmetto GBA, ,Health Care Financing 
Administr~on notified Dr. Thompson that his enrollment form for Reassignments of 
Benefits w~s approved 'and he was assigned a provider billing number, 0993211724: 

, The numbe~ waS effective retroactively to October 26, 1998. 

12. On June 20" 2002, the Department of ~ealth and Human Services, Office of Ins~ctor 
General nJified Dr. Thompson, in a 'letter, that his request for reinstatement o,f his 
eligibility tb participate as a provider, of services under the Medicare program was 

approved a~ of the date of the letter. 

13. On Augus~ 9, 2002, or. Thompson's' Medicare .Federal Health Care Practitioner 
Enrollment: Application for, re~ctivation was received by the Provider Enrollment 
Departmen~. In Section 3 of the application, Dr. Thompson acknowledges the exclusion 
by the Dep.rtment of Health and Human,Services, Office of Inspector General. ' 

14. In a letter Idated April 24, 2007, TriCenturion, a Center' for Medicare and Medic~id 
Program S4feguard Contractor, notified the Appellant that a review was completed on 
claims su~itted under provider number 0993211724 and group number 1724. As a 
result of thltt review, it was ,determined that the Appellant received payment in error, 
resulting iri an estimated overpayment of $208,821.03. The dates of service encompassed, 
in this overpayment Were January 1, 1999, through November 11, 200(l . 
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15. In a letter: dated May 30, 2007, the Appellant was also notified by Palmetto GSA, 
Medicare~art B AccOWlts Receivable, that it received Medicare payment in error for 
dates of service January 1, 1999, through November 7, 2000, resulting in an estimated 
overpayment of $208,821.03. 

16. This over~yment was due to the Appellant submitting Part B Medicare claims for 
payment fqr dates of service January 1, 1999, through November 7, 2000, for services Dr. 
Thompson iperformed while excluded from the Medicare program. ' 

I. ALJ Rmew Authority 

A. Juii,Bdict.ion 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

Individuals Or org~izations disSatisfied with the reconsideration of an initial determination are 
entitled to a hea$g before the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human services 
provided there is ~ sufficient amount in controversy and a request for hearing is filed in a timely 
manner. See Soci~ Security Act § 1869(b)(1)(A). 

In implementing this stahl tory directive, the Sectetaryhas delegated his authority to administer 
the nationwide h~gs and appeals system for the Medicare program to OMHA. See 70 Fed. 
Reg. 36386, 36387 Oune 23, 2005). The Administrative Law Judges within OMllA issue the finaJ 
decisions of the Seb-etary, except for decisions reviewed by the Medicare Appeals Council. (Id.) 

The request for ~earing is timely if filed within sixty days after receipt of the previous 
determination or 4ecision. See 20 C.F.R. § 404.933(b)(1). 

A hearing before im Administrative Law Judge is only available if the remaining amount in 
controversy is $11~ or more. See 42 C.F.R § 405.1006(b)(1). The request for hearing is timely 
filed if filed within sixty days after receipt of the carrier hearing decision. See 42 C.F.R 
§ 405.855(a)(I). 

B. ScoJ>e of Review 

Under the Centeci for Medicare and Medicaid Services' (eMS) implementation policy f9l' the 
Medicare, Medicaid and SCHlP Benefits Improvement and Protection Act of 2000 (BIP A), Pub. 
Law 106-554, ap~. F, 114 Stat. 2763, 2763A-463, and the Medicare Prescripti~ Drug, 
Improvement, an~ Modernization Act of 2003 (MMA), Pub. Law 108-173, 117 Stat 2066, all 
initial determinati~ns by CM5 contracted. carriers prior to January 1, 2006, are governed by the 
Administrative Lalw Judge hearing procedures set forth at 20 C.F.R. § 404.929 through § 404.961 
and 42 C.FR § ~.855. See 70 Fed. Reg .. 1l420, 11424-26 (March 8, 2005). 
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The issues before/the Administrative Law Judge include all the issues brought out in the initial 
detemtinaticm, r~determination, or reconsideration that were not decided entirely in the 
Appelhmt's favorl See 42 C.F.& § 40S.l032(a). However, if evidence presehted before or during 
the hearing cau*, the Administrative Law Judge to question a favorable portion of the 
determination, he or she will notify the Appellant before the hearing and may consider it· an 
issue at the hearilig. (Id.) 

. C. S~ of Renew 

. "The [Office of ~care Hearing and Appeals]. .. is staf£[edJ with Administra~e Law Judges 
who conduct 'de ~ovo' hearings ... " 70 Fed. Reg. 36386 (June 23, 2(05); see also In re Atlantic 
Anesthesia A~ates, P.C.; MAC Gune 20(4) ("AnALJ qualified and ,appointed pursuant to 
the Administrati~ Procedure Act acts as an independent finder of fact in conducting a hearing 
pursuant to'sectidn 1869 of the Social Security Act. This requires de novo consideration of the 
facts and law."). ' 

ll. Prind~les of Law 

A. Stil~tes and Regulations 
!. 

Medicare Part B pl-ovides coverage to eligible beneficiaries fur all or part of the cost of "medical 
and other health ~iCes," a term which is defined by the Social Security Act as including, 
among marty othfr things, physcician serviceS." Sections 1832(a)(1)(B) and 1861(s)(6) of Title 

xvm of the Social! Security Act; 42 C.F.R. § 410.10. 

eMs enrolls and imaintains an active enrollment status for a provider. or supplier when that 
provider or supp~er certifies that it meets, and. continues to meet, and ;CMS verifies it meets, 
and continues to theel, all of the following requirements: (1) compliance with title xvrn of the 

Social Security Aq and applicable Medicare regulations, (2) compliance with Federal and State 
licensure, certific*on and regulatory requirements, as reqUired, based on the type of services 

or supplies the prpvider or supplier type will furnish and bill Medicare, (3) not employing or 
contracting with ifuiividuals or entities excluded from participation in any Federal health care 
programs, afor the Ipr.ovision of items and services covered under the programs, in .violation of 
section 1128A(a)(61) of the Social Security Act. 42 C.F.R § 424.520(a}. 

ExclUsions of indiViduals and entities under.this title wiU be from Medicare, Medicaid and any 
other Federal health care programs, as defined in §1001.2. 42 CF.R. § lOOl.1901(a). 

Unless and. until ~n individual or entity is reinstated. into the Medicare, Medicaid and other 

Federal health carle programs in accordance with subpart F of this part,. no payment will be 
made by Med.ica~, Medicaid or any of the other Federal health care programs for any item or 
service furnished, !on or after the effective date specified .in the notice period, by an excluded 
individual or enti~, or at the medical direction or on the prescription of a physician or other 
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authorized indivi~ual who is excluded when the person furnishing such item or service knew 
or had 'reason tq know of the exclusion. This section applies regardless of whether' an 
individual or en~ty has obtained a program provider number or equivalent, either as an 
individual or as a tnember of a group, prior to being reinstated. 42 C.F.R. § 1001.1901(b)(1). 

An excluded indi~dual or entity that submits, or causes to be submitted, claims for items or 
, services furnished) during the exclusion period is subject to civil money penalty liability under 
section 1128A(a)(1~(D) of the Social Security Act, and criminal liability under section 11268(a)(3) 
of the Social Secqrity Act and other provisions. In addition, submitting claims, or causing 
claims to be submitted- or payments to be made for items or services furnished, ordered or 
prescnbed, indudtng administrative and manag~ent services or salary, may serve as the basis 
for denying reins~tement into the programs. 42 C.F.R. § lOOl.1901(b)(3). 

Except as providefi in paragraphs (a)(2) and (a)(3) of this section or m: § lOOl.501(b)(4) of this 
p~, an excluded individual or entity (other than those excluded in accordance with 
§§ 1001.1001 and 1001.1501) may submit a written request for reinstatement to the OIG only 
after the date ~ed in the notice of exclusion. Obtaining a program provider number or 
equivalent does nQt reinstate eligibility. 42 C.F.R. § 1001.3001(a)(I). 

Upon receipt of it written requ~st, the DIG will require the requesto~ to furnish specific 
I 

information and a}lthorization to obtain information from private health insurers, peer review 
bodies, probation loffip?rs, professional associates, investigative agencies and suCh others as 
may be necessarY to determine whether reinstatement should be granted. 42 C.F.R. 

§ 1001.3001(a)(3). 

Failure ,to furnish J!he required information or authorization will result in the continuation of the 
exclusion. 42 c.P.". § lOOl.3001{a)(4). 

The OIG will authPrize reinstatement if it determines that the period of exclusion has expired, 
there ate reasona~e assurances that the ,types of actions that formed the basis for the original 
exclusion have not recurred and will not recur, and there is no additional basis under sections 

, 1128(a) or (b) or 11~8A of the Act for continuation of the exclusion. 42 C.RR. § lOOl.3OO2(a)(1). 

Submitting claims lor causing claims to be submitted or payments to be made by the programs 
for items or setMce5 furnished, ordered or prescribed, including administrative and 
management servi~es or salary, may serve as the basis for denying reinstatement. This section 
applies regardless lof whether an individual or entity has obtained a 'program provider number 
or eqUivalent, eith~r as an individual or as a member of a group, prior to being reinstated. 
42CP.R. § lOOl.30P2(a)(2). ., ' 

In making the rei~statement determination, the ole will consider whether the individual or 
entity has, during ihe period of exclusion, submitted claims, or caused claims to be submitted or 
payment to be m~de by any Federal health care program, for items or services the excluded 
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party furnished, ~dered or prescribed, including health care i'ldrhinistrative services. 42 C.FR 
§ lOOl.3002(b)(6), ' 

If the OIG grantS a request for reinstatement, .the OIG will (1) give written notice to the' 
excluded individ~l or entity specifying the date of the rejnstatement, (2) notify CMS of the date 
Of the individual' $ or entity's reinstatement, (3), notify appropriate Federal and State agencies 

, that adri1i.n.ister MaIth care programs that the '~dividual or entity has been reinstated into a1l 
Federal health c~ programs, and (4) to the extent applicable, give notice to others that were 
originally notified iof the exclusion. 42 C.ER § 1oo1.3OO3(a). 

, H a request for rei~statement is denied, OIG will gi.ve written notice to the requesting individual 
or entity. 42 C.F.R! § 1001.3OO4(a). 

, , The 01(; -'nayim~ a 'penalty and' assessment ag~jnst any perSon whom; it determines in 
, accordance ~ith tlf' part ~as knowingly presented, or caused to be presented, a claim which is 

for -an 'item 'or 'serVice for which'the person knew, or should have known, tha~the claim was 
falSe 'or 'fraudulent, including a claim for any iteln or service furnished by an excluded 
individual' emplo~d by or otherwise under contract with that person; Or an item or service 
furnished during' ~ Period in which the person was excluded £rom participation in the Federal 
health care pro~ to which the daim wasD1ade.·42 C.F.R. § l003.102(a)~2) and (a)(3). 

Section' 1870 of ttk Social Security, Act entitled Ovetpayment on Behalf of Individuals md 
. I. .' . 

, Settlement of daims for Benefits on Behalf of Deceased Individuals states, in pertinent part, 
that: 

(a) Any pa}{ment under this title to any provider of services or other person with respect 
to any iterrJ. or seivkes furnished any individual shall be regarded as a payment to such 

individual. 

(b) Where-: . ' , " , ' 
,(1) ~ore than the correct amount is paid 'under this title to a provider of services 
or other, person for 'items or services furnished an individual and the Secretary 
,d~tehnineS (A) that, within such period, as he may specify, the, excess over the' 
co~Ct amount cannot De recouped froin such prOvider of services or other 
persPn, or (8) that such provider of services or other person was without fault 
with respect to the payment of such excess over the correct amount. 

Section 1128 ,of the Social Security Act entitled ExclusiOn of Certain Individuals and Entities 
from Participation ~ Medicare and State Health Care Programs states, in pertinent part, that 

(b) Permissilve Exclusion-The Secretary may exclud~ the following individuals and 
entities frooil participatlonin any Federal health care program (as defined in 1128B(f»: 

(4) Ij,icense revocation or suspension. ---Any individual or entity-- , 
: (A) whose license to provide health care has been revoked or suspended 
: , by any State licensing authority, or who otherwise lost such a license or , 
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the right to apply for or renew such a license, for reasons bearing on the 
individual's or entity's professional competence, professional 
performance, or financial integrity, 

(g) Application for Termination of Exclusion. 
(1): An individual or entity excluded (or directed to be excluded) hom 
participation under this section or section 1128A may apply to the Secretary, in 
the 1 manner ~dfied by the Secretary in regulations and at the end of the 
nUrWnum penodof exclusion provided under subsections (c)(3) and at such 
oth¢r times as the Secretary may pro\Tide, for termination of exclusion effected 
un~er this section or section 1128A. 

42 C.F.R. § 405.98(111) discusses the time fnlInes and ~irements for reopening initial 
determinations an~ redetenninations initiate~ by a contractor. It states; in pertinent part, that: 

A contractqr may reopen and revise its initial determination or redetermination on its 
ownmotiom-- ... __ 

-(3) ~t any time if there exists ~iable ev:idence-as defined in § 405.902 that the 
ini~l determination was procured by fraud or similar fault as defined in 
§4Op.902. . . 

. 42 Cf.R. § 405.106~ provides that Ad~strative Law Judges will give substantial deference to 
Local Coverage ~terminations (LCDs), Local Medical Review Policies (LMRPs); or Center for 
Medicare Services! (eMS) program guidance if they are applicable. An explanation in ~ 

decision is require4 if the judge does not follow these policies. 

B. Polici and Guidance 

In the Center for lttedicare and Medicaid Services' Iriteroet OriIy Manual, Publication lOO-D6, 
Olapter 3, Section ?O, which discusses pro"ider liability for overpayments, it states, in pertinent 
part: 

A provider)is liable for overpayments it received unless it is found to be without fault. 
The fiScal ujatermediary or carrier, as applicable, makes this d~termination. The fiscal 
intennediatY or carrier considers a provider without fault, if it exercised reasonable care 
in billing foi, and accepting, the payment; i~e., . 

• ' It made full disclosure of a11 material facts; and 
• on the basis of the information available to it, including, but not limited 

to, the Medicare instructions and regulations, it had a reasonable basis for 
assuming ,that the payment was correct, Of, if it ruid rea.soo to question the 
payment; it promptly brought the question to the fiscal intermediary or 
carrier's attention. 
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ANALYSIS 

The AdministratijJe Law Judge conducted a de novo review of the evidence and heard 

testimony regard~g whether the Appellant is liable for an overpayment in the amount of 
$208,821.03. Afte~ a review of the evidence in the record, it is the decision of the undersigned 
that an overpaym~nt does exist andthe Appellant should be held liable for the entire am0U1!t at 
issue. 

, 

In a letter dated -+priJ 24, 2001, TrlCenturion, a Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Program 
Safeguard Contraqtor, notified the Appellant that a review was completed on claims submitted 
under provider n~mber D993211724 and group number 1724. As a result of that review, it was 
determined that! the Appellant received payment in error, resulting 'in an estimated ' 

overpayment of ~208,821.03. The dates of service encompassed in this overpayment Were 
January 1, 1999, through November 11, 2000. 

,This overpaymen~ to the AppeUant was a,result of Or. Thompson being in their employ and 
providing service~ that resulted in the s~bmission of claims for Medicare payment while he was 
excluded from th~ Medicare program by the Office of Inspector General., Or. Thompson was 

'excluded indefinijtely from th,e ~icare program after having his license suspended 
indefinitely' by ~ South Carolina Depart:mentof Labor, Licensing, and Regulation Board of ' 
Medical ExaminetiJ. 'He was notified, in writing, of thisexcl~sion and that reinstatement into 
the Medicare proh'am would have to be requested through the Office of Inspector General. 
Upon the conditiohal reinstatement of his license by the South Carolina'Department of Labor, 
Licensing, and Re~iatioii. Board of Medical Examiners, Dr. Thompson became employed. by 
the Appellant- Dr-1Thompson informed the Appellant of the suspension of his liceriSe. 

Counsel for the A!I>pellant a~culates se:~1 arguments for his client, First, the Appe11an~ had 
no knowledge w~tsoever, dll'ectly or mdirectly, that'Dr. Thompson was excluded from the 
Medicare progi'~ nor did they have any infonnation that would indicate that Dr. Thompson 
was excluded froni the Medicare program during the time ,that it employed. him. The Appellant' , 
had no reasol) to ~now that Or. Thompson was actually excluded from the Medicare program 
dUring the dates i.ti question. 

'The undersigned d.oes not find this argument persuasive. In order for the Appellant to receive 
payment, from Me~icare for services rendered, it is required to fonow, and has constructive 
notic~ of, the con{iitions for payment described in 42 C.F.R. § 424. Specifically, that as a 
condition of pa~t, a provider ,cannot em'ploy an individual who has been excluded, from 
participation in ant Federal health care programs. 42 C.F.R § 424.520(a)(3). The Appellant had 
a duty of due dili~ce to inquire about whether or not Dr. Thompson was excluded from the 
Medicare progran\._ The Appellant knew that Dr. Thompson's license was suspended 
indefinitely and th~t he received a conditional reinstatement after four years. This suspension 
would indicate that he may be exduded in the Federal programs. Additionally, in order. for the 
Appellant to be pa~d for Or. Thompson's services, numerous applications had to be completed. 
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The applications ~quired about any exclusions or sanctions that Dr. Thompson may have 
experienced. F~ermore, information regarding Dr. Thompson's exclusion could have easily 
been found by ccilling ·the Office of Inspector General or visiting their web-site which lists 
~xcluded mdividd,als and entities. 

Second, collectionj of the overpayment is barred by Title XI, Section 1128A(c)(1) of the Social 
Security Act, whi~ discusses civil monetary penalties. This section states,· in pertinent part, 
that the Secretary ~ay not initiate an action under this 'section with respect to any claim, request 
for payment, or o~her occurrence as descnbed in. this section later than six years after the date 
the claim was pres~ted, the request for payment was made, or the occurrence took place. 

The undersigned 40es ~ot find this argument persuasive. The section of the Social Secur.ity Act 
referred to by co~nsel applies solely to civil penalties. In order for a civil penalty to be 
imposed, it must ~ done no later than six years from the date the claim was presented, the 
request for paym¢nt was made, or the occurrence took place. In the instant. case, no civil 

, penalties' have ~ imposed. The overpayment is based solely On the payments made by 
Medicare while qr. Thompson was excluded from the program. Additionally, 42 C.PR 
§ 405.980 allows ~itial determinations and redeterminations to be reopened at any time when 
reliable evidence ~ts that the determination was procured by fraud or similar fault. 

.. . 

Third, the Appella.pt is not at fault as defined by 42 C.F.R. § 408.902. There is no evidence that 
the Appellant hadlany knowledg~, however defined, that Dr. Thompson had been excluded 
from the Medicarel program. AdditiOl1ally, the Appellant received a letter from Pahnetto GBA 
stating that Dr. Th~mpson was approved and assigned a provider billing number. 

The undersigned ~ not find this argument persuasive and finds that the Appellant did have 
similar fault regar4ing the overpayment. The segion above, relied on by the Appellant, defines 
similar fault to ~an, to obtain, retain, convert, seek, or receive Medicare funds to which a 

person knows or s~ould reasonably be ex~ted to know. that he or she or another for whose 
benefit Medicare funds are obtained, retained, converted, sought, or received is not legally 
entitled. The Apptllant is reasonably expected to know and has ,an affirmative duty to know 
the exclusion Sla.ps of its employees through due diligence prior to mrering into· an 
employment re1ati~hip .. AdditionaUy, 42 C.F.R § 1001.1901(1) discusses the scope and effect 
of exclusion, specif~c to the instant case, no payment will be m~de by Medicare, Medkaid or any 
other Federal healtl;t care programs for any item or service provided by an excluded individual. 
This section applitts regardless of whether an mdividual or entity has obtained a program 
provider number qr equivalent, either as an individual or as a member of a group, prior to 

being reinstated.. 4~ C.F.R. § 1001.1901(1). 

Finally, the undersigned finds that counsel's last ar~u~ellt, ~oup~~t ~m the Appe~t is 
prohibited under p C.F.R. § 405.355(a) and (b), IS mvahd. ~ section only .apphes to 
individua1s who w~re overpaid, not entities as in the instant case. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Appellant w~ overpaid. Medicare benefits under Title xvm of the Social Security Act 
for the.sexvices pr{>vided by Dr. Thompson to multiple beneficiaries January 1, 1999, through 
November 7, 2000~ while he was excluded from the Medicare program by the Office of . . 

Inspector.GeneralJ 

ORPER 

The Qualified Ind~dent Contractor decision dated October 5,2007, is hereby AFFIRMED. 
Medicare contract-vr is DIRECI'ED to process the claim in accord4U\ce with thisdecision. , . 

Dated: 
Dean c. Metry 
US. Administrative Law Judge 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROlINA ) 

COUNTY OF: DARLINGTON 
) . ,IN THE PROBATE COURT 
) 

IN THE MATTER OF: Hugh Smtlh Thompson 
) STATEIIENT ()f CREDITOR'S CLAIM 
) 
) CASE NUMBER: 2009-ES-16-424 

Decedent's Date of Death (If known): :-:1~1-F.08;..=.:;::.2OOt~c,-::----,--=-..,.,....._~ _____ _ 
Decedent's 19$tMalllng Address: 111 North ErvIn StrHt, o.rUngton. Be 2t832 

CredttClr: Pee Dee Health en, P.A. ATT: Tony R. Megna, e.g. 
Address: 3400 Wast Avenue 

CoIumbiI, SC mo3 
Telephone: 803.799.1700 (tnMnaogmall.eom) 

Basis of claim: 

By letter dated AprIl 24, 2007 [received late April, 2007J, Pee Dee Health care, P.A. raceIYed notice fi'om 
TriCenturion [8 Medicare ProgrBlTl Sageguard Contractor] that decedent provkSed medical eervlcea to patients at 
Pee Dee Healtt1 Care's o1TIce$ during .. tlmo period when deccldant W88 suspended ~ the OffIce of I r1lpeetar 
G&neral from providing S\lch mediCal HNlcel. Docadent had represented to Pee Dee Health C8rv, PA and the 
local MedlcarelntBrmedlary that he wee legally qU811flttd to provide medclal servlcM to Medicare benetlclarfes 
during the tme period of hlslMlpenaton. Decedent feRed to inform Pee Dee Health care, PA or the local 
Medicare Intermediary of his auspensfon. Pee Dee HHlth Care, P.A, ..-paid 1M funda to MedlC1118 on behalf or 
deCedent Decedent admitted on aeveral occatSions that he had not Informed PDHC or the JooaI MedIc«e 
Intermediary of tho truth at the ma~ or nls SlIspenslon durtng the time perlQda 11'\ queetlOn nor had ne taken the 
stepe n8QC8Ury'to have his t.gedlcare auspenalon Iftad. Decadent Indicated he dld not haYe the funds to repay 
Medicare. The repaymentwa, made by PDHC In May, 2008. 

Amount of claim $ 226,740,19 pluslntBreat at the 
statutory rate of 8.15% beginning 
June 1 , 2008 . 

Data claim will become due (If not already due): Claim Is paetdue, 20 ~ ~ 
t:§~; : 

Nature of uncertainty as to amount of claim and due date, If any: Ei:::,:::~ ~ 
c~r~":;: .-~ 

The claim ta absolute and certain. The final a,mount ls not determined .. the claim continues to accs.\le ata~toI'y 
lnberestunderSClaw. . 8(;~~~ -v 

~:<~; :K 
Description of any security as to cfalm: ~'" 1:,~ ~;j 

None 

fI· ... ~~ .... 

f"'··\ 
~ £ 1 

Signature: ",=".;...L~~~~~+-t-+-~---­
Tit'e: 

Date: 
~~~~~-------------------



I NSmUCTlON8: Claims mu$l be flied with the Probate ColI1 of thII county and deltvered or mailed to the Peraonal 
RepresentaUvo appointed to administer the estate (888 section 82-3-803. 62-3-804. ,and 62-3-806 on 
next page,) , 
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SOUTH CAROUMA CODE OF LAws, 1178, AS AMENDED 
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April 24, 2007 

TriCe;:tturion 
'.0. kt 1(}6W . 
Colltlllbln, SC J9lOl-JJ5i 

YlA ('yti&d Mall 
Pee Dee Health Care, PA 
20 1 casbua Street -
Dlrlinaton. Be 29532 

#: 1005 3110 0002 4046 5394 • 
'.' 

1m: R8view FiAdinp for Or. Hugh Thompson -~ # 0093211724 
Pte Dee ~eP A. 201 CUhus. Street, J'.?arlinlfml, SC - Group #1724 

Dear Sir I Madam: 

TriCenturioo, a Program s.feguard Contractcr (psc), rompleted a mriew of elafml submitted ID'ICh:r tho 
above retcrenoed provider I group nwnbcn and p.id by Modicce. 'D'iCen1urioo dctcnniDed 1hat you 
received payment in error, resulting in an estimated OWJrpa)'D)CJ1t 10)'0\1 of $208.821.03. 

It baa been detC!rmincd that or. Thompeanwas ~ed by the.OflicC of 1n8pCClOt General from 
3/3 \/96 to 6IlO/02, pursuant to § 1128(bX4) of tho Social Security Act, Liccme RcwaatIon ~ 
SUIJ)CI1SiOll. 'J'rlCcmt1llion's review of eJainJe determined that 1.848 claiml fur Medicare paYmmt were 
subnaitted Wbite Dr. ~ was lWIotioucd. During the 8Il1lCtion prtiod. Pin B ~ clams for 
dates of !CrVioe·from 111m to 1117/00 were paid to yvu. Please ~ the ancloscd W1Jfk3Iu:et that 
provides a lisl'i.ni of the claims. Alula With our· claim payment ~tiOGa, we xnadc limitation of 
liabiHty decisions for the dcnie1 of the 4erVices subject to the provi:rions. of § 1879 of the Social Security 
AnL . . 

Palmette GDA will bo iaeulng you. dtmand ieuer for the.above <m:lp&)ImQlt 1M nodfyiDs yOu ofyouf 
rebQttJl and'appeaI righta. .. 

If you have any qucstiOIl5 regarding this matter. you may contact mo at (803) 264-8i4S •. 

Sincerely. 

~~~~ 
Alth.eaB. Mya's,AHF1 
Sezrior Invemga10t 
Inteatated Benefit M.lwgement'ream 

BneiOSld 
Claims Review Worbhect 

TR~E~ /oj 
It 
J~~m .. E se 
flARLINGTOfl.! ~vUN'f'(. • • C,AlS/ ..-". " ... - ...... --.---.-, -,--_tw __ . ___ /' 
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~atthews and Megna, LLC 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

The Honorable Marvin I. Lawson 
Darlington Comly Probate Judge 

. 3_ West AvtBlII . 

Cohlabla, sc ltlro 
TELEPHONE: 803-m-J7()O 

E-.,all! ben<ilpd.c,com 

May 20, 2010 

1 Public Square, 2nd Floor, Room 208 
DarHngton, SOUth CaroUna 29532 

Re: Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, Case No.: 2009-BS-16-424 

Dear Judge Lawson: 

Please find enclosed the Amended Claim of Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. in the above 
matter. Please note that Pee Dee Health Care has filed a.civil complaint against the Estate of 
Thompson in the Darlington County Court of Common Pleas pursuant to 62-3-804(2). A copy 
of the complaint is attached to the amended pro~te claim. Please advise if you need any further 

. information or if the Court requires a formal motion t.o move the claim pending in probate Court 
to the Court of Common Pleas. I can best be reached' at thee-mail addrellS above 
(ben@pdhc.com) or by calling 803.799.1700. If I am not available, please ~k to speak with 
Tony Megna, GeDeral Counsel (tmegna@gmail.com) for Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. He is able 
to answer 8l1d is authorized to assist you however possible. 

Cc: 

With kind regards, I remain 

Jay James 
112 Cashua Street 
Darlington, SC 29540 

\ 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF: DARLINGTON 

) 
) 
) 
) 
). 

INt~wm~URT 

IN THE MAnER OF: Hugh Smith Thompson 
STATEMENT OF CREDlTOR'S CLAIM 

) CASE NUMBER: 2009-ES-16-424 

DecedenfsDBte of Death (if known): :-:::1:"".::1:f.08~.2~009;-=-;:--::~~;:--::--:--...... ~==-___ _ 
De~enfs Last Melling Address: 111 North Ervin Street. Oat1lngton, 8e 29532 . , 

Creditor: Pee Dee Health Care, P.A An: Tony R. Megna,. Esq.' 
Address: 3400 West Avenue 

Columbia, SC 29203 
Telephone: . 803.799.1700 (!megnaOgmall.com) 

Basis of claim: 

See attached complaint, incriporated herein by reference, and filed In Darlington COunty Court of Common Pleas 
that more specificalty sets.out the basis of claims. 

Amount of claim $ 226,740.19 plus Interest at the 
statutory rate of 8.15% beginning 
June 1, 2008 plus other 
compensatory, specsl •. consequential 
and punitve damages as more 
specflcally set for forth In.the . 
complaint attached hereto and 
Incoporated herein by refer8nce. 

Date claim will become due (if not already due): Claim Is past due. 20 

t":' ~ 
~c..._ .. c::t 

. ~;~~:: :x 
..... 1.; .. '.1 »-
::~.::: -< 
c,-::;,.': N 
Z "- a 
n:~;'-

~!·~:;·.f ~ 
1 :::\'~'':; :.~~ 

Natl.!re of uncertainty as to amount of cltUm and due date, if anY: ;<IT;:;: t.:? 
. '. ~. 0 

The claims are absolute and certain. However. the final amount of the damages ue Pee Dee Health care, P.t:' 
are to be more fully dtermlned as set forth In the complaint attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Description of any security as to claim: 

None 
- . 

-r-
r.

~! 
.• I 

o 

. JUDGE 01= - t&- . 
~:::~~.a~ 

Signet : . ~ ." .~ 

. enJaniln R.· -
Date: May 19,2010 

INSTRUCTIONS: Claims must be filel:t with the Probate Court Of this county and delivered or mailed to the Personal 
Representative appointed to administer the estate (9eG flection 62-3-803, 82-3--804, and 62~3-806 on , 
next page.) 

'OMI m11'C (1111) 
ez.~. Ao&-4D 
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SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS, 1978, AS AMENDED 

1112·3.-03, UmH.llons on p~ ofolalme, 

'(a) AI dllml 8OI1t111 a dtced~fs estaie wtI'dlll'OM be(ore1l\e dedi of lhe d«edent.lndudlnt c1t111'll or l1li SIN and fII'f'f ~"1On ~, wtItthW tlIe or to 
!»coma dllf!, abeoMt or a>n5ngent, IlquIdlt.d or Unllqutlatecl, IOUnded on oonlrlict, 1Ort, or gtt,lr legal balli, If not barre4 OIr1IlIby 0IIler IIItu1II rlllmi\lticnl, Ire ~rred 

ao9i11't ltIe enate, the pat8CnII ~taIlw, and the hlllra IIId delli_ oItIte !leeeden~ unl, .. preunted within the eerllIIr or 1M fOllawlllg cSUI&: 

(1) on. year Iller tilt 1ItCedenI'. deIIth; or 

(2) wIIIIn the M\e provided by 5IcIion 82-U01(1)) ror ertCIltDrI who Irt ;Iven.e\UaI notleor, 11110 wfttIln the ~ ~ In s.cton 82-3-801(8) lor ~ ~ 

bamtd by pOOIaliion: pJOlllcled, clalme ~1R!d by ~ nanc:IIlm e1aWtl It Ina c!ecedenra domldle ~ thI giving 01 nDlice to~ .. barred In IllS Sr.te_ 

1180 barred In U. s-. 
(b) AI dalma aga' nsl" ~ececMnt'1 I •• whJcl'l 81111 It Of 11IIIr tbt <IM!I'I oIllle deoedent, Including dIIfma 01 IN S1a1e .-1..,., lIuturl'lltiOn IhIr.of, Whe#ler eM 01 10 

Decame we, IQSOIute or conllnQ*'C. Uq..,.1Id or un~quldDd, rounded Qfl oonncl. Iort, or Clher liqal balla, Ina beoTed against .... __ I\e peraona! ~~, .rod the 

lien and devtaoea of 11\8 ~ unlll, pr--.bld I' fOloWt: 
(I)' • dalm b..cf an a CClIItnId wlth the PIf'OII8I ~ ~ elgllt mantla .fter perlonmnoe bv thl peqoNIl rwpl'llHlltaeve II csue; 

(2) ItI'f oIIIIf cIIIm. wllhllllhe II1II 0( eIg/It monlhe.tler R l1li .. , Of l1li lime apeclfted In aub.ectlon (a)(1). 

(e) N04hIn; In tlillICtIon ~ Of ~ 

(I) any pIOIlMdIng to ~.-rt JIIDI'IQIQI. ~ lien, or OIIIfII'MtIrtf lneemt upon ~ 01 ttle .... tr, or 

(2) 1o!lll!.mIIS or the 1n8Ul1R:l pmIectIon only, ~ pIOCIedlng to ea1IIbIIIh lability 0( ttie ~ent or !he peracnll rel)flllllllallft 101 which he Is proIeIDd by 

llablllly 1nIwance; or 

(3) CXlIIec:tlon of oo~ lor .. !Vlcet ronoeted and nalmburtemant for ~ .w.nced by the penonlll r~\IW or by b tt10mey or ~ 

fur the pRonll fepr8MJUIIve ~ Che ella",' 

, 82-3-1104, Minlilt' of presentlltlon of claims. 

'Ctm1a IIgIIirIm 8 deoI!dfn"'lIUtI mIIY be ~-aa follows; 

(1) The dalrnanl rrgy deitYer or maW 10 h I*1OnII 1t!pNMn1alfw • wrillen....,.,. fI the dIIm Inllle.a,. III bI" lhe name and adCIIUt 0( tile c::IImn, and 

1M emountClUntd, er.d mom ftI .... wrlttllut .. m.nt 01 the dalm, In !til forrnprMCl'lblcl ~ rift. wIlh ~ c:ier1l fllIIe prtlbRI ao&rt 'Tlw dllm II d8Mllld 

praaln114 on 1M first 10 /leW' 01 rtCtipt of tile Mltl&n llatIIInIo\l of d11lm by \he penonaI .-pIeHI\bI1N .. or h tllilla Of toe dIIm wIlh the oourt. If I cIIIm 11Il0l 

yet M, !1M! cIaIII when m wlllecome due mutt be '!aled. It the $1m iI c:onlll~t or unllquldaled, lilt n.-u,. of 1M uncertliHy muit be "ed, If IIIe ~ III 
sec:ured, !I'll ~ I711III be~, Fllilu .. 1o daaIbI! COt'ItCtIV the tea.lrtty, the nature fI U1Y u~, lOCI the M CIa'IC (It I dNn not ~ dill dOlI 

no1lnvddale tile ~ rna. 

(2) The tlallntrrt rnIIV 0C¥IVI'IeIlCa llIfOCII'MIIng agaNIlM pe!80M1 repteeenldv. ln'lny coU'! wMnIthe ptII1IOnII ~atr.w mav De ~ ID ' 

Jurlld!ction, !O obtain payment 01 his clam against the eatete, W lhIlXlrlmllCel'l18llt oftl'lIl prooeed~, m.I8f OCQ.I wII'Iln thl tlmfIlImIeII for pleSen\tng !he 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
~OUNTYOFDARUNGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care" P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 

·COMPLAlNT 
JURy TRIAL DEMANDED 

THE P,WI'lF§ 

1. The Plaintiff, Pee Dee Health Cam, P.A. is a professional medica1ll.'lsociation doing 

business in Darlington, SC. 

2. The Defendant is the £state of Hugh S. Thompson, M.D. Dr. Thompson died on 

December 5, 2009, His estate is being probated in the Darlington County Probate Court, Case 

, number 2009·ES-16·-424. 

VENUE MID JllRISplCIJON 

r.t », 
::0 ._--
cg;::: 
~i~~:',~:~ 

, , . ~,-., .. 
This court has jurisdiction pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 62-3-803 et. seq., and ~~:;.~ 3. 

. gf.~::;':, 
~).:" 

;;:;-~~~ 
'particular §62-3-804. 

4. Venue is proper in Darlington County. 

, ~AIUREO'ACI1QN 

S. l'he action brought by Plaintiff is primarily legalln 'nature, and the Plaintiff" respectfully 

requests a trial by jury. 
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THEII'ACTS 

6. On o~ about October 26, 1998, the decedent entered into an • at-~iII' employment contract 

with Plaintiff's medical practice ruI a physician. 

7. The decedent's medical employment continued tmtil on or about December 10, 2001, 

when the decedent left the employ ofPlaintifPs medical pradice. 

8. As part of the employment process and relationship, the Defendant provided infonnation 

to Plaintiifrepresenting that Defendant was fully and completely authorized under state and 

federal law to provide medical services to Plaintiff's patients who were Medicare beneficiaries. 

To tbis end, the decedent completed a Medicare provider application (known as a HCFA 855] 

and an "assignment of benefits" application to aJiow Plaintiff to employ Defendant and to 

provide the Defendant pennission to treat Plaintiff's Medicare beneficiaries. The Medjcare 
. . 

applications were provided to Palmetto GBA (8 private contractor who c.ontracterl with the 
: 

Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services [eMS}). Decedent certified the information ~ was 

providing to Medicare and to Plaintiff was true and correct while decedent act~lIy knew this 

certification was false. 

9. Unbeknownst to the Plaintiff, the deee<ient.provided false and misleading infonnation to 
Plaintiff and on the applications submitted to Palmetto OBA. Specifically, Dr. Thompson failed 

to provide the infonnation that he had had been previously suspended from treating Medicare 

patients as he had been suspended by the Medicare Office of Inspector General from the 

Medicare program effective on or about May 31, 1994~ Dr. Thompson's failure to provide the 

required infonnation concerning his suspension resulted In the continuation of his suspension as 

a Medicare provider ofhea1thcare service. Dr. Thompson had been notified in writing by the 

Office. ofIrepector General in on March 31, 1996: 
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B. That he was suspended and excluded as a provider from the Medicare prognW as. 

well.as all other federal health care programs. and 

b. That he could not be reinstated in the federal Medic~id program until he requested 

such in writing and was approved in writing. 

II. After the SC Board ofMcdieal examiners reinstated Or. Thompson's medical license in 

1998 [his medical license had been s1.L'Ipended on orabaut May. 31, 1994], Dr. Thompson failed 

to seek reinstatement to the Medicare program through the Office of lnspector Gener~ as he was 

. required to do but instead filed a false application with Palmetto OBA, GBA (the Medicare 

contractor who administers Medicare in South Carolina on behalf ofthc federal guvenunent 

through the agency known as the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid &rvlces [eMS]). 

However, decedent omitted any reference in regard to this smpenslon from the Medicare 

program. Nor did decedent infomi Plaintitfofthis suspension from the Medicare program. 

Decedent certified the information he was providing to Medicare and to Plaintiff was true and 

COITeCt while decedent actually 1cnewthis certification was false. 

'- ...... 

10. As a result of the false information provided by decedent on the application to Palmetto. 

GBA, and to Plaintiff, decedcnt"(a) was assigned a Medicare provider number (D993211724. 

effective October 26, 1998, see Exhibit A) by Palmetto and· (b) was employed by Plaintiff to 

provi de medical services to Plaintiff's patients, including Medicare patients: Even though the 

provider numbers were issued, they were in violation of 42 CFR lOO1.l901(1) which provides 

that Dr. Thompson's suspension.from the MedicBlC program continued until the suspension was 

lifted by the Medicare Office of Inspector General. Dr. 'Thompson.failed to do this, failed to 

notify Plaintiff, and continued to provide false infonnatlon to the Plaintiff during the remainder 

of his employment with Plaintiff. 
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1 L On or about August 9, 2002, Dr. Thompson's filed a subsequent Medicare enrollment 

application for reenrollment in the Medicare program. In this application, Dr. ThQJllp50n 

admitted he had been previously suspended as a Meciiw-e health care. On or about this same 

date, Dr. Thompson was reinstated as a provider of Medicare healthcare services by the 

Medicare Office of Inspector General. 

12. On or about June 7,2001, Plalntlffrcceived alettcr dated May 30, 2007 from Palmetto 

GBA in regard to medical services provided by decedent on behalf of Medicare beneficiaries for 

the dates of October 26, 1998 to December 10. 2001. The letter stated, among other matter3: 

a. That the decedent had been suspended (sanctioned) from participation in the . 

Medicare program during the time periods March 31,1 ~ to June 20, 2002. 

b. That during the sanction period as stated in (a), Mediari paymen~ were paid to 

Plaintiff for services decedent.provided to Medicare beneficiaries because the 

decedent had completed an 'asSignment of bene tits' to Plaintiff. However, 

decedent omitted any reference in regard to this suspension from the Medicare 

program. 

c. That PlaintifTwas liable for the funds paid regal-dless of the fa.ct that Plaintiff had 

no knowledge of the matter and that Dr. Thompson had provided both Plaintiff 

and Medicare with false information. 

rl. That the estimated overpayment made .by Medicare for patients provided by 

decedent during the time be was susp~ded from the Medicare program was 

$208.821.03 plus interest at 12.375%. 

13. Plaintiffwas contacted by decedent shortly after Plaintiff received the letter received by 

Plaintiff in JU.lc, 2007 as decedent had received the same.infonn8tion. A copy of the letter sent 
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by decedent is attached hereto as Exhibit At this time, Decedent adrrutted that he had not 

provided accurate information to PI ajntiff upon and during his employment with Plaintiff or to 

Medicare [Palmetto GBA] on his provider and 'assigrurient of benefits' applications to MediCAle. 

14. Following due On May 1,2008, Plaintiffpaid to Medicare the sum ofS226,740.19. 

IS. Orlor about April 13, 2010, Plaintiff filed a ciaim with decedent's estate. A copy of that 

claim is attached hereto 8$ Exhibit B. 

16. O!'l or a.bout May 19, 2010~ Plaintiff filed an amended claim with decedent's estate. A 

copy of that claim is attached hcreto as Exhibit C. 

17. On May 10,2010, the perSOnal representative ofttle decedent's denied the Plaintit'rs . 

claim. 

FOB A FIRST cAnd QF.ACl'J0t{ 
(BREACH Of FJPVClABY P1JTY) 

18. All foregoing allegations art incorporated hCRin by reference as ifset forth herein 

verbatim. 

19. The Plaintiff placed special confidence in the truthfuln~9 of deeedentso that the· 

decedent in good conscience and equity as boundto act in &6odfaith and with d~e regard to the 

interest;s of the Plaintiff'. 

20. The decedent violate4 his duty of ordinarY care by bis knowing failure to make full 

disclosure of material facts of his suspension frOm the ~edicareprognun. 

21. Decedent's failure to make full disclollure of material facts of his suspension from the . 

Medicare program was intentional, willful, wanton, andlot In reckless disregard of his duty to 

Plaintiff and ofPlaintifi"s rightful expectation of decedent to be truthful and hOnest in his 

dealings with Plaintiff, as decedent's employer. 
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22. The decedent's conduct was the direct and proximate cause of the PlaintifFs damages, 

which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

23. As a result ofdle foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damagc:s, and an award of 

pW1itive damages. 

'OR A SECOND CAUSE OF ArnON 
{NEGYGENT MlSREPRlSEf;IATIQS 

BASED ON DEFENDANT'S PECUNIARY lNTERIS'D 

17. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegatiom are incorPo~ herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim., 

18. The decedent made a false representation to Plaintiff as more fu11y described herein. 

19. The decedent had a pecuniary interest in making the statement. 

20. The decedent owed a duty to care to Plaintiff, in~ent of the Plaintiff's employment 

contract with decedent due to decedent' II ,ethical oblig~tions a physician, decedent's legal duty to 

be truthful on his applications to Medicare, decedent's affirmations and certifications on his 

Medicare applications that he was truthful, on his applications, decedent's legal obligations Wlder 

federal law to be a Medicare-certified provider, Bnd decedent's special relationship with Plaintiff 

as a physician and employee to see that the decedent communicated tnJthfu1 information to the 

Plaintiff. 

21. The decedent's conduct BS stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintitrs damages, which are more fully set fonh hereinafter. 

22. As a result of the foregoIng, Plaintif'fis entitled to its actualdamagcs, and an award of 

punitive damages. 
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FOB A THIBD CAIJ81 OF ACDON 
(BREACH OF DUTY 01 LOXALTXTOEMrLOYEH) 

23. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

24. The decedent made a false representation to Plaintiff as mOre fully described herein. 

25. Decedent's duties to P1aintiff. as his employer, included the duty ofloyalty. Decedcntjs 

was duty-bound to refrain from behaving in a manner that would'be contrary to his employer's 

interests. an obligatioR often given the shorthand name "duty of loyalty. " 

26. The degree of decedent's duty ofloyahy is related to the degree of responsibility and 

trust that Plaintiff provided decedent. in this, case, 11.9 a physician. d~ent had an extensive 

independent responsibility and access,to confidential information that he alone knew. As a 

result, decedent's duty ofloyalty to PlaintifTw8.s much higher, and was obligated to handle 

Plaintiff's matters with the highest degree of integrity andtidelity and to deal fairly, openly, and 
, . 

totally for the Plaintitrs benefit, which defendant intentional, recklessly or with deliberate 

indifference, failed to do. 

27. The decedent used his relationship with Plaintiff relationship to,help with his own 

personal interests without the knowledge and consent ofPIRintiff. 

28. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate C8W1e of the 

Plaintiff's damages, whic~ are more futty set forth hereinafter. 

29. As a result of the foregOing, Plaintiff is entitled to its a~tual damages, and an award of 

punitive damages. 
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FOB A FOVRm CAUSE Of ACDQN 
INEG1JGENCE> 

30. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegation! an: incorporated herein by reference as 

ifset forth herein verbatim. 

31. The decedent owed a duty to care to Plaintiff, independent of the Plaintiff's employment 

contract with decedent due to: 

a. decedent's ethical obligatiom to PJaintiffas a physician, 

b. decedent's legaJ duty to be truthful on his applications to Medicare, 

c. decedent's affirmations and certifications on his Medicare applications that he 

was IrUthful on his applications, 

d. decedent's legal obligHtions under federal law to be a Medicare-certified provider, 

and decedent's special relationship with Plaintiff as II physician and employee to 

see that the decedent communicated tnJthful information to the Piaintiff, and 

e. decedent's creation of risk to Plaintiff directly caused by decedent's untruthful 

certification to both Medicare and to Plaintiff. 

32. Decedent breached his duty to Plaintiff: 

a. By act of certifying to Plaintiff personally and on his Medicare applications that 

he was that he was truthful 

b. By omission failing to inform Plaintiff ofthe falsity of his affirmations and 

certifications that he barred from medically treating Plaintiff's Medicare patients 

33. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate Cause of the 

Plaintiff's damages, which ar~ more fully s~t forth hereinafter. 

34. .As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiffi!> entitled to its actual damages. and an award of 

punitive damages. 
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fOB A lIFI1I CAUSE OF ACTION 
(BREACH QFCONJRACD 

35. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

36. The parties entered into a binding at-will employment agreement as more fully described 

hereinabove. 

37. The decedent unjustifiably breached that contact, and In particular. those provisions of 

the contract relating to fair dealing, good faith honesty. and treating Plaintiffs Medicare patients 

when decedent actually knew he was not entitled to do so, 

38. The decedent'5 Conduct B! stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintiff's damages, which are more fully set forth hercinlifter. 
39. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages. 

FQR A SIXTH CAUSIj OFACIIQN 
(BREACH OFCONIRACT MCCOMPANIID BY A,FRAUOOLEN'{ ACD 

40. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by. reference as 

if set forth herein verbatIm. 

4 I. The decedent unjustifi8bly breached that contact, and in partlcular,.those provisions of 

, the contract relating to fair d~a1ing, good faith honesty, and treaiing Plaintiffs Medicare patients 

when decedent actually knew he was not entitle~ to do so, 

42. .' The decedent: 
.' . . . 

a. , made false representations to Plaintiff, to wit. that he waS certified to treat Medicare 
beneficiaries, 

b. the decedent made the foregoing false mi~representation with actual knowledge of its 
falsity andlor with reckl~s disregard of the truth or falsity of the matter B! 

demonstrated by the decedent's filing offalse applications with Medicare, 
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c. the decedent intended that the Plaintiff aet upon the falsity ofhb mIsrepresentations, 

d. the Plaintiff'had no knowledge of the falsity of the misrepresentations made by 
decedent, 

c. the Plaintiff relied upon, and had a right to rely upon, the truthfulness of the 
representations made by decedent, and 

f. the Plaintiff suffered actual and proximate injury as a direct result of the false 
Tepresentatio~ made by decedent. 

43. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and prox.imate CIlUse of the 

Plaintiffs damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

44. As a resuh of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages as well as an award 

of punitive damages. 

FOB A SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION. 
lINTIjRfERENg WITH CONTRAcruALRlLATlQNSl 

45. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference ~ 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

46. The Plaintiff has Ii contractual relationship with Medicare. 
, 

47. The decedent knew that Plaintiff had a contractual relationship with Medicare. 

48. The decedent, by his knowingly false statements and certifications on his Medicare 

8pplicatwns, and to Plaintiff, intentionally and knowingly procured the breach of that contract. 

49. Their wruf no jl1'!titication for the decedent's unlawful behaYlor other than his own selfish 

pccUT1iary gain. 

50. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintifrs damages, which arc more fully set forth hereinafter. 

51. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages as well as an award 

of punitive damages. 
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" FOR A EIGHTH CAUSI QF ACfION 
(fRAIJJ) AND MISREPBJjSENTATION> 

52. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations· are incorporated herein by reference !IS 

jf set forth herein veibatirn. 

53. The decedent: 

g. the decedent made a false misrepresentation to Plaintiff, to wit, that he was certified . 
to treat Medicare beneficiaries, . 

h. the decedent made the foregoing false misrepresentation with actual knowledge ofi.ts 
falsity and/or with reCkless disregard of the truth or falsity of tile matter as 
demonstrated by the decedent's tiling offalse applications with Medicare." ." 

i. the decedent intended that the Plaintiff act UJ"?n the falsity of his misrepresentations, 

j. the Plaintiffhad no knowledge of the fa1sity of the misrepresentations t:nade by 
decedent. 

Ie the Plaintiffrelied upon. and had a right to rely upon, the truthfulness of the 
representations" made by dtCcdent, and 

1. the Plaintiff suffered actual and proximate injury as a direct result of the false 
rep~tations made by deced~l 

54. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintiff's damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

55. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its ll~aJ damages. and an award of 

punitive damages. 

FOR A NINTH CAUSE OF AC.'TION 
(fAILURE TO DISCLOSE) 

56. All foregoing factual andjurisdiction'aJlegations are incorporated herein by reference as . 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

57. The decedent had a duty t? disclose the truth ofms legal inability to treat Medieare 

patients of the Plaintiff including but not limited to the special relation of employer~employee 
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between Plaintiff and decedent, decedent's legal and ethical obligations as a physician under 
, . 

state and fooerallaw. and decedents duty offair dealing 'that required the disclosure of the truth 

to Plaintiff, 

58. The decedent was aware of the misrepresentations that could not be reasonably 

determined by Plaintiff, 

59. TIle decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the , 

Plaintit'rs damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

60. As a result of the foregoing. Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages, and an award of 

puniti ve damages. 

FOR A TENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
lJ)ELlBERATECONCIALMEND 

61. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference 85 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

62. The decedent deliberately, recklessly, intentionally and/or with deliberate indifference to 

the rights ofP\aintiffconcealed the truth of his inability to legally treat PlaintitrsMedicare 

patients, 

63. The decedel1t's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the ' 

Plaintiff's damages. which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

64. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages, and an award of 

punitive dainagss. 

fOR AN ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACfION 
PBOFUSIONAL MALPRAC'flCE' 

(FRAUD. MISREPRESENT AT[QN AND NEGLIGENCE> 
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65. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated hereil) by reference 8S 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

66. The decedent deliberately, recklessly, intentionally andlor with deliberate indifference to 

the rights of PI aintiif concealed the truth of his inability to lei!aJly treat Plaintiffs Medicare 

patienn in contravention of his professional and ethical responsibilities under state and federal 

law as a physician. 

67. The decedent's conduct 8s stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

PlaintifPs damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

68. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages, and an award of 

punitive damages. 

FOB A TWELIH CAUSE OF ACTlQN 
<MONEY HAP AND RECEJYEPl 

69. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorpomted herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

70. The Defendant holds money that, in good conscience, belongs to the Plaln~tr due to 

decedent's knowing wrongdoing. . 

71. The Defendant, in equity and gOod oonscieooe should be requircxi to pay the money 

wrongfully held over to the Plaintiff, 

72. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of tile 

Plaintiffs damages, which arc more fully set forth hereinafter. 

73. . As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled [0 its actual damages, and an award of 

punitive damages. 
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FOR A THIBTllNm CAUSE QF ACDON 
lPROMISSORY worrELl 

74. All fOregoing factual andjuri"sdlction allegations are incorporated herein by refcnmce as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

75. The decedent deliberately, recldessly, intentionaUy and/or with deliberate Indifference to 

the rights of Plaintiff concealed the truth of his inability to legally treat Plaintiff's Medicare 

patients in contravention of his profes~ional and ethical responsibilities under state·arld federal 

law as a physician. 
. . . 

76. The decedent's promise to Plaintiff OD his application and certifications to Medicare were 

unambiguous in their terms. 

77. Plaintiff reasonably relied upon the false promises and certifications of decedent, 

78. Plaintiff's relian~ upon the false promises and certifications of decedent was expected 

and foreseeable by decedent. 

79. The decedent's condu~ as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintiff's damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

80. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiffis entitled to its actual damages, and an award of 

punitive damage.9. 

[OR A FOURTEENTH CAUSE OF AcnON 
(OUANTVMMERum 

81. AJI foregoing facrual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference as 

ifset forth herein verbatim. 

82. The Plaintiff conferred !l subswltial professional and financial benefit upon decedent by 

employing decedent, and paying decedent substantial awns of money as well as providing 

decedent clinical and administrative support. 
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83. Without regard ttl the ,employment contract between the parties, the decedent realized the 

benefit conferred upon him by Plaintiff and substantially and indubitably benefited thereby, 

84. The decedent retained the benefits conferred upon him by Plaintiff under conditions that 

make it unjust for decedent's estate to retain such benefits without paying their value 

85., The dece~ent deliberately, recklessly, intentionallyand/or with deliberate indifference 

to the rights of Plaintiff concealed the truth of his inability to legally treat Plaintiff's Medicare 

patients in contravention orhls professIonal and ethical respomibllIties Wlder state and federal 

law as a physician. 

86. The decedent's conduct a5 stated herein was the direct and proximate ceuse of the 

Plaintiff's damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

87. As 8 r~sult ofthe foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual d~ages, and an award of 

punitive damages. 

FOR A FIFrUNTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
(CONSTBllCIM fRAUD AND 

CONSTlUJCTM TBYSD 

88.' All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporate(\ ,herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

89. The decedent: 

8. maQe false representations to Plaintiff. 

b. knew of the false representations made to Plaintiff, 

c. the false representations were material to the legal ability of the decedent to 

medically treat Plaintiff!> Medicare patients, 

d. The false representation was made with the intent that they be acted upon by 

Plaintiff. 
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e. knew the Plaintiffhad no knowledge of the falsity of decedent's 

misrepresentations, . 

f. knew the PlBintifflnnocently relied upon decedent's false representations, 

g. knew the Plaintiff had a right to rely upon the representations of decedent, 

90. The decedent's conduct as slated herein was the dimlt and proximate cause of tile 

Plaintiffs damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter .. 

91. As a resuh of the foregoing. Plaintiff is entitled to Its actual damages as a constructive 

trust imposed by this Court to benefit Plaintiff, who has been wrongfully deprived of its rights 

due to decedent and decedent's estate holding legal right to property which they should not 

possess due to decedent's lInj ust enrichment, negligence, deliberate indifference. mud and 

interference with the rights of Plaintiff. 

92. The decedent's conduct IL'I stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

.Plaintifrs damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

93. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiffi!l entitled to its actual damages. the imposition of a 

constructive trust, and an award of punitive damages. 

FOB AN SIXTEENTH CAUSE OF' ACllON 
(~QNSmUCTIYE FRAUD WITHOUT SCIENTERl 

94. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference as 

ifset forth het'ein verbatim. 

95. The decedent: 

a. made fal,e representations to Plaintiff, . 

b. the false representations were material to the legal ability of the decedent to 

medically treat Plaintiff's Medicare patients, 
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c. The false representation was made with the intent that they be acted upon by 

Plaintiff. 

d. knew the Plaintiff had no knowledge of the falsity of decedent's 

misrepresentations, 

e. knew the Plalntiffinnocently relied upOn decedent's false representations, 

f. knew the Plaintiffhad a right to rely upon tile representations of decedent, 

96. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintiff's damages,which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

97. . As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages IlJ a constructive 

trust imposed by this Court to benefit Plaintiff, who hag been wrongfully deprived of its rights 

due to decedent and decedent's estate holding legal right to property which they should not 

possess due to decedent's unjust enrichment, negligence, deliberate indifference, fraud and 

interference with the rights of Plaintiff. 

98. The decedent 1 s conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate CBuS·c of the 

Plaintiff's damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

99.. As a result of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages, the imposition ofa 

constructive trust, and an awMd of punitive damages .. 

FOR AN smNIEENIH CAUSIOr ACTION 
. CEOUIJABLE lNDEMNrQ1 

100. All fol'tgoing factual and jurisdiction e,lleptiorul are incorporated herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

101. Plainti ff is entitled to indemnity from 'decedent for the loss or dama~ethe decedent 

caused to Plaintiff. 

P81Je 17 orlO . 

Compl.int - Pee Dee Health Care. P.A. v. EAtaie or ThompiOd 

179 



102. The Pleintifrs right to equitable indemnity arises by contract, by express contract, 

implied contract, and by operation of law as a matter of equity between the parties. 

103. The decedent's conduct 8! stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintiff's damages. which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

104. As a rCSl,llt of the foregoing, Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages. 

FORAN EIGH1UN'I1J CAUSE OF ACTION 
(CONypsIOm· 

lOS. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

106. The Plaintiff: 

a. Had a pecuniary interest in the funds created by the medical services provided to 

Medicare patients by decedent, 

b. The decedent converted the medical services provided to Plaintiff's Medicare 

patients by falsely failing claims for the services provided to such patients, 

107. The use of the proceeds of the funds received by decedent were without the pennission or 

consent of Plaintiff, 

108. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintiffs damages, which are more fully get forth hereinafter. 

109. As a result of the forogoing. Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages, the imposition of a . 

co ... structi~e trust, and an award of punitive damages, 

FOR AN NINEDENTU CAUSE OF ACTION 
CEQJlD'ABLE RESTITUTIQ1S) 

] 10. All foregoing factual and jurisdiction allegations are incorporated herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 
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I I 1. Plaintiff is entitled to equitable restitution fiwn decedent for the purpose of restoring to 

the Plaintiff the funds or property loss or damage the decedent. caused PI aintiff'. 

112 ~ Plaintiff's right to equitable ~titution arises by contract, by express contract, 

implied contract, and by operation of law as 8 matter of equity between the parties. 

J 13. The decedent's conduct as stated herein was the direct and proximate cause of the 

Plaintiffs damages, which are more fully set forth hereinafter. 

114. As a result of the foregoing. Plaintiff is entitled to its actual damages. 

FOB A TWENTIETH CAllaE OF ACIION 
<CIVIL CONSPIRACY) 

1 is. All foregoing f~ual and jwisdictiori allegations are incorporated herein by reference as 

if set forth herein verbatim. 

116. The decedent, in combination with his estate, and the persona] representative thereof, 

together for the purpose of injuring Plaintiff, have caused the f>laintitrspeciaJ dama~s, to wit, 

the continuing loss of use of its money to hire additional providers which has cost Plaintiff in 

excess 0($35,000.00 net ~ month beginning June I, 200~ to date plus prejudgment int~ 

thereon. 

JMMAGESINCUBRID BY PLAINTWF 

Based on the foregoing allegations, Plaintiffhas suffered the following damages: 

,. The Plaintiffhll5 paid to Medicare on behalf of the decedent the amount of 

$226,740.19 

. 2. The Plaintiff is entitled to prejudgment statutory interest at the rate or'S. 75% . 

beginning May t, 2008 forward, 
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3. The Plaintiff has inc~d the los~ of~e of its money to hire additional providers 

which has cost PJaintitTin excess of .$35,000.00 net per month beginning June 1, 

2008 to date plus prejudgment interest thereon. 

4. The funds paid to decedent as an employee of decedent and in support of decedent 

which are in excess 0[$500,000.00 

S. Punitive damages in an amount to be detennined by II jury. 

6. Such further and other reI ief as this Court deems just and proper. 

WHEREFORE, the PIal ntiff respectfully requtm this Court to inquire into these matters 

and to provide the Plaintiff awards of actual and pUnitive damages based on the cause of actions 

as more fully stated hereinabove, as well as such further relief as this Court deems' just and 

proper. 

May 19.2010. 

y submitted. 

Ben 
Attome at-Law 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 
803.799.1700 
Email: matthews@pdhc.com 

Complaint - Pee Dee Healtll Care, P.A. v. Estate of TbompsoD 

182 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON. 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson,/" 

Defendant, 

) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

---,.------------) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
1O-CP-16-0332 

ANSWER 

COMES NOW Defendant, by and through the undersigned attorney, 

Complaint dated May 19, 2010 of Plaintiff. Defendant would allege and show unto the Court as 

follows: 

FOR A FIRST DEFENSE 

1. Defendant denies each and every allegation of Plaintiff's Complaint· unless 

hereinafter specifically admitted. "OP'l 

-n -r 
m 
Cl 

" f{Of\ED C ' 
Upon information and belief, Paragraph 1 is admitted. ,RUE cE. 13 : .fi;.r,c 
So much of Paragraph 2 as alleges that Dr. Hugh S. Tho~~ S.C. 

2. 

. " CLE'R ~N COU ' 
5, 2009 is denied. The date of hi~ death was November 5, DIf}~Nfte balance of 

3. 

Paragraph 2" of the Complaint is admitted. 

4. Paragraph 3 is denied. 

5. Paragraph 4 is admitted. 

6. Paragraph 5 states legal conclusions and therefore no response is required. 

7. Defendant has no knowledge of the existence or terms of an "at will" employment 

contract between decedent and Plaintiff and would therefore deny the allegations of . " 

Paragraph 6 of the Complaint and demand strict proofthereof. 
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8. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 7 of the Complaint, it appearing 

from available tax records that decedent's association with Plaintiff was limited to the 

years 1999 and 2000. 

·9. Defendant, on information and belief, admits so much of Paragraph 8 of the 

Complaint as alleges that a Medicare provider application and an "assignment of 

benefits" application were prepared so as to pennit decedent to treat Medicare patients 

and for Plaintiff to receive payment therefor. On information and belief Defendant 

, 
further admits that said applications were provided to Palmetto GBA. Defendant would .-~ 

allege that personnel employed by Plaintiff assisted Defendant in the preparation of these 

applications. Defendant has no knowledge of the contents of said applications or of any 

other representations made by decedent to Plaintiff and would deny the remaining 

allegations of Paragraph 8 of the Complaint. 

10. Defendant would admit so much of the allegations of Paragraph 9 of the 

Complajnt as allege that decedent was suspended by the Office of Inspector General of 

Medicare on or about March 31, 1996. Defendant has no knowledge of the contents of 

the applications to Palmetto GBA nor any written communications to decedent from the 

. Office of the Inspector General of Medicare nor of any representations made by decedent 

to Plaintiff and would deny the remaining allegations of Paragraph 9 of the Complaint. 

11. Defendant admits so much of Paragraph 11 of the Complaint (Paragraph 11 and 

10 being reversed in the Complaint and Defendant responding in the order presented by 

the Complaint) as alleges that decedent's medical license was suspended by the South 

Carolina Board of Medical Examiners on or about May 31, 1994 and that his license to 

practice medicine was reinstated in 1998 (on or about April 14, 1998). Defendant would 

further admit that in 1998 decedent failed to seek reinstatement as a Medicare provider 

i 
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through the office of the Inspector General. On information and belief, Defendant would 

allege that decedent and the several medical practices with which he associated in the 

period .1998·2002 erroneously believed that filing a provider application to Palmetto 

GBA (a Medicare contractor) was sufficient to reinstate decedent's status as a Medicare 

provider." To the extent that the allegations of Paragraph 11 of the complaint are not 

hereinabove admitted, they are denied. 

12. On information and belief, Defendant admits so much of Paragraph 10 of the 

.. Complaint as alleges' thatPahhetto GSA issued to decedent Medicare provider number 

D993211724 (but Exhibit A is not attached to Complaint) and as alleges that sometime 

after October 26, 1998 decedent entered into a relationship with Plaintiff to provide 

medical services to its patients, to include Medicare patients. Defendant would admit 

further that applicable provisions of federal law provide that a suspension of Medicare 

pri~i1eges continues until reinstated by the Office of Inspector General.' To the extent 

that the allegations' of Paragraph 10 of the Complaint are not hereinabove ~dmitted, 

Defendant denies the same. 

13. Defendant admits so much of Paragraph 11 as alleges that decedent was reinstated 

by the Office of the Inspector General, the actual date believed to be June 20, 2002. 

Defendant·does not have available to ita copy of decedent's application for reinstatement 

and for that reason denies any allegations as to the content thereof. 

14. With respect to Paragraph 12 of the Complaint, on informatiqn and belief, 

Defendant believes that Plaintiff received a letter from Palmetto GBA on or about June 7, 

2007, which letter would have had a content similar to that set forth in Paragraph 12 of 

the Complaint. Defendant has not seen the said letter and would allege that the contents 
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of said letter are what they are without admitting that Plaintiff has correctly stated the 

contents, particularly as to those matters.set forth in Paragraph 12 (c). 

15. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 13 of the Complaint. Defendant 

would allege that the letter shown as an undesignated Exhibit to the. Complaint and 

referred to in Paragraph 13 does not appear to relate to the matters set forth in the 

Complaint and does not constitute an admission by decedent of any of the allegations of 

the Complaint. 

16. Defendant, for lack of infonnation, denies Paragraph 14 of the Complaint and 

demands proof thereof. 

17. Paragraphs 15 and 16 of the Complaint are admitted. 

18. Defendant admits Paragraph 17 of the Complaint and would add by way of 

clarification that the denial filed on May 10,2010 was a denial of Plaintiff's initial claim. 

19. In answering Paragraph 18, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-18 above. 

20. To the extent that Paragraphs 19~23 allege that decedent stood in a fiduciary 

relationship with Plaintiff and/or owed to Plaintiff fiduciary duties, the said allegations 

are denied. 

21. .. With respect to Paragraph 19 of the Complaint, Defendant admits that decedent as _ 

a medical provider in Plaintiffs practice was bound to act in good faith and with due 

regard to Plaintitrs interest. Defendant would deny those allegations of Paragraph 19 

which allege that Plaintiff was entitled to place special confidence in the truthfulness of 

the decedent if the effect of such allegation is intended by Plaintiff to establish the 

existence of fiduciary duties owed by decedent to Plaintiff. 

22. The allegations of Paragraphs 20-23 are denied. 
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23. In answering Paragraphs 17 and subsequent Paragrapbs 18-22 (as they are set 

forth and enumerated following Paragraph 23 of the Complaint) Defendant reaUeges 

Paragraphs 1-22 above. 

24. .. The allegations of Paragraph 18 are denied. 

25. With respect to Paragraph 19 of the Complaint and without admitting that the 

decedent made untruthful representations to Plaintiff, Defendant admits that the 

relationship of decedent and Plaintiff was such that decedent had a pecuniary interest 

since he was paid by Plaintiff to provide medical services. 

26. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 20 that state that he owed a duty of 

care to Plaintiff beYond any employment contract (or similar arrangement). Defendant 

denies that decedent's status as a physician' created ethical obligations of a professional 

nature to Plaintiff and would allege that such obligation extended to decedent's patients. 

Without admitting that decedent was untruthful on any applications, Defendant admits 

that decedent had a duty to be tru~ful on applications with respect to affinnations and 

certifications. Without admitting that decedent made untruthful statements to Plaintiff, 

Defendant admits that decedent was obligated to communicate truthfully with Plaintiff. 

Defendant would admit that decedent had not been reinstateq by the Office of the 

Inspector General at the time that he worked with Plaintiff but would aliege that decedent 

believed that his application to Palmetto GBA, a Medicare contractor,. y.ras all that was 

required for reinstatement 

27. The allegations of Paragraphs 21 and 22 are denied. 

28. In answering Paragraph 23, Defendant rea lieges Paragraphs 1-27 above. 

29. The allegations of Paragraph 24 of the Complaint are denied. 
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30. With respect to Paragraph 25, to the extent that decedent was an employee of 

Plaintiff, defendant admits that a duty of loyalty to Plaintiff was owed. 

31. With respect to Paragraph 26, Defendant denies that decedent intentionally, 

recklessly, or with deliberate indifference failed to live up to his duty of loyalty to 

Plaintiff, in his capacity as an employee and/or contractor physician with Plaintiff. 

32. Defendant denies the allegations ofParagrapbs 27-29 of the Complaint. 

33. In answering Paragraph 30, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-32 above. 

34. With respect to Paragraph 31, Defendant denies that decedent had a duty of care 

to Plaintiff independent of his employment relationship with Plaintiff. Decedent's ethical 

obligations as a physician extended primarily to his patients. Without admitting that 

decedent made untruthful statements,' Defendant admits that decedent had a duty to be 

truthful on any and all applications, certifications, and affirmations to Medicare and/or 

Plaintiff. . 

35. With respect to Paragraph 32, Defendant dqes not have in its possession any 

applications or certifications to Plaintiff or Medicare and would deny the allegations of 

Paragraph 32. 

36. The allegations of Paragraph 33 and 34 are denied. 

37. In answering Paragraph 35, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-36 abov,e. 

38. Defendant haS no knowledge of the existence or content of an at-will employment 

agreement and would deny the allegations of Paragraph 36. 

39, Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 37-39. 

40. In answering Paragraph 40, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-39 above. 

41. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 41-44. 

42. In answering Paragraph 45, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1~41 above. 
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43. Defendant admits so much of Paragraph 46 as states that Plaintiff has a 

relationship with Medicare but because tack of knowledge of the exact nature of the 

relationship would deny that the relationship' is'contractual. 

44. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 47.,51 

45. In answering Paragraph 52, Defendant reaUeges Paragraphs 1-44. 

46. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 53-55. 

47. In answering Paragraph 56, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-46. 

48. Except as Paragraph 57 alleges that decedent had a duty to be truthful, Defendant 

denies the allegations of Paragraph 57. 

49. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 58-60. 

50. In answering Paragraph 61, Defendant -realleges Paragraphs 1.-49. 

51. Defendant denieS the allegations of Paragraphs 62~64. 

52. In answering Paragraph 65, Defendant realleges' Paragraphs} ,-5 1. 

53. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 66-68. , 

. S( . In answering Paragraph 69; Defendant realleges Paragraphs I-53. 

55. Defendant denies the 'allegations of Paragraphs 70-73. 

56. In answering Paragraph 74, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-55. 

57. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 75. 

58. With respect to Paragraph 76, inasmuch as Defendant does not have in its 

possession the "appliciltion and certifications to Medicare", it denies the alleged contents 

thereof and that the contents contained any promises to Plaintiff. 

59. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 77-80. 

60, In answering Paragraph 81, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-59. 
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61. With respect to Paragraph 82, Defendant admits so much thereof as states that 

Plaintiff engaged decedent to perfonn medical services and paid him for those setVices 

and provided clinical and administrative support. 

62. With respect to Paragraph 83, Defendant admits Plaintiff paid him for services. 

63. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 84-87. 

64. In answering Paragraph 88, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-63. 

65. Defendant denies the allegations o(Paragraphs 89-93. 

66. In answering Paragraph 94, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-:-65. 

67. To the extent that Paragraphs 95-99 allege the existence of a fiduciary duty owed 

by decedent to Plaintiff, Defendant denies the same. 

68. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 95-99. 

69. In answering Paragraph 100, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-68. 

70. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 101-104. 

71. In answering Paragraph 105, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-70. 

72. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 106-109. 

73. In answering Paragraph 110, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-72. 

74. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraphs 111-114. 

75. In answering Paragraph 115, Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-74. 

76. Defendant denies the allegations of Paragraph 116. 

FOR A SECOND DEFENSE 

(DUTY TO AVOID OR MITIGATE) 

77. Defendant real1eges Paragraphs 1-76, to the extent not inconsistent herewith .. 

. 78. Any sums paid by Plaintiff to Medicare with respect to the matters set forth herein 

were not legally due and payable under the provisions of U. S. Code Title 42, Section 
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1395 gg. In this case the Medicare demand was made years after the applicable 

limitations period expired. 

79. Plaintiff could have avoided payment by exercising administrative appeal 

remedies and/or by offering decedent the opportunity to appeal on its behalf Plaintiff 

cannot now recover any sums paid from Defendant. 

FOR A THIRD DEFENSE 

(ESTOPPEL) 

80. Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-79, to the extent not inconsistent herewith. 

81. Only Plaintiff had the legal right to rebut and appeal the Medicare determination. 

Decedent had the right to expect that Plaintiff would do so and, if not, would clearly so 
, , 

indicate to decedent, which it did not do. 

82. If Plaintiff opted not to rebut and appeal the Medicare detennination, and if it 

expected decedent to bear the cost of the same, it had a duty to explain these expectations 

to decedent and to give him the opportunity to rebut and appeal on Plaintiff's behalf, 

which it did not do. 

83. Under the provisions of U. S. Code Title 42, § 1395 gg, a valid defense existed to 

the Medicare detennination, to wit, that it was initiated years after the expiration of the 

applicable limitations period. 

84. Defendant first learned of Plaintiff's failure to assert valid defenses only after the 

time for administrative appeals had expired. 

85. Plaintiffs conduct in not rebutting and appealing the Medicare detennination or 

allowing decedent to do so for it estops Plaintiff from now seeking recovery of any sums 

paid by it with respect to the said determination. 
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FOR A FOURTH DEFENSE 

(LACHES) 

86. Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-85, to the extent not inconsistent her.ewith. 

87. Plaintiff knew by late April or early May, 2007, that the facts it now complains of 

existed. 

88. Plaintiff delayed in bringing proceedings until April, 2010, and this delay bas 

unfairly prejudiced the Defendant's substantive rights and ability to defend this action, to 

wit: 

(a) Plaintiff failed to rebut and appeal the Medicare detennination where 

meritorious grounds to do so existed nor did it offer decedent the opportunity to 

rebut and appeal on its behalf. The time for rebuttal and appeal had lapsed by the 

time of the initiation of these proceedings. 

(b) Decedent died on November 5, 2009. Few, if any, communications on the 

subject matters of these proceedings were in writing, and Defendant is thus unable 

to properly defend these proceedings without decedent's knowledge of relevant 

facts. 

89. Plaintiff's delay in bringing these proceedings is such that equity cannot allow 

them to proceed. 

FOR A FIFTH DEFENSE 

(MISTAKE OF LAW, VOLUNTARYPAYMENn 

90. Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-89, to the extent not inconsistent herewith. 

91. U.S. Code Title 42, § 1935gg precludes Medicare from recovering alleged 

overpayments to care providers where the Medicare determination is made subsequent to 
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the third year following the year in which the care provider is notified of payment being 

made. 

92. The Medicare detennination with respect to Plaintiff and decedent was made on 

or about May 31, 2007, and, on infonnation and belief notice of the related payments 

were made to Plaintiff in 1999,2000, and 2001 (at the latest). 

93. Medicare did not have the right to recoup the payments at issue. 

94. If Plaintiff by reason of mistake of law or for other reasons paid that which 

neither Wnof decedent were legally obligated to pay, it did so as a volunteer and cannot 

seek repayment from Defendant. 

FOR A SIXTH DEFENSE 

(STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS) 

95. Defendant real1eges Paragraphs 1-94, to the extent not inconsistent herewith. 

, , . . 

96. Plaintiff knew, or should have known, more than three years prior to the initiation 

of these proceedings that decedent had been suspended by the Medicare Office of 

Inspector General. 

97. Plaintiffs failure to act on this knowledge in a timely manner bars its action under 

S.C. Code Ann~ § 15-3-530. 

FOR A SEVENTH DEFENSE 

(LACK OF SUBJECT MA TIER JURISDICTION) 

98. Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-97, to the extent not inconsistent herewith. 

99. The Probate Court of Darlington· County has exclusive original jurisdiction over the 

matters set forth in the Complaint under S. C. Code Ann. §62-1-302(a.). 

100. Defendant would show that the action is not properly initiated in the Court of 

Common Pleas. 
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FOR AN EIGHTH DEFENSE 

(F AlLURE TO STATE FACTS SUFFICIENT TO 

CONSTITIJTE A CAUSE OF ACTION) 

101. Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-100, to the extent not inconsistent herewith. 

102. Defendant would show that the First, Fourth, Seventh, Ninth, Tenth, Eleventh, 

Thirteenth, Fourteenth, Fifteenth, Sixteenth, Eighteenth, and Twentieth causes of action 

fail to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action or are repetitions of other causes 

previously alleged. 

FOR A NINTH DEFENSE 

103. Defendant realleges Paragraphs 1-102, to the extent not inconsistent herewith. 

104. On infonnation and belief, decedent was paid by Plaintiff on the basis of a 

percentage of the collected billings attributable to his medical services. Defendant does 

not know at this time the exact arrangement between Plaintiff and decedent but believes 

the percentage to have been less than fifty percent (50%). 

105. Any amounts collected by Plaintiff for decedent's billing above the amount paid 

to decedent would have been retained by Plaintiff and inured to its benefit. 

l06. In addition to treating Medicare patients, decedent would have treated other 

patients, many of them private pay. 

107. In the event that this Court should find that Defendant is liable to Plaintiff on 

account of the asserted Medicare repayment, which Defendant denies, Defendant would 

show unto this Court that its duty to repay would be limited to the total amount repaid by 

Plaintiff to Medicare multiplied by the percentage of collected billings agreed upon 

between decedent and Plaintiff 
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FOR A TENTH DEFENSE 

108. Defendant reaUeges Paragraphs 1-107, to the extent not inconsistent herewith. 

109. If Defendant is found by this Court to be liable to Plaintiff in some amount, which 

Defendant denies, the measure of Plaintiffs recovery is not capable of being reduced to 

certainty at this time and the Plaintiff is therefore not entitled to prejudgment interest. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, Defendant prays: 

June/~ 2010 

A. That ·Plaintiff's Complaint be dismissed. 

B. For costs and expenses, including reasonable attorney's fees. 

C. For such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 
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PAULLING & JAMES, LLP 

Jo 
SC 2949 
Paulling & James, LLP 
112 Cashua Street . ~ 
P. O. Box 507 ~n C;; 

Darlington, SC 295~~~: ~ 
843-393-3881 (Telep~i:J. ::. 
843-393-6089 (Fax) ~nO -J . 

C'). . 

pjlaw507@bellsouth.~ai~ 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. 

Plaintiff, 

Y. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

. Defendant. 

) 

) 
) 

) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 

) 

10-CP-16-0332 

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

o 
:;::-~~ 

fE~~~; ~ 
:;: ~ C5 ~ --p 

. c.'o--{.n t 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Plaintiff, pursuant to Rule 56, S'C'!~liY.P.,~glOvesr:: 
0i,jU] ·~i·J 

before the Presiding Judge of Darlington County for the entry of Summary Jud~ a~st Cl.~"c 
~~ t;) ~ 

:<OUJ.r- ' 

the Defendants in the above case. The Motion of Plaintiff is based on the adm~ns mAde by 

the Defendants in their Answer of the Defendant, a copy of which is attached hereto, as well as 

the pleadings filed by the parties to date, the documents produced during discovery between the 

parties, and affidavits and other information that Plaintiff will provide in support of its Motion in 

accordance with Rule 56(c), S.C.Civ.Pr. 

December 8, 2010. 
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Respectfully submitted, ... 

~~!p!~J~ 
Tony R. Megna, Esquire 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 
803.799.1700 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant .. 
) 

) 

) 
) 

) 

) 
) 

) 
) 

) 

1()':'CP~16-0332 

The undenigned avers that the below-named wer~ served with a copy of the 

Plaintifrs Motion for Summary Judgment on, December.8, 2010. 

,Jay James 
POBox 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 

Renee Jose 
POBox 5478 
Florence, SC 29542 

Ma MattheWs 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

) 
) 
) 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., ) 
) 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, ) 
) 

Defendant. ) 

------------------------) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
DOCKET NO:: 10-CP-16-0332 

MOTION TO AMEND ANSWER 

Pursuant to Rule 15 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, the Defendant moves 

to amend his Answer to make corrections and aJlege additional defenses. . A copy of the 

proposed Amended Answer is attached hereto as exhibit A and has been previously provided to 

Plaintiff s counsel. 

After filing its Answer, through preliminary discovery, the Defendant became aware of 

additional facts and additional defenses available. The proposed amendments wil1 not prejudice 

the Plaintiff since discovery in the matter has only begun and the matter is not set for trial; 

moreover, the proposed amendments will serve the ends of justice. Thus, the rule provides that 

leave shall be freely given. 

Counsel has consulted with counsel for the Defendant and they have refused to consent to 

the proposed amendments. 

198 



WHEREFORE. Counsel for Defendant, hereby files this motion and requests that this 

Honorable Court provide it leave to amend its responsive pleadings in this matter, as proposed. 

Florence, South Carolina 

December /0. ,2010 

John Jay James, Il 
PAULLING & JAMES, LLP 
112 Cashua Street . 
P. O. Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
843-393-3881 (Telephone) 

. 843-393~6089 (Fax) 
pjlaw507@bellsouth.net 

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT 
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v. 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

lO-CP-16-0332 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 

RETURN OF PEE DEE HEALTH CARE, P.A. TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY 

INTRODUCTION 

PART I 

The Plaintiff, Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. is a professional medical association with 

clinical offices in Darlington, SC and Olanta, Sc. The Defendant is the Estate of Hugh s. 

Thompson, M.D. Dr. Thompson died on November 5, 2009.1 This action is a proceeding 

pursuant to s.c. Code Ann. Section 62-1-201 (32). The Plaintiff is a claimant of the estate S.c. 

Code Ann. Section 62-1-201(4). The Personal Representatives of the Decedent's estate [the 

Decedent's grown children] are the sole successors as defined by S.c. Code Ann. Section 62-1-

- 201(42) to the assets of the estate other than the claim of the Plaintiff], and trustees to the estate 

as defined by S.C. Code Ann. Section 62-1-201(45) with corollary fiduciary duties to the estate. 

I The undersigned has been the CEO and General Counsel to Plaintiff since 1995. The 
undersigned bad no-conversations with the Decedent in regard to any ofthe matters contained in 
this lawsuit. However, the Decedent initiated a telephone call indicating he was sending 
unspecified documents to the Plaintiff. Those documents have been provided to the Defendant 
during discovery. During discovery, the Defendant was notified of the employees of the Plaintiff 
who did, in fact, have actual contact with the Decedent. 

2 There is another claim against the estate that is being defended by the Decedent's professional 
malpractice carrier. 
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Both the Plaintiff and the Personal Representatives of the Estate are "Interested Persons" 

as defined by S.C. Code Ann. Section 62-1-201(20). Apparently, Mr. James and Mr. Josey are 

representing both the Defendant estate and the Personal Representatives3 of the Estate as defined 

by S.C. Code Ann. Section 62-1-201(30). This is problematic as the Personal Representatives 

are fiduciaries to the estate, and must exclude all selfish interest in its dealings with others who 

make claim to the assets of the estate. Cartee v. Lesley, 290 S.C. 333, 350 S.E. (2d) 388 (1986). 

"Consequently, it is generally undesirable for one of the beneficiaries of a trust to act as trustee, 

since he is thereby put in a position to favor himself at the expense of the other beneficiaries." . 

Yates v. Yates, 255 Ill. 66,99 N.E. 360 (1912); Selleckv. Hawley, 3}1 Mo. 1038,56 S.W. (2d) 

387 (1932). A "fiduciary" includes a person~ representative under § 62-1-201(13) (1987). 

In evaluating an attorney's duties to third parties under the probate code, the Supreme 

Court stated, hi In Douglas ex reI. LoutMan v. Boyce, 542 S.E. 2d 715 (2001), 

" .. , [W]e emphasize that attorneys must cOnduct themselves ethically in all 
matters. The fact the legislature has seen fit to limit an attorney's responsibility 
to third parties when representing a fiduciary does not .diminish this overriding 
ethical obligation. 

PART II 

The Plaintiff submits that the purpose of the Motion to Disqualify, as noted herein, 

violates, among other rules, Rule 407~ Rule 4.4(a) of the SCACR in that the motion serves no 

substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person, or use methods of 

obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of such a person. C01p1llent 1 to Rule 4.4 states: 

Responsibility to a client requires a lawyer to subordinate the interests of others to 
those of the client, but. that responsibility does not imply that a lawyer may 

·3. It is unclear whether Mr. Janies and Mr. Josey are representing the Personal Representatives of 
the Estate in their individual capacities as well. If so, this implicates at least Rule 407, Rules 1.7, 
1.8(g), and 2.3. If not, then Rule 407, Rules 1.18 and 4.3 are implicated as well as the 
application [or lack thereof) of the attorney-client privilege. 
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disregard the rights of third persons. It is impractical to catalogue all such rights, 
but they include legal restrictions on methods o( obtaining evidence from third 
persons and unwarranted intrusions into privileged relationships, such as the 
client lawyer relationship. 

PART III . 

The Decedent, Dr. Hugh Thompson, was disbarred4 as a physician from the Medicare 

program effective March 31, 1996. The Defendant admitted this fact on page 2, ~ 10 of 

Defendants Answer filed June 17, 2010]. The Decedent admitted this fact in a statement he made 

dated May 28,2004 [Exhibit E]s, and the letter from the Medicare OIG evidencing Decedent's. 

disbannent is attached as Exhibit F. For the Court's conv~nience, the exhibits6 Plaintiff refers to 

herein have been bound in a separate volume; and are incorporated hereinto be reference. 

In early 1998, Decedent was employed by the medical offices of Don Fowler in Marion, 

sc. While working in Dr. Fowler's medical offices, the Decedent :filed an application with 

Medicare to be approved as an eligible physician to see those patients enrolled in the Medicare 

program. That application is attached as Exhibit A, and is discussed in more depth below. On 

June 12, 1998, Medicare sent Dr. Thompson a request that stated his original application was 

4 Disbarment of a physician such as Decedent from the Medicare program excludes the ~ffending 
physician from participation in the Medicare and State health care programs so that no payment 
is made for any items or services (other than an emergency item or service) furnished, ordered or 
prescribed by you under the above-mentioned programs. The foregoing explanation excludes 
possible criminal implications to disbannent which are not present in the instant case. 

S The two-page document [Exhibit E] was provided to the Plaintiff by Mr. James by letter dated 
July 9,2010 (a copy of Mr. James' letter is attached hereto as Exhibit GG, seeitem 2). 

6 In its various Motions, the Defendant has referred to several of the exhibits Plaintiff has 
provided this Court. The Defendant, however, reserved objections to their admissibility. Most, 
if not alL, of the documents were obtained by both Plaintiff and Defendant from public sources. 
government offices or businesses that retained the documents in the ordinary course of their 
business. Regardless, there is little doubt the documents are admissible under the SC rules of 
evidence, including but not limited to Rules 803, 804,901, 1003, 1004, 1005, 1007, 1008, and 
1101. 
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incomplete. Page 2 of that letter requested that he provide Medicare with a copy of his 

reinstatement letter from the Medicare OIG. The letter was sent to Decedent at the work address 

of his then employer, Medical Offices of Dr. Don Fowler, PO Box 875, Marion, SC 29571. 

[Exhibit FF]. On September 14, 1998, Medicare sent Dr. Thompson a second request that stated 

his original application was incomplete. Page 2 of that letter again requested that he provide 

Medicare with a copy of his reinstatement letter from the Medicare OIG. The letter was again 

sent to Decedent at"'the work address of his then employer, Medical Offices of Dr. Don Fowler, 

PO Box 875, Marion, SC 29571. [Exhibit 0]. The Decedent never provided this reinstatement 

° letter nor did the Decedent otherwise respond to either the June 12, 1998 nor the September 14, 

1998 letters from Medicare.7
. 

PART IV 

In the Fall of i998, the Decedent left the employ of Dr. Fowler and was employed by 

Plaintiff. When the Decedent began his employment with Plaintiff, he completed and signed 

what Medicare refers t~ as a "Reassignment of Benefits." See Exhibit B. This document, the 

Reassignment of Benefits, is a required document for Medicare as funds paid for services 

performed by a Medicare provider are the responsibility oftbat provider. Dr. Thompson 

°assigned to Plaintiff the reimbursement he received from seeing patients in Plaintiff's offices, "0 

and, in return was an employee of Plaintiff and received a substantial salary. 

Medicare sent the Plaintiff a letter approving the Decedent's request that his 

7 As noted in its Answer filed with this Court on June 17,2010, the Defendant has admitted that 
the relationship of Decedent with Plaintiff was such that Decedent "was bound to act in good 
faith and with due regard to Plaintiffs' interest." [Page 4,21 of Defendants Answer flied June 
17,2010]. The relationship of Decedent with Plaintiff was such that Decedent "was obligated 
to communicate truthfully with Plaintiff. Defendant would admit that the Decedent had not been 
reinstated by the Office of Inspector General at the time he worked for Plaintiff ... '~ (Page 5, 26 
of Defendants Answer fIled June 17, 2010]. 
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Reassignment of Benefits be assigned to Plaintiff's offices. See Exhibit C. Neither the Decedent 

nor Medicare nor the offices of Dr. Fowler infonned the Plaintiff of the June 12, 1998 letter from 

Medicare or the September 14, 1998 letters from Medicare, all requesting the Decedent provide 

Medicare the Decedent's reinstatement letter from the ~IG's disbarment of Decedent in 1996. 

Decedent continued to work for Plaintiff without providing the Plaintiff any infonnation as to his 

disbannent from the Medicare program. He left the employ of Plaintiff and went to work for 

FirstChoice [a medical practice in Florence, SC] in December, 2000. Apparently, sometime in 

2002, the Decedent and FirstChoice was advised by Medicare the Decedent was a disbarred 

physician with the Medicare program. Once again, 'neither the Decedent nor FirstChoice nor 

anyone else informed the Plaintiff the Decedent had been and remained disbarred from the 

Medicare program. 8 

In the early summer of 2007, the Plaintiff was first notified by Medicare that Dr. 

Thompson had been disbarred as a physician in the Medicare program during the time period he 

was employed by Plaintiff. A disbarred physician, such as Decedent, is not entitled to treat 

Medicare patients during the time of his disbarment. Likewise, a medical practice, such as 

Plaintiff, is not entitled to receive funds from Medicare that are assigned to it by a ~isbarred 

8 "Estoppel by silence arises where a person owing another a duty to speaJc refrains from doing 
so and thereby leads the other to believe in the existence of an erroneous state of 
facts." [d. (emphasis added). A duty to speak or disclose may be found in three distinct 
scenarios: 
(1) where it arises from a preexisting ·definite fiduciary relation between the parties; 
(2) where one party expressly reposes a trust and confidence in the other with reference to the 
particular transaction in question, or else from the circumstances of the case, the nature of their 
dealings, or their position towards each other, such a trust and confidence in the particular case is 
necessarily implied; and 
(3) where the very contract or transaction itself, in its essential nature, is intrinsically fiduciary 
and necessanly calls for perfect good faith and full disclosure without regard to any particular 
intention of the parties. Jacobson v. Yaschik,_249 S.C. 577, 155 S.E.2d 601 (1967); Kiriakides v. 
Atlas Food Sys. & Serv. Inc.,_338 S.C. 572, 527)62·362_S.E.2d 371 (Ct.App.2000), affirmed as 
modified and remanded, 343 S.C. 587, 541 S.E.2d 257 (2001). 
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physician during the time period of the physician's disbannent. Once the Plaintiffwas notified 

by Medicare of Decedent's disbarment in 2007, Mr. Mark Matthews contacted both the 

Decedent and his current employer, FirstChoice Health Care of Florence, SC to determine the 

facts of the matter. Mr. Matthews's affidavit is attached as Exhibit Z. 

The undersigned represented Plaintiff during the Medicare proceedings against Pee Dee 

Health Care, P.A. As noted herein, the Decedent had separate counsel- Wes Jackson ofNexsen 

Pruett. Exhibit Q. The undersigned had no conversations with the Decedent in regard to any of 

the matters contained in this lawsuit. The Defendant's correctly assert the undersigned never 

represented the Decedent. However, the Decedent initiated a telephone call indicating he was 

sending unspecified doctimentsto the Plaintiff. Those documents h,ave been provided to the 

Defendant during discovery. At this time, the undersigned closed any further d~scussions with 

Decedent and advised Decedent the undersigned could not discuss the matter with him. That was 

the end of the conversation. During discovery, the Defendant ~as notified of the employees of 

the Plaintiffwhodid, in fact,.have actual contact with the Decedent 

Mr. Dean Banks, the owner of FirstChoice [the Decedent's then-current employer] 

infonned Mr. Mark Matthews that Medicare had made a similar demand of First Choice and 

FirstChoice had secured the services ofa law finn in Columbia, SC, [Nexsen Pruett] to represent 

both, FirStChoice and Dr. Thompson, the Decedent. Mr. Banks sent PJaintiff a' letter from 

Nexsen Pruett [Exhibit Q] contesting Medicare's determination to 'recoup' funds from 

FirstChoice for funds FirstChoice received during the time period Decedent worked for 

FirstChoice that was prior to his reinstatement to the Medicare program in 2004. The letter from 

Nexsen Pruett [Exhibit Q] stated in part as follows: 

The excluded provider designation was imposed as a result of the suspension 
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of Dr. Thompson's license to practice medicine after Dr. Thompson refused to 
pay a fine owed to the South Carolina Board of Medical Examiners. Dr. 
Thompson paid this' fine and his license was reinstated in 1998. Unfortunately, 
Dr. Thompson was unaware that he was required to file any additional paperwork 
and thus failed to complete the appropriate paperwork to remove his name from 
the OIG's excluded provider list. Thus, while he had satisfied all the necessary 
criteria to obtain reimbursement from Medicare and obtained the appropriate 
permission to do so, he was still erroneously listed as an excluded provider. 
Dr. Thompson and FirstChoice first became aware of Dr. Thompson's 
presence on the OIG's excluded provider list in 2002 when Dr. Thompson 
referred a Medicare patient for physical therapy in North Carolina. The practice 
manager of the physical therapy practice called FirstChoice and indicated that she 
received a letter from HCFA that Dr. Thompson was excluded from Medicare 
effective March 31, 1996. Up 'and until the point the physical therapy practice 
manager notified FiistChoice of Dr. Thompson's excluded provider status, Dr. 
Thompson and FirstChoice had no knowledge of any such designation. ' 
In response to the practice manager's discovery, FirstChoice called Palmetto 
GBA and spoke to Tina Houser (803.786.1034, ext. 34620), who infonned 
FirstChoice that Dr. Thompson was in good standing with Medicare and that 
FirstChoice could bill and be reimbursed in South Carolina. Dr. Thompson had 
further conversations with the OIG and HCF A and was sent a reinstatement fonn 
in February 2002, which indicated that FirstChoice could not participate in 
Medicare or Medicaid until the reinstatement was completed. FirstChoice again 
called Palmetto OBA and was told that Dr Thompson's Medicare number was 
active and that FirstChoice could bill Medicare'for Dr. Thompson's services. 

The administrative appeals initiated by Nexsen Pruett's on behalf of Decedent and 

FirstChoice resulted in the decision of the Medicare Administrative Law Court, known herein as 

the [the 'AU Joe' order dated January 22,2008] [Exhibit M), on behalfofDr. Thompson and 

FirstChoice Health Care of Florence. The 'AU Joe' decision overturned the initial decision of 

Medicare to 'recoup' funds from FirstChoice during the time of the Decedent's disbannent from 

Medicare. Neither FirstChoice nor Dr. Thompson provided a copy of the 'AU.Joe' order dated 
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January 22, 20089 to Plaintiff, even though they had agreed to provide such infonnation to 

Plaintiff. [See Exhibit U - email dated July 11, 2007 from the undersigned to Mr. Banks 

enclosing a copy of Plaintiff's response to Medicare]. In their memorandum to this Court [page 

4J, counselfor the Defendants assert that the Plaintiff'sfailure to communicate with the 

Decedent interfered with the Decedent's right to protect his own interest. In point of fact, and as 

demonstrated by the foregoing, just the opposite is true. The Medicare ALl 'Joe decision' that 

waS favorable to the Decedent and FirstChoice was dated January 22, 2008, and was !W!§L 

provided to the Plaintiff. If it had been. the outcome of the Medicare recoupment from Plaintiff 

would likely have been different. For this reason; the Defen.dantisequitably estopped from 

asserting any defense against Plaintiff do to the Decedent's own silence .. 

The Plaintiff received no further communications from the Decedent or Mr. Banks even 

though such communications had been promised. [See Exhibit Pl. Nor was the Plaintiff aware 

of the favorable Medicare AU 'Joe' decision obtained by the Decedent and FirstChoice until the 

'Joe' decision was produced during discovery in this case because neither FirstChoice nor the 

Decedent provided the information to Plaintiff. On March 14, 2008, the Piaintiff received an 

order [Exhibit N] from the Medicare AU that required Plaintiff to pay Medicare the funds it 

received from Medicare during the time the Decedent was disbarred from Medicare. Because of 

the Decedent's failure [as well as FirstCh6ice to provide the 'AU order to Plaintiff], PDHCdid 

not have the opportunity to.present the favorable 'AU Joe determination' as a defense to the 

9 Sometime in 2007, Dr. Thompson did contact the undersigned to inform him that the Decedent 
was providing 'some papers' to Plaintiff. The Decedent further infom.ed the undersigned he was 
represented by a 'lawyer in Columbia.' The undersigned and the Decedent had no. substantive 
communications concerning these matters whatsoever at any time. The Decedent, however, did 
send the Plaintiff a few documents which have been produced to the Defendant. [Exhibit V], and 
as noted herein below, the Defendant has obtained from other sources. All other conversions 
between Plaintiff and Decedent in regard to· these matters, both prior to and following 2007, took 
place with Mr. Mark Matthews and other employees of Plaintiff. [See Exhibit Z]. 
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claims made by Medicare against PDHC and Dr. Thompson, the Medicare Independent Review 

Board [QIC], the Medicare AU, or to the Medicare Appeals Council; and the Defendant is 

collaterally estopped [aswell as equitably estopped due to his own silence] from re-litigating the 

matter in any manner whatsoever. 10 

PART V 

Regardless of all of the Defendant's claims, the Defendant, while blaming the Plaintiff's 

for Decedent's woes, has never identified the source of any legal duty of the Plainti ff to act to 

protect the interests of the Decedent in any instance. The Decedent had not been employed by 

Plaintiff for over seven years, had never informed Plaintiff of any of the issues relating his 

disbarment in 1996, nor his reinstatement in 2002. In addition, in his statement dated May 28, 

2004, he admits his own negligence. [See Exhibit E]. Regardless, and in all instances in which 

Plaintiffwas involved in opposing Medicare's attempts to recoup funds obtained by Plaintiff . 

during Decedent's disbarment from Medicare, Medicare was making demands of the Plaintiffin 

regard to payments received by Plaintiff under the tenns of the Reassignment of Benefits 

executed by the Decedent on November 4, 1998 [Exhibit B]. And the Decedent actually [and 

constructively] knew of the matter as demonstrated by the email between Mr. Banks and Mr. 

Mark Matthews. [Exhibit Q]. As noted herein in more detail, 

a. Decedent was represented by independent counsel of his own choosing beginning. 

10 See for instance Parklane Hosiery Co. v. Shorei _439 U.S. 322,324 n.4, 99 S.Ct. 645, 649 n.4, 
S8 L.Ed.2d 552, 559 n.4 (1979) (approving use of offensive collateral when the plaintiff seeks to 
foreclose the defendant from litigating an issue the defendant has previously litigated 
unsuccessfully even in an action with another party. SC law provides the same. See n Graham 
v. State Farm Fire and Casualty Ins. Co., 277 S.C. 389, 391, 287 S.B. (2d) 495, 496 (1982), the 
Supreme Court held that a lack of privity would not prevent the application of the defense 
of collateral estoppel where "the party adversely affected had a full and fair opportunity to 
litigate the relevant issue effectively in the prior action." See also Watson v. Goldsmith, 205 S.C. 
215,31 S.E. (2d) 317 (1944); Jenkins v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 89 S.C. 408, 71 S.E. 1010 
(1910). 
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in 2002 and during the proceedings that led to the adverse decision requiring the 

recoupment of funds of the Decedent that had been assigned to the Plaintiff, 

b. Decedent and FirstChoice, regardless of the reason, failed to provide the Plaintiff 

the very infonnation [the 'AU Joe' order dated January 22,2008] [Exhibit M]] 

that would have negated the Decedent's liability in the first instance. 

c. Decedent and FirstChoice failed to communicate with Plaintiff even though they 

both agreed to do so. As a result of the foregoing, tpe Defendant, as a matter of 

law, is estopped from asserting any claim defense against Plaintiffpeeause, in 

South Carolina, negligence takes the place of the intent to deceive when there is a 

, duty to disclose. Id; 3 Pomeroy's Equity Jurisprudence §809 at 218 (5th 1941). 

d. Decedent' and FirstChoice failed to notify Plaintiff for over five years of the 

difficulties of the Decedent in regard to his disbarment status. t t 

Following the foregoing, the Plaintiff learned the Decedent had been diagnosed with 

tenninal brain cancer. Under the circumstances, the Plaintiff decided not to initiate litigation. 

Following the Decedent's death, the Plaintiff filed a claim [Exhibit J] with the Decedent's estate. 

The Defendapt denied the Plaintiff's claim. This litigation' followed. 

PART VI 

FACTS ADMITTED IN THE DEFENDANT'S ANSWER FILED WITH 
TmS COURT ON JUNE 17,2010 

Following the denial of the Plaintiff's probate claim, this litigation was initiated. In 

response, the Defendant filed an Answer to the Plaintiffs complaint on June 17, 2010 in which 

11 Defendant is subject to, and Plaintiff hereby claims that the doctrines of laches, estoppel, 
waiver, abandonment, a~uiescence, and stale demand [and the other defenses asserted by 
Plaintift] all prevent the Defendant from asserting any and all defenses to the claims of Plaintiff. 
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the Defendant made numerous admissions of fact and law. 

The admissions in the Defendant's answer are as follows: 

1. The Decedent's medical license was suspended by the SC Board of Medical Examiners 

on or about May 31,1994 and that his license to practice medicine was reinstated on or about 

April 14, 1998. [Page 2, ~ 11 of Defendants Answer filed June 17,2010]. 

2. On or about March 31,1996, the Decedent was disbarred from the Medicare program by 

the Office of Inspector General who oversees physician participation in the Medicare program. 

[Page 2, ~ 10 of Defendants Answer med June 17,2010)." 

3. On or about October 26, 1998, the "Decedent entered into a relationship with Plaintiff to 

provide medical services to its patients, including Medicare patientS." [Page 3, ~ 12 of 

Defendants Answer moo June 17,2010]. [Page 8,~, 61 and 62 of Defendlnts Answer fIled 

June 17,2010]. 

4. In 1998, the Decedent failed to seek reinstatement to the Medicare program by the 

Medicare Office of Inspector General. [Page 2, ~ 11, Answer rued June 17,2010]. 

5. Following the Decedent's disbannent from Medicare, by the Medicare Office of 

Inspector General, "provisions of federal law provide that a suspension of Medicare privileges 

[i.e., the Decedent's disbannent from the Medicare program in 1996] continues until [the 

Decedent was] reinstated by the Office oflnspector General [of the Medicare program]." [Page 

3, ~ 12 of Defendants Answer med June 17, 2010]. 

6. On or about October 26, 1998, the "Decedent entered into a relationship with Plaintiff to 

provide medical services to its patients, including Medicare patients." [Page 3, ~ 12 of 

Defendants Answer filed June 17, 2010]. 

7. The relation~hip of Decedent with Plaintiff was such that Decedent had a pecuniary 
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interest since he was paid by Plaintiff as a physician to provide medical services. [Page S, ,1S 

of Defendants Answer filed June 17,2010]. 

8. The relationship of Decedent with Plaintiff was such that Decedent "w.as bound to act in 

good faith and with due regard to Plaintiffs' interest." [Page 4, ~ 21 of Defendants Answer 

filed June 17, 20101-

9. The relationship of Decedent with Plaintiff was such that Decedent "was obligated to 

communicate truthfully with Plaintiff. Defendant would admit that the Decedent had not been 

reinstated by the Office of Inspector General at the time he worked for PlruntiiI ... " [Page 5, ~ 

26 of Defendants Answer rued June 17, 2010]. 

10. Defendant admits a Medicare provider application and an 'reassignment of benefits 

[application] were prepared [with Decedent's signature on the certifications affixed by Decedent 

- see Exhibits A and B attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference] so as to pennit 

. Decedent to treat Medicare patients and 'for Plaintiff to receive payments therefore." [Page 2" 

9 of Defendants Answer rued June 17;2010]. 

11. . "Defendant admits that Decedent had a duty to be truthful on any and all applications, 

certifications, and affirmations to Medicare and/or Plaintiff." [Page 6, ,-34 of Defendants 

Answer rued June 17, 2010]. 

12. . "Defendant admits so much ~f,iO of the Complaint as alleges that Palmetto GBA [the 

Medicare representative that oversees the payment of claims· for the Medicare program in South 

Carolina] issued to Decedent Medicare provider number D993211724 ... " See Exhibit C attached 

hereto. [Page 3, ~ 12 of Defendants Answer filed June 17, 2010]. 

13. On or about June 17, 2007, the Plaintiff received a demand letter from Medicare that 

"would have had a content similar to that set forth in paragraph 12 of the Complaint." [Page 3" 
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14 of Defendants Answer fIled Jpne 17,2010]. Paragraph 12 of the Plaintiff's Complaint 

stated as follows: 

On or about June 7,2007, Plaintiff received a letter dated May 30,2007 from 
Palmetto GBA in regard to medical services provided by Decedent on behalf of 
Medicare beneficiaries for the dates of October 26. 1998 to December 10, 2001. 

The letter stated, among other matters: 

a. That the Decedent had been suspended (sanctioned) from participation in the 
Medicare program during the time periods March 31, 1996 to June 20, 2002. 

h. That during the sanction period as stated in (a), Medicare payments were paid 
to Plaintiff for services Decedent provided to Medicare beneficiaries because 
the Decedent had completed an 'assignment of benefits' to Plaintiff. 
However, Decedent omitted any reference in regard to this suspension from 
the Medicare program. 

c. That Plaintiffwas liable for the funds paid regardless of the fact that Plaintiff 
had no knowledge of the matter and that Dr. Thompson had provided both 
Plaintiff and Medicare with false information. 

d. That the estimated overpayment made by Medicare for patients provided by 
Decedent during the time he was suspended from the Medicare program was 
$208,821.03 plus interest at 12.375%. ' 

The letter of June 17, 2010 is attached hereto as Exhibit X. 

14. On May 10,2010, the personal representative of the Decedent's denied the Plaintiff's 

claim. [Page 4,,18 of Defendants Answer filed June 17,1010]. 

15. Defendants have no knowledge of "any .... Representations made by Decedent to 

Plaintiff .. " [Page 2, ~ 10 of Defendants Answer flIed June 17, 2010]. 

16. To the extent that Decedent was an employee of Plaintiff, Decedent admits that a duty of 

loyalty to Plaintiff was owed." [Page 6, ~ 30 of Defendants Answer fIled June 17,2010]. 

17. "Decedent ... erroneously believed that filing a provider application to Palmetto GBA (a 

Medicare contractor) was sufficient to reinstate Decedent's status as a Medicare provider." [top 
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of Page 3, ',11 of Defendants Answer filed June 17,2010 and Exhibit E]. 

18. On or about April 13, 2010, Plaintiff filed a claim with Decedent's estate. On or about 

May 19, 2010, Plaintiff filed an amended claim with Decedent's estate which was denied by the 

personal representative of the Deeedeni'sestate, i.e., the Defendants. [Page 4, ~~ 17 and 18 of 

Defendants Answer rued June 17,2010]. 

19. 'Defendants have no information in their possession in regard to the allegations of,32 of 

the Plaintiff's Complaint, and therefore deny same. 

20.' Paragraph 32 of the Plaintiffs Complaint states: 

, 'Decedent breached his duty to Plaintiff: 

a. By act of~rtifying to Plaintiffpersonally and on his Medicare 
applications that he was tnlthful 

b. By omission failing to inform Plaintiff of the falsity of his affirmations 
and certifications that he was barred from medically treating Plaintiff's 
Med~care patients 

Respectfully, the Defendant has many documents in its possession which are direct evidence of, 

the allegations made in paragraph 32. Please see documents A, B, E, F, 0, FF, Y, Z, AA, BB, 

CC, DD and EE. 

PART VII 

FACTS ADMITTED BY THE DECEDENT IN THE WRITTEN 
STATEMENT OF THE DECEDENT DATED MAY 28, 2004 {EXJDBIT EJ 

In its Motion to Disqualify the undersigned from representing Plaintiff, the Defendant 

argues that the undersigned is a necessary witness because the Defendant needs to determine 

questions surrounding a statement dat¢d May 28, 2004 written by the Decedent and documents 

obtained by the undersigned from the SC Board of Medical Examiners. The Defendant knows 

the undersigned's testimony is neither necessary norproper in any instance. First, Mr. James 
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produced the same documents to the Plaintiff after he received them from the SC Board of 

Medical Examiners pursuant to requests he made. [See Exhibits GG evidencing Mr. James 

requests and his production of those documents to Plaintiff], And the Plaintiff produced the 

document to the Defendant purSuant to documents it received from the Board of Medical 

Examiners pursuant to subpoena. [See Exhibit NN]. Second, the May 28,2004 two-page letter 

prepared by the Decedent [Exhibit E] is the same two-page document that was produced to 

Plaintiff by Mr. James by letter dated July 9, 2010. The two-page letter dated May 28, 2004 

[Exhibit E] is a swnmary of events prepared by the Decedent in regard to matters surrounding his 

disbarment from Medicare. A copy of Mr. James' letter is included as Exhibit GO (see item 2). 

The cover letter Decedent addressed to undersigned is Exhibit HH. Exhibit V is. the remaining 

documents provided by Decedent. The undersigned had no conversations with the Decedent 

concerning any of the documents Decedent provided as the Decedent informed the undersigned 

he was being represented by "an attorney in Columbia.". The Defendant's arguments it uses to 

request this Court to Disqualify the undersigned from representing the Plaintiff are not simply 

'red herrings,' they are contrived. 

21. On his statement dated May 28, 2004 [Exhibit E], the Decedent avowed, among matters: 

8. I concede that in 1996 I received from US Health and Human Services, or the 
Office of the US Inspector General, a letter informing me of my status as a 
Medicare provider. [See Exhibit Fl. The document addressed procedures for 
reinstating such status, I concede, as well, that I do not have this document, and 
that I have completely forgotten it by the Spring of 1998, when I was in the 
process of resuming medical practice. 

22. As noted above, the Decedent has admitted to his own disbannent, and his own failure to 

rectify the matter - regardless of the reason. MoreOver, it is undisputable that Plaintiff had no 
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knowledge of the matter while Decedent had repeated actual knowledge of the matter, but, again, 

for whatever reason, ignored the matter. 

23. ResPectfully, the stat~ents made in the Motion to Disqualify are misleading and 

inappropriate. The only reasonable inference is that the Defendant, and its counsel, has provided 

infonnation to this court in the Motion to Disqualify that, in its best possible light, is misleading. 

See R~le 407, Rule 3.3, [Comment 2] SCRAP, which states .' .... although a lawyer in an adversary' 

proceeding is not required to 'present an impartial exposition of the law or to vouch for the . 

evidence submitted in a cause, the lawyer must not allow the tribunal to be misled by false 

. statements of law o~ fact or evIdence that the lawyei'knows to be false; As noted in Comment 3 

to Rule 3.3, "There are circumstanceS where failure to make a disclosure is the equivalent of an 

affinnati~e misrepresentation. 12 The obligation prescribed in Rule I.2(d) not to counsel a client 

to commit or assist the client in committing a fraud applies in litigation. It is undisputed that Mr. 

James, by letter dated July9; 20l0,'provided the Decedent's statement as part of the documents 

held by the Defendant. Plaintiff obtained the same two-page version of the document from 

FirstChoice and piovid~ to the Defendant on July 30, 2010 [See Exhibit MM). Moreover, the"" 

Defendant had ALL of the documentS the Plaintiff has now presented to this Court prior to filing 
. , 

its Motion to Disqualify. For instance, and just to demonstrate a few of the matters actually 

known to the Defendant and its counsel that are in addition to the admissions made by the 

Defendant and its counsel in its Answer filed with this Court on June 17, 2010, and in addition to 

the additional matters stated herein: 

12 Comment 8 to Rule 3.3 provides" .... A laWyer's knowledge that evidence is false, however, 
can be inferred from the circumstances. See Rule I.O(g). Thus, although a lawyer should resolve 
doubts about the veracity of testimony or other evidence in favor of the client, the lawyer cannot 
ignore an obvious falsehood. . 
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a. On August 31, 1998, Medicare sent a letter to Decedent's then employer, Dr. DOD 

Fowler, reassigning Decedent's Medicare billings to Dr. Fowler's office. [Exhibit W]. 

The letter from Medicare was sent to Decedent at the work address of his then 

employer, Dr. Don Fowler, PO Box 875, Marion, SC 29571. It was signed by Ms. 

Gina Kelly of Medicare. 

h. On September 14, 1998, Medicare sent Dr. Thompson a request that speciflcaUy 

requested on page 2 that he provide Medicare with a copy of his reinstatement 

from the Medicare OIG. ,This request was again signed by Ms. Kelly of Medicare. 

The tetter was again sent to Decedent at the work address of his then employer, Dr. 

Don Fowler, PO Box 875, Marion, SC 29571. [Exhibit 0]. As noted previously, 

and unknown to Plaintiff, this was the third letter the Decedent had received /rom 

Medicare In regard to his disbarment as a provide from Medicare, the first being 

dated March 11, 1996 (Exhibit F) and the second being dated June 12, 1998 

[Exhibit FFJ. 

c. In late September or early October, 1998, just days after receiving the September 14, 

1998 letter from Medicare], the Decedent requested he be employed by Plaintiff. 

[See affidavit of Mark Matthews]. 

d. At no time prior to or during his employment with Plaintiff did Decedent Inform 

Plaintiff nor anyone employed by Plaintiff that he had been disbarred by 

Medicare in 1996 (Exhibit FJ nor that he had received two additional letter from 

Medicare dated June 12 and September 14, 1998 (Exhibit FF and 0) requesting 

: Decedent provide 8 copy of Decedent's re-Instatement from the Medicare OIG. 
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PARTvm 

PREDJUCIAL USE OF UNRELATED, INAPPROPRIATE INFORMAlTON, 
AND DEFAMATORY LITAGATION STATEGY 

. The undersigned submits that not only do the Personal Representatives of the Estate of 

the Decedent have conflicts of interest in the case at bar, and not only have they made mis-

statements of material facts by co-mission and omission, but that they have also resorted to an 

. inappropriate and demeaning litigation strategy in the case at bar that is, in its best light, 

dishonorable. The Defendant has produced absolutely no evidence whatsoever that the 

undersigned had any contact with the Decedent other than the Decedent providing limited 

documents to the Plaintiff that have been disclosed to the Defendant during discovery .. Mr. Josey 

and Mr. James also know they obtained these same documents from the SC Board of Medical 

Examiners, see Mr. James letter dated June 2,2010 [See Exhibit KK). It is not m:uch ofa leap to 

conclude that that there was and is no reaSonable basis to file the Motion to Disqualify in the first 

instance. 13 

The Motion to Disqualify is replete with implied [and not so implied] offensive and 

unjustified personal and professional attacks on the integrity of the undersigned. !tis no secret . 

that the Plaintiff and the undersigned are involved in litigation now pending in Florence County 

that is completely unrelated to the case at bar. Nor is it a secret that the undersigned was the 

CEO of MCHG, LLC, the holding company that is at the center of the Lake City litigation. Mr. 

Josey's and Mr. James' attaching a copy of the Medicare 855 to the Motion to Disqualify noting 

that fact is for no legitimate reason other than to inflame the passions of this Court. The 

undersigned is extremely aware that Mr. Josey and Mr. James are attempting to convey to the 

13 Mr. Josey's law firm has been previously admonished for discovery misconduct. The Plaintiff 
remains astounded that Mr. James' has participated in such matters. 
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Court the misleading, insulting and not so subtle message to this Court that the undersigned is 

somehow "dishonest, untrustworthy", etc. They can phrase the issue however they wish. But 

the truth is they have underestimated the undersigned's absolute unwillingness to bend to such 

baseless, self-serving, dishonorable actions. The undersigned's association with MCHG and the 

"Lake City' litigation issues occurred no less than seven [7] years AFTER the Decedent left the 

employ of the Plaintiff. Moreover, the Decedent has actually admitted his own wrongdoing. 

[See Exhibit E]. Mr. Josey, Mr. James, and the Personal Representatives of the Estate of the 

Decedent have seriously miscalculated the detennination of the Plaintiff, and the undersigned, to 

remedy the wrong that has occurred in the case at bar - as wen as in the Lake City matters. 

The undersigned has no qualms in infonning this Court that the 'Lake City litigation' 

involves significant allegations of unethical and unprofessional conduct by lawyers of one of the 

largest law firms in this state, allegations of unethical and unprofessional conduct by lawyers in 

an influential firm in the Pee Dee, allegations of unethical and unprofessional conduct by 

relatives of a judge in Florence County, allegations oflinethical and unprofessional conduct by 

physicians with medical practices in Lake City, se, and allegations of conspiracy, fraud and 

unprofessional cOnduct by many others. Neither is it a secret that the 'Lake City litigation' 

began with the foregoing lawyers and physicians providing ex parte infonnation to a Florence 

County judge 14 that led to the issuance of an ex parte restraining order against the undersigned 

and others. Nor is.it secret that the ex parte order, as intended by the unethical conduct of many, 

destroyed a business venture in which the Plaintiff, the undersigned and others were partners. 

While the undersigned is perhaps prohibited from discussing the precise nature of the 

14 The undersigned was the Chief Executive Officer of the venture. That is no secret and the 
undersigned has never denied it. However, the undersigned's position as CEO of that venture, 
that was initiated in 2007-08 has nothing to do with the current proceedings before this Court. 
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pending investigations surrounding the matters, the undersigned can attest to the fact, that nearly 

three years after the initial events. no allegations of wrongdoing against the Plaintiff nor the 

undersigned have been proven true for the simple reason that there was no wrongdoing by the 

Plaintiff nor the undersigned in the first instance. ' 

In sum, the Plaintiff and the undersigned, as well as many others, were victimized by 

many in the Pee Dee area in regard to the Lake City matters. Neither the Plaintiff nor the 

undersigned has asked for nor expect compassion, empathy, or even understanding from anyone. 

Additional litigation agaiDst those involved in the events leading up to and including the 

obtaining of the fraudulently obtained ex parte order is forthcoming. The Plaintiff provides the 

foregoing information to this Court fOT one simple reason. Counsel for the Defendants have 

unnecessarily, maliciously, and unethically interjected the 'Lake City litigation' into this lawsuit 

by their personal attacks and insinuations of improper conduct by the undersigned; and have 

attached a Lake City document to their Motion to Disqualify for the sole realistic reason of 

prejudicing these proceedings. The Motion to Disqualify crosses the line from advocacy to 

obstructionism. See the foregoing discussion in relation to Rule401, Rules 3.3 and 3.4. 

The false and unprincipled personal accusations and innuendos being mad~ by Mr. James 

and Mr. Josey against the undersigned have placed this Court in the unfair and unenyiable 

position of determining whether or not Mr."James and Mr. Josey's accusations [implied and 

explicit] have prejudiced these proceedings to the extent this Court should sua sponte recuse 

itself from hearing and detennining these matters. In the Lake City litigation, the Chief Justice 

of the SC Supreme Court specifically assigned the proceedings to a jurist outside of the 

immediate Pee Dee area bec,ause of concerns of actual and perceived conflicts of interest as well 

as the appearance of such conflicts. Mr. James' and Mr. Josey's unprincipled attacks on the 
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undersigned and the Plaintiff have placed this Court in a similar position considering the 

distasteful circumstances we collectively find ourselves discussing. 

Regardless of the Court's detennination of the foregoing, the Plaintiff responds to the 

Defendant's Motion as follows with the foregoing and the following. 

PART IX 

1. The basic dispute between the parties revolves about funds repaid to Medicare by 

Plaintiff on Decedent's behalf during a time period [1999-2000] when, unknown to Plaintiff, 

Decedent was admittedly disbarred as a provider of medical services under the Medicare 

program. As noted herein, 

a. Decedent admitted in May. 2004 that, in March 1996 [the first letter], he received a 
letter from the Medicare OlG stating he had been disbarred as a provider in the 
Medicare program. [See Exhibit F]. 

b. The Defendant's issue as to the undersigned's 'necessary' testimony concerning the 
document and the authenticity of this document in the first instance has been 
obviously, purposely and patently intended to mislead this Court because: 

1) As noted previously, Mr. Jay James, by letter dated July 9,2010 (a copy of which 
is attached hereto as Exhibit 00) actually provided both pages 1 and 2 of the 
document to the Plaintiff. As noted, Mr. James specifically entitled the 
document "Summary of events and observations believed to have been 
prepared by Hugh S. Thompson. Jr. May 28. 2004. 

2} A two-page version of this document was pr04uced and provided to Plaintiff 
during discovery in this case from FirstChoice Health. The two page version of the 
document is attached hereto as Exhibit II. This same document (as all documents 
provided by FirstChoice) was provided to the Defendant by Plaintiff on July 30, 
2010. A copy of the email evidencing the documents produced from First Choice to 
Defendant's counsel, Jay James, is attached hereto as Exhibit MM. 

The Plaintiffs answers to interrogatories have been updated to reflect the complete document 

was obtained by Plaintiff as noted above even though the Defendant's received the document . 

from Plaintiff months prior to the filing of their Motion and provided the Plaintiff the document. 
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THE SECOND MEDICARE LETTER TO THE DECEDENT 
DATED JUNE 12, 1998 

Unknown to Plaintiff, Decedent received a second letter from Medicare dated June 12 

1998, advising him that Medicare needed additional documentation proving that he had been 

, 

reinstated to the Medicare program by the 010." See Exhibit FF. The first letter from Medicare 

to Decedent was the March, 1996 letter of disbarment from the Medicare OIG. This document 

was provided to the Defendant months .ago but the Defendants have failed to note it in any of 

their declarations to this Court. As noted on the affidavits provided by Plaintiff, the Decedent 

never informed anyone at PDRe that he had been disbaiTed from Medicare [see Exhibits Y. Z, 

.". AA, BB, CC, DD, and EE], and, as noted above, he received written notices from Medicare " 

concerning the matter at least three times prior to his employment with Plaintiff. [See Exhibits F. 

0, and FF). 

THE THIRD MEDICARE LETTER TO THE DECEDENT 
DATED SEPTEMBER 14, 1998 

Also unknown to Plaintiff, Decedent received a third Jetter from Medicare in September, 

. 1998, [just a few weeks before Plaintiff hired Decedent as an employee] advising him that 

Medicare needed additional documentation that he had been readmitted to the Medicare program 

by the OIG. See Exhibit O. Decedent did not provide the additional documentation to Medicare 

nor to Plaintiff. See affidavit of Mark Matthews - ExhibitZ. This document was provided to 

the Defendant months ago but the Defendants have failed to note it in any of their declarations to 

this Court. As noted on the affidavits provided by Plaintiff, the Decedent never informed anyone 

at PDHC that he had been disbarred from Medicare [see Exhibits Y, Z,AA, BB, ec, DD, and 

EE], and, as noted above, he received written notices from Medicare concerning the matter at 

least three times prior to his employment with Plaintiff. [See Exhibits F, 0 and FF]. 
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Decedent continued a pattern of misrepresenting his disbannent from Medicare on other 

applications. For instance, see the answer to question in regard to a Wliform insurance 

application from Cigna. [See Exhibit JJ, pg 7]. 

To question #9: Has your participation in Medicare, Medicaid) or any other government program ever been 
limited, curtailed or have you voluntarily excluded yourself from any of these programs. 

I left the pracdce ofmedtclD.t for several yean iD the mid 19905, Since I did not bfU Medicare for 4 
consecutive months my Medicare Dumber.was suspended and made lnaetive per Medicare policy. I had 
to reapply for a new Dumber when I retuned to Medicine. My participadoD with Medicare aod 
Medicaid Is active and wIthout restrictioDs curreDtly, 

24. As noted by the affidavit of Mr. Mark Matthews, he was the employee ofPOHC who 

handled all matters with Dr. Thompson in the first instance. See Exhibit Z. Moreover, as noted 

on the other affidavits provided by employees of the Plaintiff, the Decedent never informed 

anyone at PDHC of is disbannent from Medicare. [See Exhibits Y,"AA, BB, CC, DO, and EE]. 

25. Decedent's original application for Medicare privileges [a Medicare fonn 855] dated 

June 19, 1998, was completed by Decedent prior to Decedent's employment with Plaintiff. 

[Exhibit A). This document was obtained during discovery from the Defendant. Plaintiff did not 

have this application in its possession at the time it employed Decedent. The certification signed 

by Decedent on the original Medicare application he completed and signed for him to treat and 

bill for services provided to Medicare patient states as follows: 

I, the undersigned, [the Decedent] certify the follOWing: 

• * • • 

3. I am familiar wi.th and agree to abide by the Medicare laws and regulations that 
apply to my provider/supplier type (the Medicare Jaws and regulations are 
available though the Medicare contractor). 

4. Neither the individual practitioner, the company, or the owner, director, 
officer; employee of the company, or any contractor retained by the company or 
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any of the aforementioned persons, currently is subject to sanction under the 
Medicare/Medicaid program, or debannent, suspension, or exclusion under any 
federal agency or program, or otherwise is prohibited from providing services to 
Medicare beneficiaries. 

t· 

5. I agree that any existing or future overpayrilent to me by the Medicare 
program may be recouped by Medicare through withholding future payments. 

(signed by Hugh S. Thompson, M.D. on June 19, 1998] 

26. Plaintiff did NOT complete the foregoing application with, for, or, on behalf of 

Decedent. It was completed while the Decedent worked at the medical office of Don Fowler in 

Marion, SC .. In fact, until this litigation began, the Plaintiff never saw a copy of the Decedent's 

originhl Medicare application. 

27. When Plaintiff employed Decedent, the Decedent completed a Medicare reassignment of 

benefits so that Plaintiff could bill for Decedent's medical services to its Medicare patients. 

[Exhibit B]. The certification signed by Decedent on the reassignment ofbene1its application 

states: 

By signing this reassignment of benefits statement, you (Decedent] are 
authorizing the entity identified in section 1 [Plaintiff] to receive Medicare 
payments on your behalf. 

I understand that, under the terms of my contract, Pee Dee Health Care, P .A., is 
entitled to claim or receive any fees or charges for my servi~es. 

[signed by Hugh S. Thompson, M.D.] 

PART X 

ADDITIONAL FACTS OBTAINED THROUGH DISCOVERY 
(AND AFFIDA VIIS OF EMPLOYEES PROVIDED BY PLAINTIFF) 

28. The Decedent's medical employment with PDHC continued until on or about December 

10,2000, when the Decedent left the employ of Plaintiff's medical practice of his own volition. 
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29. ~ part of the initial employment process and relationship, the Defendant provided 

infonnation to Plaintiff representing that Defendant was fully and completely authorized under 

state and federal law to provide medical services to Plaintiff's patients who were Medicare 

beneficiaries. To this end, the Decedent completed a Medicare provider application (known as a 

ReF A 855] and a "reassignment of benefits" application to allow Plaititiffto employ Defendant 

and to provide the Defendant permission to treat Plaintifrs Medicare beneficiaries. [These 

documents are attached as Exhibits A and B]. The Medicare applications were provided to 

Palmetto GBA (a private contractor who contracted with the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 

Services [eMS]). 

30. . Decedent certified the infonnation he was providing to Medicare and to Plaintiff was true 

and correct while Decedent actually knew this certification was false. [See Exhibits A and B 

attached hereto.] 

31. Unbeknownst to the Plaintiff, the Decedent provided false and misleading information to 

Plaintiff and on the applications submitted to Palmetto GBA - even though the Defendant 

admitted in their Answer filed with this Court that Decedent had been associated with medical 

practices prior to this employment with Plaintiff. [PageJ, 1 11 of Defendants' Answer filed 

with this Court on June 17,2010] .. 

32. Specifically, Decedent failed to provide the information that he had had been previously 

suspended from treating Medicare patients as he had been suspended by the Medicare Office of 

Inspector General from the Medicare program in 1996. Dr. Thompson's failure to provide the 

required information concerning his suspension resulted in the continuation of his suspension as 

a Medicare provider of health care service. Dr. Thompson had been notified in writing by the 

Office of Inspector General on or about March 31, 1996: [See Exhibit F] 
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a. That he was suspended and excluded as a provider from the Medicare program as 

well as all other federal health care programs, and 

b. That he could not be reinstated in the federal Medicaid program until he requested 

. such in writirig and was approved in writing. 

33. After the SC Board of Medical examiners reinstated Dr. Thompson's medica1license in 

1998 [his medical license h~ been suspended on or about May 31, 1994] [See Exhibit 0]. Dr. 

Thompson failed to seek reinstatement to the Medicare program through the Office of Inspector 

General as he was required to do. but instead filed a fhlseapplication with Palmetto GBA [the 

Medicare contfactof'who adininisters Medicate in South Carolina on behalf of the federal 

government~ugh the agency known asthe·Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 

[CMS]. Decedent thus certified the infonnation he was proViding to Medic~ and to Plaintiff 

was true and correct while Decedent actually knew this certification was false .. 

34. Decedent failed to inform Plaintiff of this suspension from the Medicare program. (See ., 

affidavit of Mark Matthews, Exhibit ZJ.See also affidavits of other employees of Plaintiff . 

stating the same. [Exhibits Y, AA, BB,CC, DD and EE]. 

35. As a result of the false infonnation provided by Decedent on the application to Palmetto 

GBA [the Medicare contractor], and to'Plaintiff, Decedent: 

a. was assigned a Medicareprovider number (D993211724 - effective October 26, 

. 1998. see Exhibit C by Palmetto GBA, and 

b. was employed by Plaintiff to provide medical services to Plaintiff's patients, 

including Medicare patients. 

36. . Even though the Medicare provider numbers were issued, the Defendants admitted they 

were in violation of 42 CFR 1001.1901 (1) which provides that Dr. Thompson's suspension from 
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the Medicare program continued until the suspension was lifted by the Medicare Office of 

Inspector General. Defendant also admitted in its Answer that the Decedent's Medicare 

disbannent continued until [the Decedent was] reinstated by the Office of Inspector General (of 

the Medicare program]." [Page 3, 1r 12 of Defendants Answer flied June 17, 2010]. Dr. 

Thompson failed to do this, failed to notify Plaintiff, and continued to provide false information 

to the Plaintiff during the remainder of his employment with Plaintiff. 

37. On or about August 9, 2002, Dr. Thompson's filed a subsequent Medicare enrol1ment 

application for reenrollment in the Medicare program. [See Exhibit H] In this application, Dr. 

Thompson admitted he had been previously suspended as. a Medicare health care provider. On 

or about this same date, Dr. Thompson was reinstated as a provider of Medicare healthcare 

services by the Medicare Office of Inspector General. [S~ Exhibit I]. 

38. On or about June 7, 2007, Plaintiff received a letter dated May 30, 2007 from Palmetto 

GBA [See Exhibit Xl in regard to medical services provided by Decedent on behalf of Medicare 

beneficiaries for the dates of October 26, 1998 to December 10,2001. 

39. On or about July 11, 2007, Plaintiff received information from the Decedent's th.en-

current employer, FirstChoice Health Care indicating Decedent's attorneys [Wes Jackson of 

Nexsen Pruett] had fi1ed a request for reconsideration request to Medicare. A copy of the letter 

from Mr. Jackson is attacherl hereto as Exhibit Q. 

40. Plaintiff appealed the requests for recoupment of the funds noted above. The appeals 

were not successful. The Decedent was aware of the appeals being conducted by Plaintiff, and 

provided the Plaintiff limited documents to assist in the appeal. [See Exhibit V). 

41. The Plaintiff did not receive further documents or information from Decedent or his 

employer even though such infonnation was promised. [See Exhibit P and U] 
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42. Regardless, Plaintiff appealed Medicare's adverse detenninations concerning Dr. 

Thompson. [See Exhibits R and T]. 

43. The'adminiskative appealS ended in decisions of both the Medicare Administrative Law 

Court and the Medicare Appeals Council denial of the appeals. [See Exhibits Nand S]. In this 
, , ' 

regard, the Decedent and his representatives and agents obtained an order, known as the. [the 

'AU Joe' order dated January 22,2008] [Exhibit M] on behalf of Dr. Thompson and his then-

current employer, FirstChoice Health Care of Florence, that was favorable to his position, and 

would have been favorable to Plaintiff. However, the Decedent, his agents and representatives . 

failed to provide the 'ALJ Joe detennination' eve~ though they bad promised to keep Plamtiff 

apprised of such matters. As a result, PDHC did not have the opportunity to present the . 

favorable 'AU joe determination' as a defense to the claIms made by Medicare against PDHC 

and Dr. Thompson or to the IIidependent Review entity for Medicare or to the Medicare Appeals 

Co~cil. This is very i~portant as the AU deterin{ri~tion made on behalf o{PDHC and Dr. " 

Thompson was dated March 14, 2008 [Exhibit N] while the 'AU Joe order: as noted above was 

filed January 22, 2008. 

,44. Following the denial of all administrative appeals, and on or about May 1, 2008, Plaintiff 

paid to Medicare the sum of $226,740.19. ' 

45. On or about April 13, 2010, PlaiIitifffiied a claim with Decedent's ,estate. A copy oftha~ 

claim is attached hereto as' Exhibit J. 

46. On or about May 19, 2010, Plaintiff filed an amended claim with Decedent's estate. A 

copy of that claim is attached hereto as Exhibit K. ' 

47.' On May J 0, 2010, the personal representative of the Decedent's denied Plaintiffs claim. 
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PART XI 

mE LAW 

Rule 3.7, SCACR, 401 is the guidance for when a lawyer should be disqualified, states as 

follows: 

(a) A lawyer shan not act as advocate at a triIll in which the lawyer is likely to be a necessary 

witness except where: 

(1) The testimony relates to an uncontested issue; 

(2) The testimony relates to the nature and value oflegaI services rendered in the case; or 

(3) Disqualification of the lawyer would work substantial hardsh~p on the client. 

Our Supreme Court has held that choice of one's attorney in any action is substantial 

right of a party. In Hagood v Summerville, 607 S.E. 2d (SCSC 2005), the Court stated: 

An: order granting a motion to disqualify a party's attorney in a civil case affects a 
substantial right and may be immediately appealed under Section 14-3-330(2). 
Further, such an order must be immediately appealed or any later objection in a 
subsequent appeal will be waived. See Whiteside v. Cherokee County School Dist . . ' 
No. One,Jll S.C. 335,428 S.E.2d 886 (1993). 

As in South Carolina, most courts have concluded that the right to one's chosen counsel 

is a substantial right, and that "[mJotions to disqualify opposing counsel are viewed with disfavor . . ,. 

.. , because they are 'often interposed for tactical reasons and result in unnecessary 

delay." Bennett Silvershein Assocs. v. Furman, 776 F.Supp. 800, 802 (S.D.N.Y.1991). For 

instance, the Second Circuit has "been loathe to separate a client from his chosen attorney." 

Bohack Corp. v. Gulf & Western Indus., Inc.,_607 F .2d 258, 263 (2d Cir.1979). noting that n[t)he 

delay and additional expense created by substitution of counsel is a factor to which [it has] 

attached considerable significance .... " Jd.(citing Lefrak v. Arabian Am. Oil Co.,_527 F.2d 1136, 

1138-40 (2d Cir.1975). 
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PART XlI 

ARGUMENTS 

The undersianed CaJlDot be a witness due to the application of the 
South Carolina Dead man '5 statute 

The South Carolina "Dead man Statute" provides: 

[N]o party to an action or proceeding, no person who has a legal or equitable 
interest which may be affected by the event of the action or proceeding, !!!!. 
person who. previous to such examination. has had such an interest. however 
the same may have been transferred or come to the partY to the action or 
proceeding, ... shaU be extlmined in regard to any transaction or communication 
oetwren such witness and a person at the time of such examination deCeased, ' 
insane or lunatic as a witness against a party then prosecuting or defending the 
action as executor, administrator, heir-'at-Iaw, next of kin, assignee, legatee, 
devisee or survivor of such deceased person .;. when Such examination or any 
judgment or determination in such action or proceeding can in any manner affect 
the interest of such witness. '" [emphasis added] 

S.c. CodeAnn~ § 19-11-20 (1985). 

Section 19-11~~O,ofthe South Carolina Code (1976) bars the "examinadon" of a person 

with an interest from testifying regarding a conversation with a deceased individual, however 

that interest may have arisen. The Plaintiff admits that Josiah S. Matthews, ill, M.D., Alexander 

H. Cohen, M.D., and Tony R. Megna have an interest in the outcome of the lawsuit; and further 

agree that they cannot" ',' . he examined in regard to any transaction or communication between 

such witness and a person at the time of such examination deceased." There is nothing in the 

statute that allows the Defendant, the Plaintiff or this Court to waive the statutory requirement of 

barring the "examination" of any person who examination is prohibited by the statute. 

In Osterneck v. Osterneck, 6749 S.E. 2d 127 (COA 2007), our court of Appeals, 

specifically held that "Section 19-11-20 of the South Carolina Code (1976), the "Deadman's" 

statute btlrs the testimony of a person with an interest from testifying regarding a conversation 

Page 30 of49 

229. 



with a deceased individual." The Osterneck opinion does not discriminate between pre-trial 

testimony of a witness before trial and examination of a witness at trial. In fact, Rule 30 is 

entitled "Depositions upon Oral Examination." Similarly, our Supreme Court has used the 

words "examination" and deposition interchangeably - and always in the context of testimony 

provided under oath. See, for instance, Cooke v. Douglas, 240 S.C. 373, 126 S.E. 2d 20 (1962). 

The Defendant has argued that the Deadman statute is intended to protect the Decedent 

However, the Supreme court, in Hanahan v. Simpson, 485 SE 2d 903 (1997) stated: 

Professor McCormick calls it a "blind and brainless" technique which, in seeking 
to avoid injustice on one side, ignores'the equal possibility of creating injustice to 
the other. 1 McCormick on Evidence§ 65 (4th Ed. 1992). 

In the current case, the Plaintiff admits the undersigned has an interest in the outcome of 

the litigation, and the actual language ofthe statute, as, well our Supreme Court's 

interpretation of the statute, bars the examination of the undersigned in any context as to 

any dealings he had with the Decedent. IS 

If a statute's language is unambiguous and clear, there is no need to employ the rules of 

statutory construction and this Court has no right to look for or impose another meaning. Tilley v. 

Pacesetter Corp.,)55 S.C. 361, 373. 585 S.E.2d 292, 298 (2003); Paschal v. State Election 

Comm'n:_317 S.C. 434, 436, 454 S.E.2d 890, 892 (1995); see also City o/Camien v. 

Brassell,)26 S.C. 556, 561,486 S.E.2d 492,495 (Ct.App.1997) ("Where the language ofthe 

statute is clear and explicit, the court cannot rewrite the statute and injectmatters into it which 

are not in the legislature'S language. "). What a legislature says in the text of a statute is 

considered the best evidence of the legislative intent or will. Bayle.)44 S.C. at 122. 542 S.E.2d 

1S This statement is not intended and does not mean, implicitly or otherwise, that the undersigned 
had any contact with the Decedent other than the contact initiated by the Decedent infonning the 
undersigned that Decedent was sending documents to the undersigned [which have all been 
produced to the Defendant] as stated herein. 
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at 740 (Ct.App: 2001). 'The words of a statute must be given their plain and ordinary meaning 

without resorting to subtle or forced construction. Durham v. United Cos. Fin. Corp.,)31 S.C. 

600,604,503 S.E.2d 465. 468 (1998); Adkins v. ComcarJndus .. Inc .• _323 S.C. 409,411,475 

S.E.2d 762, 763 (1996);Worsley'Cos. v. s.c. Dep'( o/Health & Envtl. Control,J51 S.C. 97, 102, 
.' .: . . . 

567 S.E.2d 907,,910 (Ct.App.2002); see also Timmons v. Sc. Tricentennial Comm'n.)54 S.C. 

378,402, 175 S.E.2d 805, 817 (1970) (observing that where the language of the statute is clear 

and explicit, the court cannot rewrite the statute and inject matters into ,it that are not in the 

legislature's language). Under the plain meaning rule, it is not the court's place to change the 

meaning of a clear and unambiguous statute. Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 5~8, 

'581 (2000); Bayle, 344 S.C. at 122, 542S.E.2d at 739. 

EYEN IF Rule 3.7 applies in the case at bar (which the Plamtiff denies), it only appUes 
when an attorney, such as the' unsJersigned, actually serves as an advocate at trial; thus the 

undersigned is not disqualified from acting as an advocate in regard to pre-trial mqtters 
" 

In a recently published case, the United States District Court for Pennsylvania, in 

Townsend v. M & T Mortgage Corporation. __ F. 3d __ (Case No.3 :09cv1866 

USDC PA. February8, 2010) stated: 

Courts have found that "Rule 3.7 pertains only to the lawyer-witness's 
representation of her client at trial; a lawyer that may be a witness at trial is able 
to represent her client in pretrial matters:" Evans v. Chichester Sch. Dist., 533 
F.2d 523, 538 (E.D. Pa. 2(08); see also, Foster v. JLG indus., 372 F. Supp. 2d. ' 
792, 798(M.D. Pa. 2005) (finding that liThe rule states that an attorney is 
prohibited from acting as an advocate at trial; however, there is no indication 
that an attorney is prohibited from acting as an advocate during pre-trial 
proceedings. "1 (tm}phasis added]). 

Disqualification under subsection (a) is'triggered only when the attorney 
actually seT'l'es as an advocate before the jury. See Murray v. Met. Life Ins. 
Co.,_583 F .3d 173, 179 (2d CiT. 2009); see also Ramey._378 F .3d at 282 ("The 
advocate-witness rule applies, first and foremost, where the attorney representing 

Page 31 of 49 

231 



the client before a jury seeks to serve as a fact witness in that very proceeding. " 
(emphasis added). . 

Similarly, the Hagood Court (Hagood v. Summerville, supra) also referred to Rule 3.7 in 

the context of "jury confusion." The Court stated: 

Jurors are not likely to be confused by a lawyer's employee testifying as a witness 
for a client while the lawyer serves as the client's advocate. Jurors should readily 
perceive the distinction, particularly since the opposing party may emphasize the 
fact of the witness's employment. 

See also Evans v. Chichester Sch. Dist., 533 F.2d 523, 538 (E.D. Pa. 2008); see 

also, Foster v. JLG Indus., 372 F. Supp. -2d. 792, 798 (M.D. Pa. 2005) (finding that "The 

rule states that an attorney is prohibited from acting as an advocate·at trial; however, 

there is no indication that an attorney is prohibited from acting as an advocate during pre-

trial proceedings. II) (emphasis in original). 

Similarly, in Culebras v. Rivera-Ros, 846 F.2d 94 (First Cir. 1988) 

That Rule 3.7 is limited to situations where the lawyer-witness acts as trial 
counsel is underscored by the purposes most often cited as being served by the 
general advocate-witness rule: Three of these are 1) the possibility that, in 
addressing the jury. the lawyer will appear to vouch for his own credibility; 2) the 
unfair and difficult situation which arises when an opposing counsel has to cross­
examine a lawyer-adversary and seek to impeach his credibility; and 3) the 
appearance of impropriety created, i.e., the likely implication that the testifying 
lawyer may well be distorting the truth for the sake of his client. Bottaro v. Hatton 
Associates,_680 F.2d at.897; International Electronics v. Flanzer,_527 F.2d at 
1294~acArthur v. Bank of New York;_524 F.Supp. 1205, 1208-09 
(S.D.N.Y.1981); see 6 J. Wigmore, Evidence § 1911 (Chadbourn rev. 1976). 
ABA background materials to Rule 3.7 conclude that the "most cogent rationale" 
for the rule is I} the interest in protecting the integrity of the advocate's 
professional role by eliminating the opportunity of mixing law and fact, and 2) 
preventing a lawyer from injecting his or her personal belief as to the cause into 
the lawyer's argument to the jury. Annotated Model Rules of Professional 
Conduct, ABA, Rule 3.7, Legal Background, at 251-52. See A. Enker, The 
Rationale of the Rule that Forbids a Lawyer to be Advocate and Witness in the 
Same Case, 1977 Am.B. Found. Research J. 455. 
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The above concerns are absent or, at least, greatly reduced, when the lawyer-witness does 

not act as trial counsel, even ifhe perfonns behind-the-scenes work for the client in the same 

case. One who is not trial counsel will be unable to vouch for his own credibility, Duncanv. 

Poythress.)77 F.2d 1508, 1515 n. 21(llth Cir.l985), cert. denied. 475 U.S. 1129; 106 S.Ct. 

1659,90 L.Ed.2d 201 (1986); Flanzer.527 F.2d at 1294, and he will be unable to mix the law 

and the facts in the presence of court and jury. Opposing counsel, when cross-examining, will 

not have to cope with the lawyer-witness's enhanced status as trial counsel. And the appearance 

to jurors and others that the lawyer-witness may be distorting the truth will at least he diminished 

so long as he is not also seen to perfoim"in the high vlsibilitYposition of trial counsel. 

See General Mill Supply CO. V. SCA Services, Inc .• 697 F.2d at 717 .. Finally there·is no danger 

that the lawyer-witness might inject his or her personal belief into the advocate's argument to the 

jury. Even under DR 5-101 (B) some courts have allowed a lawyer-witness to continue as counsel 

in pretrial matters, though disqualified at the trial. Moyer v. 1330 Nineteenth Street Corp.,597 

F.Supp. 14, 17 (D.D.C.1984);Brotherhood a/Railway Carmen v. De/pro Co.,549 F.Supp. 780t . 

789 (D. Del. 1982); Norman Norell, Inc. v. Federated Department Stores, Inc~,A50 F.Supp. 127, 

130-31 (S.D.N.Y.1978). See ABA Comm. on'Ethics'and Professional Responsibility, Informal 

Op. 1503 (1983) .. See also "[A] lawyer who is likely to be a necessary witness may still 

represent a client in the pretrial stage." DiMartino v. Eighth Jud. Dist.Ct.,_119 Nev. 119, 66 P.3d 

945,946 (2003)(citing Culebras Enters. Corp. v. Rivera-Rios,_846 F.2d 94 (1st Cir.1988); United 

States v. Castellano._61 0 F.Supp. 1151, 1167(S.D.N.Y.1985); ABA Comm. on Ethics and Prof! . 

. ResponsibiJity, Informal Op. 1529 (1989); and State Bar of Mich. Comm. on Profl and Jud. 

Ethics, RI-299 (Dec. 18, 1997); see 'also World Youth Day, Inc. v. Famous Artists Merch. Exch., 

Inc .. _866 F.Supp. 1297,1303 (D.Colo.1994) ("Rule 3.7 applies only to an attomey acting as an 
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advocate at trial. Thus, with the informed consent of the client, a lawyer who is likely to be a 

necessary witness may accept employment and continue to represent the client in aU litigation 

roles short of trial advocacy." (internal quotations omitted»; Cerillo v. Highley,397 So.2d 1288, 

1289 (Fla.Dist.Ct.App. 2001) (concluding trial court erred in disqualifying counsel who would 

be witness at trial from participating in pretrial depositions); In re Bahn,J3 S.W.3d 865, 873 

(Tex.App.2000) ("[A]n attorney who is disqualified from representation at trial can continue to 

participate in the client's case until trial commences;"). 

In addition to the foregoing, there is.a substantial line of case that hold 

1t'[D]isqualification is considered a drastic measure which courts should hesitate to impose 

except when absolutely necessary.'" Wyeth v. Abbott Labs., ~92 F. Supp.- 2d 453, 457 (D.N.J. 

2010) (quoting Carlyle Towers Condo. Ass'n, Inc. v. Crossland Sav., FSB, 944 F. Supp. 341, 

345 (D.N.J. 1996»). n[M]otions to disqualify opposing counsel are disfavored ... not only 

because disqualification robs one's adversary of her counsel of choice, but also because of the 

risk ... that one could subvert the ethical rules in an attempt to use them as a procedural 

weapon." Wolf, Block, Schorr & Solis-Cohen LLP, Civ. A. No. 05-6038,2006 WL 680915, at *1 

(E.D. Pa. Mar. 9, 2006) (citing Cohen v. Oasin, 844 F. Supp. 1065, 1067 (B.D. Pa. 

1994), Commonwealth Ins. Co. v. Graphix Hotline. Inc., 808 F. Supp. 1200, 1203 (E.D. Pa. 

1992), Hamilton v. Merrill Lynch, 645 F. Supp. 60, 61 (E.D. Pa. 1986), and Pa. Rules of Prof 1 

Conduct, Preamble and Scope' 19 ("[T]he purpose of the Rules can be subverted when they are 

invoked by opposing parties as procedural weapons."»); see also Caracciolo v. Bal1~d, 6~7 F. 

Supp. 159, 160-61 (E.D. Pa. 1988) (liThe Code of Professional Responsibility is applied to deter 

pr~fessional misconduct, and to preserve the profession's standing in the cOmmunity-it was not 
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intended as an addition to the depressingly fonnidable array of dilatory strategies already part of 

the litigator's arsenal. "). 

The Defendants have not p~oduced one scintilla of evidence that the undersigned hilS any 

knowledge whatsoever ~f any document provided by the Decedent for one reason - the 

undersigned knows nothing other than ili:e documents which exist and have been produced to the 

Defendant. The Defendants proclaim the undersigned is a witness due to the litigation 

involving the Plaintiff with Medicare over the purported need ofthe Defendant to detennine the 

Plaintiff's dealings with the undersigned during the Plaintiff's administrative appeals of the 

adverse decisionS made by Medicare against Plai~tiff. Other than the obvious attorney-client and 

work·product privilege issues related to this issue between Plaintiff and the undersigned, the 

primary answer to this demand by the Defendant is: 

a. The issue in the Medicare administr~tive proceedings were Medicare's decision to 
hold Plaintiff liable as the assignee of the Decedent's billings to Medicare. See Exhibits 
Nand S. 

h. The Decedent and Wsrepresentatives and agents obtained an order, known 
as the [the 'ALJ Joe' order dated January 22, 2008] [Exhibit MI on behalf of 
Dr. Thompson and his then-current employer, FirstCholce Health Care of Florence, 
that was favorable to his position, and would have been favorable to Plaintiff. 
However, the Decedent, his agents alid representatives failed to provide the 
'ALJ Joe determin.ation' even though they had promised to keep Plaintiff apprised 
of such matten. [See affidavit of Mark Matthews, Exhibit Z, and Exhibit P] As a 
result of the failure of the Decedent to provide the' ALJ Joe Order', the Plaintiff did 
not have the opportunity to present the favorable 'AW Joe determination' as a 
defense to the claims made by Medicare against PDHe and Dr. Thompson or to the 
Independent Review entity for Medicare or to the Medicare Appeals Council. The 
importance of the issue Is demonstrated by the faet that the ALl determination 
made on behalf of pnHC and Dr. Thompson was dated March 14,2008 [Exhibit N] 
while the 'AU Joe order,' as noted above was rued January 22, 2008. Once again, 
the failure of the Decedent and his agents, I.e., their own negUgence, caused 
avoidable damage. As a result, the Defendant is estopped from asserting any action 
against the Plaintiff In: light of his duty to disclose the 'Joe' order to the Plaintiff iri . 
the first Instance. 

Our Supreme Court has held: 
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. " Estoppel by silence arises where a person owing another a duty to speak 
refrains from doing so and thereby leads the other to believe in the existence of an 
erroneous state offaets. Ridgil/ v. Clarendon County, 192 S.C. 321,6 S.E.2d 766 
(1939). Silence, when it is intended, or when it has the effect of misleading a 
party, may operate as equitable estoppel. Welchv. Edisto Realty Co .• 170 S.C. 31, 
169 S.E. 667 (1933). There is no requirement that the person whose silence 
misleads another have actual knowledge of the true facts if circumstances are such 
that knowledge is necessarily imputed to him. Accord A/wes v. Hartford Life & 
Accident Ins. Co.,_372 N.W.2d 376 (Minn. Ct. App. 1985). Negligence will take the 
place of the intent to deceive when there is a duty to disclose. ld; see 
also 3 Pomeroy's Equity Jurisprudence § 809 at 218 (5th ed. 1941). 

Southern Dev. Land and Golf Co. v. South Carolina Pub. Servo Auth., 426 S.E.2d 
748 (1993), afJ'g in part and revg in part 305 S.c. 507, 409 S.E.2d 428 
(Ct.App.1991 ). 

See also Macaulay v. Howard, 230 S.C. 140, 94 S.E. (2d) 393. In Hubbard v. 
Beverly, 197 S.C. 476, 15 S.E.· (2d) 740, 135 A.L.R. 1206, we held that the 
doctrine of estoppel applies if a person, by his actions, conduct, words or silence 
which amounts to a representation, or a concealment of material facts, causes . 
another to alter his position to his prejudice or injury. 

There is no testimony to be given by Mr. Megna 8S he did not have discussions with the 
Decedent concerning the issues in dispute 

The Defendants have provided no evidence of any substantive discussions between Mr; 

Megna and Dr. Thompson for the simple reason that there were none. While it is also true that 

Mr. Megna perfonned the legal work on behalf ofPDHC in regard to the claim made against 

PDHC by Medicare, the decedent had his own independent counsel representing both him and 

his current employer. FirstChoice Health Care. See Exhibit Q. 

Moreover, as evidenced by the attached affidavits of Mark Matthews, he worked with Dr. 

Thompson in all matters related to the completion of applications and other matters in the case at 

bar. As Mr. Matthews notes, at no time was he aware of any discussions between Dr. Thompson 

and Mr. Megna. Moreover, the undersigned has attached his affidavit that he had no 
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conversations with Dr. Thompson other than Dr. Thompson indicating he was being represented 

by independent counsel in Columbia who had been secured by his then-current employer, 

FirstChoice Health Care of Florence. See Exhibit Q. With all due respect, the Defendant's 

arguments that Mr. Megna is disqualified from representing Plaintiff in these matters are 

inappropriate, and, at best, intended for reasons of tactics and· harassment. 

Finally, as the Second Circuit has stated, "[t]he delay and additional expense created by 

substitution of counsel is a factor to which [it has] attached considerable significance .... " Mr. 
- . 

Megna has been handling this litigation for several years, his testimony at trial is not necessary 

and the Defendant's suggestions to the contrary are untrue. 

Even if there is any testimony that Is to be given by counsel for Plaintiff at trial (which 
Plaintiff denies) any such testimony by counsel for Plaintiff's not "necessary" 

The Plaintiff respectfully directs the Court's attention to the recent case of Jones 

v. Omaha HQusing Authority, _F. 3d _'_. (Case No. 3:09cv1866 US DC Nebraska) 

February 18, 2010) in which the Court stated and held that: 

[T]he extreme measure of disqualifying a party's counsel of choice should be 
imposed only when.absolutely necessary." Macheca Transp. Co. v. Philadelphia 
Indem. Co.,_463 FJd 827, 833 (8th Cir. 2006). Further, "[b]ecause of the potential 
for abuse by opposing counsel, [motions to disqualify counsel] should be 
subjected to particular scrutiny." Ill. (internal quotations omitted); see Droste v. 
Julien,_477 F.3d 1030, 1035 (8th Cir. 2007). Pursuant to the Nebraska Rules of 
Professional Conduct, Rule 3.7: "A lawyer shall not act as advocate at a trial in 
which the lawyer is likely to be a necessary witness .... " Neb. Ct. R. of Prof. 
Condo §.3-503.7 (also providing exceptions to the rule that are not relevant here). 

"A court cannot order disqualification simply upon the moving party's 
representation that the 'lawyer it seeks to· disqualify is a necessary witness; the key 
is the evidence showing that the lawyer is a necessary witness." Beller v . 
. Crow, 342 N.W.2d 230, 235 (Neb. 2007). The movant may show counsel is a. 
necessary witness when "(1) the proposed testimony is material and relevant to 
the detennination of the issues being litigated and (2) the evidence is unobtainable 
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elsewhere." ld. In any event, "[i]n most jurisdictions, a lawyer who is likely to be 
a necessary witness may still represent a client in the pretrial stage." Droste._477 
F.3d at 1035 (quotation omitted) (citing cases). (emphasis added) . 

. .. [D]isqualification is warranted only where the testimony given by 'counsel is 
"necessary."'Purgess v. Sharrock,_33 F.3d 134, 144 (2d Cir. 194) (internal 
quotation marks and citation omitted); see also Capponi v. Murphy, No. 08 Civ. 
4449 (VM), 2009 WL 2957804, at "'10 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 11,2009) ("Courts have 
interpreted [the witness-advocate rule] to require disqualification where the 
attorney's testimony is necessary." (internal quotation marks omitted». When 
considering the necessity of testimony, n[a] court should examine factors such as 
the significance of the matters, weight of the testimony, and availability of other 
evidence." Kubin v. Miller._801 F. Supp. 1101, 1113 (S.D.N.Y. 1992)(intemal 
quotation marks and citation omitted). Furthermore, to the extent that the attorney 
would not be providing testimony on his client's behalf, the party seeking to 
disqualify the attorney must show that there is a substantial likelihood that the 
testimony would be prejudicial to the witness-advocate's client. Murray v. Met. 
Life Ins. Co.,_583 F.3d 173, 178 (2d Cir. 2009) (liThe movant, therefore, 'bears 
the burden of demonstrating specifically how and as to what issues in the case the 
prejudice may occur and that the likelihood ofprejudice occurring [to the witness­
advocate's client] is substantial.'" (quoting Lamborn v. Dittmer._873 F.2d 522, 531 
(2d Cir. 1989) (alteration in original»). Prejudice exists where the testimony 
would be "sufficiently adverse to the factual assertions or account of events 
offered on behalf of the client, such that the bar or the client might have an 
interest in the lawyer's independence in discrediting that 
testimony." Lamborn._873 F.2d at 531 (citation omitted). 

It is Certainly beyond any reasonable dispute at this time that the additional information 

which the Defendants wish to obtain from the Plaintiff are the work product of Plaintiff's 

counsel actually prepared during the course oflitigation on behalf ofPDHC while Dr. 

Thompson was ;ndepl!ndently represented by counsel from anoth~ Jaw firm. [See Exhibits Q 

and LLJ. 

liThe movant, ... bears the burden of demonstrating specifically how and as to 
what issues in the case the prejudice may occur and that the likelihood of 
prejudice occurring [to the witness-advocate's client] is subst~tial.t" 
(quoting Lamborn v. Dittmer,_873 F.2d 522,531 (2d Cir. 1989) (alteration in 
original»). . 

Murray v. Met. Life1ns. Co .• _S83 F.3d 173, 179 (2d Cit. 2009) 
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"For a lawyer to be a necessary witness, his testimony must be relevant, material, 
and unobtainable elsewhere. II Rothberg v. Cincinnati Insurance Co., 2008 WL 
2401190 (E.D. Tenn. June 11, 2008). Thus, an attorney is a "necessary witness" 
only if "there are things to which he will 'be the only one available to testify. II 

Droste v. Julien, 477 F.3d 1030, 1035 n. 7 (8th Cir. 2007». 

Prejudice exists where the testimony would be "sufficiently adverse to the factual 

assertions or account of events offered on behalf of the client, such that the bar or the client 

might have an interest in the lawyer's independence in discrediting that testimony. See Lamborn 

v. Dittmer, 873 F.2d 522; 531 (2nd Cir. 1989). Similarly, many courts have held that "an 

attorney is a "necessary witness" only if "there are things to which he will be the only one 

available to testify." State'ex rei. Wallace v. Munton,_989 S.W2d 641, 646 (Mo.Ct. 

App.l999) (citing State v. Werneke._958 S.W.2d 314, 321 (Mo.Ct.App.l997); State v. 

Mason, 862 S.W.2d 519,521 (Mo.Ct.App. 1993». ' 

In any event, the issue is academic as South Carolina, the Deadman statute, prohibits the 

undersigned's examination under oath as well as that of Drs. Cohen and Matthews under any 

circumstances. 

PART XIII 

SUMMARY 

The Plaintiff's action against the Defendant is based on the Decedent's responsibilities of 

honesty and corresponding duties to the Plaintiff - as th~ Defendant admitted he was duty-bound 

to do in regard to his employment position with Plaintiff. (Decedent had a pecuniary interest 

since he was paid by Plaintiff as a physician to provide medical services.) [Page 5, ,. 25 of 

Defendants Answer ffledJune 17, 2010, "the relationship of Decedent with Plaintiffwas such 

Page 40 of 49 . 

239 



that Decedent 'was bound to act in good faith and with due regard to Plaintiffs' interest." [Page 

4, ~ 21 of Defendants Answer filed June 17, 2010, the relationship of Decedent with Plaintiff 

was such that Decedent "was obligated to communicate truthfully with Plaintiff." Defendant 

would admit that the Decedent had not been reinstated by the Office of Inspector General at the 

time he worked for Plaintiff ... " [Page 5, ~ 26 of Defendants Answer filed June 17, 2010], and, 

"Decedent had a duty to be truthful on any and all applications, certifications, and affinnations to 

Medicare and/or Plaintiff." [Page 6, ~ 34 of Defendants Answer filed June 17, 2010). 

It is undisputed that the Decedent received three letters from Medicare regarding his 

disbarment from Medicare. The first letter was dated March 1). 1996, [Exhibit F], the second 

letter was dated June 12, 1998, the third letter was dated September 14, 1998. For his oWlf 

reasons, the Decedent failed to provide the infonnation requested by Medicare and failed to 

inform Plaintiff. Affidavits of employees of Plaintiff - Exhibits Y, Z, AA, BB, ee, DD, and EE. 

It is undisputed that the PlaintifIpaid Medicare $226,740.19 to settle the liability of 

Plaintiff to Medicare based on the assigrunent of the Defendant's billings from treating Medicare 

patients to Plaintiff. See Exhibit B in which the Decedent assigned his Medicare billings to 

Plaintiff and simultaneously certified he was an eligible Medicare provider. See also the letter of 

September] 4, 2008 from Medicare to Decedent. The sad, undeniable truth is that that the 

Decedent was untruthful to Medicare and to Plaintiff as well as others. 

The Defendant has identified no legal duty owed to the Decedent by Plaintiff to assure 

the Decedent was not deceitful in the first instance. There is no legal duty owed by the Plaintiff 

under such circumstances. Even so, the Plaintiff undertook to protect its own interests, and 

appealed the administrative decisions of Medicare to recoup the funds. During this time, the 

Decedent was represented by independent counsel, obtained a favorable decision in a separate 
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proceeding concerning similar circumstances, and failed to advise the Plaintiff. As the favorable 

'AU Joe' decision preceded the adverse determination made against the Plaintiff, and the 

Decedent and his agents and Counsel, failed to infonn Plaintiff, the Decedent, once again, was 

silent in the fact of his obligation to be truthful. He and his agents were silenno their own 

detriment. As a result, their own concealment of material information estops them from making 

any claim or defense against the Plaintiff. 

B 

The right to counsel of one's choosing is, out Supreme Court has noted, a substantial 

right that no criurt should ~terfere short of extraordin8ry circumstances. The Defendants have. 

not demonstrated any fact whatsoever to which Mr. Megna will or could testify to in the first 

instance as a necessary witness. 

C 

Rule 3.7 specifically' provides only that chosen counsel of a party may only be barred, 

from representing his client [ifhe is disqualified at all] only at trial- not pretrial matters. Courts 

considering the matters, as noted above, have specifically excluded pre-trial matters from the 

reach of Rule 3.7. In any and all events, the case law interpreting Rule 3.7 , as noted above, 

specifically holds that the strictures of Rule 3.7, even if applicable, which the Plaintiff denies, 

only applies at a trial before a jury. 

D 

As noted on the attached affidavits, the conversations in.regard to the matters that form 

the basis of the lawsuit between the parties primarily involved Mr. Mark Matthews, James D. 

McInnis, M.D., and Decedent. It is admittedly true that Decedent had conversations with both 

Drs. Matthews and McInnis, the conversations centered about the Decedent informing them he 
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could treat any patient as long as he worked under the supervision of physicians who were 

approved by the state Board of Medical Examiners. It is also true that the decedent never told 

Drs. Matthews or Cohen, or any other person in the employ ofPDHC, that he had ever been 

disbarred by Medicare in the first instance. [See Exhibits Y, Z, A.A, BB, ce, DO, and EE]. The 

Decedent ~ infonned any employee of Plaintiff he had been disbarred by Medicare, nor 

provided them any other infonnation that would have placed them on notice to believe Dr. 

Thompson was not telling them the truth on his applications to Medicare. Their collective 

statements are that the Decedent, knowing of his disbarment from Medicare, failed to advise 

Plaintiff, failed to advise them individually, failed to advise Medicare. Moreover, the Decedent 

did not simply forget to provide the Plaintiff and others of the original March, 1996 letter from 

Medicare disbarring him from the Medicare program [See Exhibit Fl, the Decedent 'forgot' a 

second letter from Medicare dated June 12, 1998, [Exhibit FF], and a third letter from Medicare 

dated September 14,2008 from Medicare [Exhibit 0], just weeks before he was employed by 

Plaintiff. It defies all reason that the Decedent 'forgot' all three letters from Medicare. Andit 

defies all reasonableness of the Personal Representatives of the Decedent's estate, in their roles 

as fiduciaries, to place any blame whatsoever on the Plaintiff when they know: 

a. The Decedent was represented by independent counsel during the time in 

question, 

b. The Decedent as well as his independent counsel have actually admitted 

Decedent's malfeasance, 

c. The Decedent nor his independent counsel nor his then-employer, FirstChoice 

disclosed to Plaintiff the favorable 'Medicare ALC Joe' decision that the 

Plaintiff could have used to the Decedent's as well as the Plaintiff's benefit if 
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the Medicare ALC Joe' had been disclosed in the first instance as the 

Decedent promised to do, 

d. They have neither produced nor know [because none exists] of a scintilla of 

evidence to demonstrate the undersigned has any conflict of interest in these 

matters. 

Regardless of the reasons; decedent breached his fiduciary duties to Plaintiff to be 

truthful as he did to his then CUI1'ent employer, FirstChoice. The only evidence available to this 

.. Court demonstrates the Decedent, in particUlar: 

a.concealed information he was lawfully obliged to provide Plaintiff', 

b. provided facially and factually fraudulent applications to Medi'care and others, 

c. ignored and did not provide to Plaintiff' the three letters from Medicare 

infonning him of his disbarment from Medicare [see Exhibits F, 0 and FF] 

even though the Defendant has admitted in its Answer filed with this Court on . 

June 17, 2010 that Decedent had a fiduciary duty to do so, 

d. . negligently, purposely, and/or with deliberate· indifference caused Plaintiff 

substantial damage. 

E 

The undersigned has been CEO and General Counsel to Plaintiff for fifteen (15) years . 

. and has been handling the litigation involved in these proceedings since 2007. Not orily is there . 

wrongdoing Involved in such matters, but the Defendant has not demonstrated one matter which 

the undersigned could testify other than matters of pure and complete speculation with no 

foundation in fact or reality. It would be unnecessarily burdensome, expensive and cause the 

Plaintiff additional damage for the Plaintiff to change attorneys. It is not reasonable for the 
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Motion to Disqualify to be interpreted as anything other than an inappropriate litigation tactic by 

the Defendant as well as their attorneys. - in spite of their ethical and fiduciary responsibilities to 

the contrary. 

As noted by the Second Circuit Court of Appeals in Murray v. Metropolitan Ins. 

Co., 583 F.2d 173 (2009): 

Rule [3.7) lends itself to opportunistic abuse. "Because courts must guard against 
the tactical use of motions to disqualify counsel, they are subject to fairly strict 
scrutiny, particularly motions" under the witness-advocate rule. Lamborn v. 
Dittmer,_873 F.2d 522, 531 (2d Cir.1989). The movant, therefore, "bears the 
burden of demonstrating specifically how and as to what issues in the case the 
prejudice may occur and that the likelihood ofprejudice occurring [to the witness­
advocate's client] is substantial." Id. "Prejudice" in this context means testimony 
that is "sufficiently adverse to the factual assertions or account of events offered 
on behalf of the client, such that the bar or the client might have an interest in the 
lawyers independence in discrediting that testimony." 

Respectfully, the Defendant's Motion to Disqualify the undersigned is nothing more than 

"opportunistic abuse" of the litigation process. 

As noted above, the behaviors of counsel for the Defendant's in these matters, in their 

best light, have crossed the line from advocacy on behalf of the Defendant, to a dishonest 

manipulation of the facts and attempts to smear the professional integrity of the undersigned with 

mistruths and WltrutbS. Not only has the undersigned never represe~ted the interests of the 

Decedent, the Decedent obtained independent counsel in regard to these matterS, and the 

undersigned has consistently represented the interest of Plaintiff. The Defendant has not 

produced one scintilla of evidence that the undersigned ever discussed or had knowledge of any 

of the events surrounding the Decedent's continuing misconduct. 
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The Plaintiff, however, has demonstrated that the Decedent repeatedly failed to be 

forthcoming and truthful about his disbarment from Medicare in the face of his admitted duty to 

disclose all facts pertinent to his ability to treat and bill Medicare in the first instance. . .. 

Estoppel by silence arises where a person owing another a duty to speak refrains from doing so 

and thereby leads the other to believe in the e~istence of an erroneous state of facts. Ridgill v. 

Clarendon County. 192 S.C. 321, 6 S.E.2d 766 (1939). There is no requirement that the person 

whose'silence misleads another have actual knowledge of the true facts if circumstances are such 

that knowledge is necessarily imputed to him. Accord Alwes v. Hartford Life & Accident Ins. 

Co .. _372 N.W:2d 376 (Minn.Ct.App.1985). Negligence takes the place of the intent to deceive 

when there is a duty to disclose.fd: see also 3 Pomeroy's Equity'Jurisprudence § 809 'at 218 (5th 

ed. 1941):SouthemDev, Land and Golf Co. v:,South Carolina Pub. Servo Auth., 426 S.E.2d 748 

(1993), alJ'g in part andrev'g in part 305 S.C. 507,409 S.E.2d 428 (Ct.App.1991). 

G 

. The undersigned has an admitted interest in the outcome in the litigation, and the South 

Carolina "Dead Man " statute, by its plain l~guage. bars '%e examination" of the undersigned 

in any and all events. The wording of the statute is plain on its Jace. It is not simply a defense, 

available to the Defendant or the Plaintiff. It iswhat it is - a legislative determination and 

mandate that the undersigned [as well as Drs. Cohen and Matthews] cannot be 'examined' in 

regard to any such matters. As a result, undersigned cOunsel is unable, in any circumstances and 

as a matter oflaw, to provide testimony under oath in any venue, including but not limited to the 

trial of this matter. 
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H 

While the Motion to Disqualify the undersigned [and the disparagement of the personal 

and professional character of the undersigned] is distasteful, the Defendant's attempts to 

prejudice this Court with regard to matters related to the 'Lake City litigation' is contemptuous. 

At the last hearing before this Court, Mr. Josey stated he would use every arrow in his quiver to 

defeat the claims of the Plaintiff against Defendant. A false arrow, however, will neither fly 

straight nor will it find its true mark. Hence Mr. Josey's metaphor of "firing arrows" is specious 

in form and in content. True arrows are those which are formed in evidentiary truth and achieve 

their mark in justice. The Motion to Disqualify the undersigned has no merit, no weight, and no 

validity in law or fact - and cannot be reasonably said to be filed for any purpose other than to 
. . 

embarrass, hinder, and delay these proceedings. As offered by Mr. James and.Mr. Josey, the 

Motion to Disqualify violates their basic obligations and duties of candor and honesty to this 

Court, and fairness to opposing council, [Rule 401, Rules 3.3 and 3.4, SCACR] as well as Rule 

4.4. 16 In any and all events, the undersigned has never repr~ented the Decedent in any matter, 

nor has the undersigned had any conversations with the undersigned in regard to these matters 

excepting the one conversation that Decedent initiated to provide the Plaintiff with limited 

documents that were disclosed to the Defendant during discovery. The Decedent obtained 

independent counsel in regard to these matters, and the undersigned has consistently represented 

the interest of Plaintiff. The Defendant has not produced one scintilla of evidence that the 

undersigned ever discussed or had knowledge of any of the events surrounding the Decedent's 

disbarment from Medicare for the simple reason no such evidence exists in the first instance. 

16 Earlier this week, our Supreme Court issued its decision in In re: White, _ S.C._. 
[Opinion No. 26939 March 7, 2011] .. The Court's discussions of duties of counsel to opposing 
parties, to third parties, to this Court, and to opposing counsel should provide, at the minimum, 
pause for thought. 
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The Plaintiff respectfully requests the Motion to Disqualify filed by Defendant be denied, 

and for this Court to provide such other and further relief as is just and appropriate, including 

reasonable attorney's fees and costs for the defense of the matter. 

·March1!-2011. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~/ 
Attomey-at-Law 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 
803.799.1700 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 
lO-CP-16-033% 

The undersigned hereby certifies, on the date indicated below, copies of the following documents 
in the above-captioned matter were served upon the Defendant 
Counsel for Defendant: 

John Jay James, Esquire 
POBox 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
[hand-delivery] 

Renee Josey 
1851 W. Evans Street, 4th Floor 
Florence, SC 29501 
[hand-delivery] 

1. Plaintiff's Memorandum in support of its Motion for Summary Judgment 
2. Plaintiff's Return to Defendant's Motion to Compel 
3. Plaintiff's Return to Defendant's Motion to Amend its Answer 
4. Plaintiff's Return to Defendant's Motion to Disqualify Counsel 
5. Plaintiff's documents and affidavits in support of its Returns. Motions and request 

for a pretrial conference. 

March 11,2010. 

t¥'\ ~fi... 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
CIA # 2010-CP-16-0332 

DEFENDANT'S COUNTER MOTION 
FORSU~ARYJUDGMENT 

The Defendant, Estate, of Hugh S. Thompson, hereby moves fo~ 'an ,Order of Summary 

, Judgment, Thi~!!l0tion is based upon the Rule 56 ,of the South Carolina Rules of Civil 
. . . . ,~ -

Procedure, t~e pleadings in this case, the exhibits submitted herewith, and the supporti~g cas~ 
o ..... -=> 
):.;.. C"') c:=:, 

law. ::or"-
"', r-ril ; , 

=-::: ::0 tn . _::::: 
.,~ ..... ~,-.. cr~llo.:'J 

.":"_~,,,.~!_S,~', ~ .~' H 
... ~ ... ~ 

:~~ 0 0 ; l'0 7~--=-
("",)0, 0 :j 

NATURE OF THE CASE 

This claim arises from the Pee'Dee Health Care; P.A. 's (hereinafter·'PDI:!¢.~negMgen~?f'J 
, , ," , :)6'::': 'w " ',0 

failure to perform required due diligence before collecting Medicare benefits for. per[9rmed, 
, " ' : ,,' " ' Ul', 

by its employee, Dr. Hugh S. TIiomp~on (Defendanfsdecedent).1 As the assignee of Medica~e, 

program benefits, PDHC failed to confirm the prog~am eligibility of Dr. Thompson who was 

excluded from the program for a period of time. As a result ofthis failure, the Medicare progr,am 

su bsequently sought and obtained repayment of the ineligible benefits from PDHC. 'Now, yel,lrs 

later, PDHC seeks to ignore the affirmative non-dele'gable statutory duty placed upon it by, the, 

Medicare program and i~stead seeks to shift blame for its lapse to the deceased; the Crj,x of the ...... ~~W 
'. . . ... '. . . . P' ,. ;;u;r1f':t!'?S.~ 

! As this Court noted in its recent order of disqualifictll;on, both federal.~ Pf~t4~~)(6» and 
federal regulation, 4i CFR 1003.102(a)(2), impose liability upon employ~~~know" of the progrllm 
exclusion ofthi;remployees. Order of April 15, 2011, page 3 footnote 4. Thu;,.the employer is imposed with a ' 
non-delegable duty under federal law. 
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PDHC complaint is that· decedent Thompson did not disclose information to PDHC or gave 

wrong information to PDHC.2 

SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD 

Rule S6(c) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure provides: "The judgment 

sought shall be rendered forthwith if the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and 

admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to 

any material fact and the moving party is entit1~d to a judgment as a matter oflaw." Summary 

judgment is proper when there is no genuine issue of material fact and the movjn@~rty ie 
r-m ,-
~;:O:'J'" ~ r:;: 

entitled to judgment as a matter of law. Osborne v.-Adams,346 S.C. 4, 550 s.E.~f9 (!Q01); -n 
, (~;:;-i N ;~;:: 

Baughman v. American Telephone & Telegraph Co., 306 S.C. 101, 111, 410 S.~~~37,'5'45 Ii 

. : ;!@n;g ,;2 
(1991). - w '-P ! .. "lc, •• 

, C"y 0 

In determining whether a genuine issue of fact exists, the evidence and a'l1 reason~le 

inferences drawn from it must be viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party. 

Sauner v. Pub. Servo Auth. of S.C., 354 S.c. 397, 404, 581 S.E.2d 161, 165 (2003). While the 

court must view the evidence in the light most favorable to the non-moving party, the Plaintiff 

cannot defeat summary jUdgment by relying on mere allegations in their Complaint. Rule 56(e), 

SCRCP; Shupe v. Settle, 315 S.c. 510, 445 S.E.2d 651 (Ct. App. 1994). 

Instead, the Plaintiff must set forth specific facts showing there is a genuine issue of 

. material fact. Thomas v. Waters, 315 S.C. 524, 445 S.E.2d 659 (Ct. App. 1994). The trial judge 

is not required to single out some small piece of evidence and attach to it a great significance 

when that evidence is introduced solely to create an issue of fact that is not g,en~~nglert:, 
, mUE CE.RTU:.U:~a I 

2 As this Court is aware, the Complaint alleges that such misrepresenta~_~~iO' gh i~ CEO 
Tony Megna_ This Court has separately ruled that Megna's status as a vJiJIIIiIK'Cb su'l!lfan ~ntatlons, 
among other items, disqualifies his service as counsel in the matter. Cl.Ef\\( Of mY. s.C. 

QARLlNG1'ON GOU • 
2. 
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. Inc. v. Netherlands Ins. Co., 315 S.C. 300, 302,433 S.E.2d 871, 873 (Ct. App.1993) (quoting 

Main v. Corley, 281 S.C. 525, 527, 316 S.E.2d 406, 407 (1984)(Court is not "required to single 

out some one morsel of evidence ... to create an issue of fact that is not genuine. "). In other 

words, the'Plaintiff must present more than a mere scintilla of evidence to overcome a 

Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment. Thomas v. Waters, 315 S.c. 524,445 S.E.2d 659 

(Ct. App. 1994). 

Where a defendant establishes an entitlement to judgment as a matter oflaw, the court 

must grant summary judgment. Humana Hospital-Bayside v. Lightle, 305·S.C. 214,216,407 

S.E.2d 637, 638 (1991); Dyer v. Moss, 284 S.C. 208,211,325 S.E.2d 69, 70 (Ct. App. 1985). 

The purpose of summary judgment is to expedite the disposition of cases not re4!JfJ;ing tI!# 
.::;)r- --
r-1Tl 

services ofafactflnder. George v. Fabri, 345 S.c. 440, 452, 548 S.E.2d 868,87~~le 
. ' :~~·0=i ~ 

---(")1;;"' 
"'2'" Q 
CJ t~_ !:~ 

. §~~5 ~ 
PLAINTIFF'S THEORIES REQUIRE AN ABSENCE OF FAULT BY Pb~Tltr 

{ ~'. . . . 
. "0 

.. o· c 
In this State, there is no right to rely in an arm's length relationship between mflltlre, 

educated people - "[tJhis ;s e.flpecially true in circumstances where'one should have utilized. 

e.-"~;'~I,: 

, ... !; 

·:~I'J.o::!1 

:.t....i.~. 

U 

~~'~ 
;j Ii U 

precaution and protection to safeguard his interests." Ardis v. Cox, 314 S.C. 512,431 S.E. 2d 

267 (l993)(saJe of underground gas tanks)(emphasis added)(citing Poco-Grande Investments v. 

C&S Family Credit. Inc. ,301 S.C. 322, 391 S.E. 2d 735 (Ct. App.' 1990); ~ also Jones v. . . . 

Cooper, 234 S.C.477. 109 S.E.2d 5 (1 959)(sale of hot dog cooking machines); Regions Bank v. 

Schmauch, 354 S.c. 648,582 S.E. 2d 432 (Ct. App. 2003)(00 negligence, no fiduciary duty, no 

conversion ofpledged assets where guarantor fails to read/understand guarantee obligation to 

bank). In other words, "one can not rely on the misstatement offact iftht!lJ!fis easUy within 
~f\~O 

his reach." Jones v. Cooper, 234 S.C. at 488, 109 S.E1~ p~ M . uattlebaum. 
/~."'JIf" p · . 't r. 
;;PV". _ . s:\ t~\tv~~ C 

, t:~\<. Of ~\.\'I'f;;-V:I's· . 
~\JN01ON. 
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101 S.C. 221,85 S.E. 585 (1915); Whitman v. Seaboard Airline Ry. Co., 107 S.C. 200, 92 S.E. 

861(1917); Flowers v. Price, 190 S.C. 392,3 S.E.2d 38(1939)). Indeed, there can be no liability 

for "matters which plaintiff could ascertain on his own in the exercise of due diligence. " Quail 

Hill. LLC v. County of Richland, 387 S.C. 223, 692 S.E.2d 499 (2010)(citing AMA Mgt. Com. 

v. Strasburger, 309 S.C. 213, 223,420 S.E.2d 868, 874 (Ct.App.1992). 

PDHC makes claim against the estate here under a smattering3 of legal theories including 

fraud, negligence, and equitable indemnification - which, if applicable to the alleged facts at all, 

require that PDHC have clean hands so as to have a right to rely on alleged misrepresentations 

and/or omissions, and so as not to have its own causative lack of diligence. Despite the 

f 

superficial complexity of the shot-gun style complaint, theneedJor Plaintiff to beJree oJJault is 

fimdamental to all the viable causes oj action. 

) Specifically, the complaint enumerates twenty (20) causes of action: 

I) Breach of Fiduciary Duty; 
2) Negligent Misrepresentation; 
3) Breach of Duty of Loyalty to Employer; 
4) Negligence; 
5) Breach of Contract; 

. 6) Breach of Contract Accompanied by Fraudulent Act; 
7) Interference with Contractual Relations; 
8) Fraud and Misrepresentation; 
9) Failure to Disclose; . 
10) Deliberate Concealment; 
11) Professional Malpractice by Fraud, Misrepresentation, and N~gligence; 
12) Money Had and Received; . 
13) Promissory Estoppel; 
14) Quantum Meruit; 
15) Constructive Fraud and Constructive Trust; 
16) Constructive Fraud without Scienter; 
1 7) Equitable Indemnity; 
18) Conversion; 
19) Equitable Restitution; 
20) Civil Conspiracy. 

4 
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As noted in the highlighted case law provisions above, direct claims of. negligence and 

other breaches of duty,4 found in Causes of Action 1,2,3,4, and 11, require the Plaintiff to show 

• Unable to point to an affirmative misrepresentation by decedent Thompson made to PDHC regarding his 
Medicare GIG status, Plaintiff seeks to claim Constructive Fraud or Fraud by Silence. In support of such claims, 
PDHC seeks to impose an affinnative duty of disclosure on decedent Thompson whether it be as a fiduciary or 
merely as an eplployee. Defendant admits the implied duties found in any employment relationship - including 
good-faith, honesty, loyalty and fair-dealing but Defendant denies any heightened fiduciary duties such that 
decedent would be bound by his alleged silent failure to affinnatively disclose his disbarred status or his alleged 
failure to achieve more multi-party coordinated litigation against Medicare. 

Most impol'Ulntly for purposes of this motion, regardless of the level of duty owed by decedent Thompson 
to PDHC, the DefendiJnt's duty of disclosure or prudence (if any) cannot be relied upon to support Ilny of 
Pl4lnti/fsclaims when federallllw imposes an unequivocal duty of diligence alld discovery upon PDHC and 
provides unfettered independent access 10 the true facts. Likewise, PDHC had equal access to public filings and 
an equal ability to approach.other known Medicare litigants (FirstChoice) which it did briefly. Moreover, there 
is no duty for a former employee to coordinate the legal strategies of a sophisticated former employer. Indeed, if 
PDHC planned to seek equitable indemnification, it should have proactively coordinate the litigation with the 
decedent. As,"ord· Otis Elevator, Inc. v. Hardin Const. Co. Group, Inc., 316 S.C. 292. 450 S.E.2d 41 (1994) 
(quoting 42 C.J.S. Indemnity § 24, at 113-14 (1991 ». . 

Citing State v. Parris, 353 S.C. 582, 578 S.E. 2d 736 (Ct. App. 2003), the Plaintiff suggest that all 
employer-employee relationships have been deemed fiduciary in all contexts as a matter of law. Not only was Parris' 
overruled by the Supreme Court in 2005, 363 S.C. 477,611 S.E. 2d 501, the real question in Parris was the much 
more narrow question of whether a buyer's payment was transferred to a mobile home dealer in trust such that he 
was properly charged with criminal breach of trust for using the payment without satisfying the corresponding floor 
plan lien. Parris did not involve the employer--emp}oyee relationship at all! 

In a footnote,.the Court of Appeals in Parris did note that an employer-employee relationship had been the 
basis for a previous breacl~ oftrost conviction in State v. Scon, 330 S.c. 125,497 S.E. 2d 735 (1998). In Scott, a 
convenience store manager was convicted for absconding some of the store's deposits. The issue in Scott was not 
whether the Defendant held a position of trust but whether there was sufficient circumstantial evidence that Scott 
had the deposits. 

While a convenience store manager might be trusted to make a bank deposit for his employer that does not 
mean that such a manager would be reposed with the kind of confidence and trust that would empower that manager 
to make important strategic business decisions on behalf of his employer. For example, a bank employee is .. 
entrusted to properly make a deposit on a customer's behalf, but that bank employee does not become a fiduciary 
unless the bank undertakes .to provide that depositor with advise as part of its' services. Accord Steele v. Victory 
Savings Bank, 295 S.C. 290,368 S.E.2d 91 (Ct. App. I 988)(reversing trial court holding that mere issuance of 
cashier's check created fiduciary relationship); see m Rush v, South Carolina National Bank, 288 S.C. 560, 343 
S.E. 2d 667 (Ct. App. 1986)(holding normal bank-depositor relationship is creditor-debtor but not fiduciary) .. 

There is no evidence to support a conclusion that this was anything other than a nonnal employer - . 
employee relationship. Decedent's special duties as a physician, if any, were in regard to his relationship with 
patients - not a sophisticated medical employer with at least 75 employees including other credentialed 
professionals (see Plaintiffs affidavits). Despite unilateral efforts to assert a fiduciary relationship now; "as a 
general rule, a fiduciary relationship cannot be established by the unilateral action of one party. The otha party 
must have actua\1y accepted or induced the confidence placed in him." Regions Bank v. Schmauch, 354 S.C. 648, 
582 S.E. 2d 432 (Ct. App. 2003)(00 fiduciary relationship between a bank and its cust~~~n the. bank is 
unaware of any special trust imposed in it). Here, there is no evidel1E.~~""~ s~eclal trust l~ ~r. 
Thompson with regard to credentialing or that be was aware of any ~st bewnd hI\~~~ a phYSICian 
employee. ./~~"i'J(" P • ~-4Jf.. W\C 

~.. COUml': S:C· 
C\..Ef\\< O~ GQtJN'f( 

. 5 ~NG\';t'''' 

253 



justifiable reliance by the Plaintiff on the decedent's representations or omissions.s Plaintiffs 

breach of contract claims, causes of action 5 and 6, depend upon the alleged breach of implied 

employment duties (good.faith, honesty, loyalty and fair-dealing) .- they are not based upon any 

express contractual provision; these implied employment duties are the same in this context as 

the tort duties. Thus, these circuitous c1aims6 also require justified reliance. Of course, claims of 

fraud, found in Causes of Action 8, 9, 10, 15, and 16, require the Plaintiff show a right to rely on 

the representation or omission allegedly made by the Defendant. 7 

Promissory estoppel, plaintiff's cause of action 13, also requires reasonable reliance. 

Powers Construction Co., Inc. v. Salem Carpets. Inc., 283 S.C. 302, 322 S.E. 2d 30 (Ct. App. 

< 

1984). Accordingly, the Plaintiff's lack of due diligence, as discussed above, also is a bar to this 

claim.8 

S Of course, multiple causes of action based upon the same theory of liability are fairly treated as subsumed into a 
single cause of action. Accord Quail Hill. LLC v. County of Richland, 381 S.C. 223, 692 S.E.2d 499 (2010) 
("Although pled separately, we find Quail Hill's claim fOT negligence is essentially subsumed in the negligent 
misrepresentation cause of action. "). . 

G Both the Plaintiffs fifth and sixth causes of action require a breach of the contractual relationship. Smith ". 
Canal Ins. Co., 275 S.C. 256,260,269 S.E.2d 348, 350 (1980)(00ting that these are really one cause of action); see 
also Floyd v, Country Squire Mobile Homes. Inc., 287 S.C. 51,53,336 S.E.2d 502, 503 (1985). . 

Here, both of these causes of action allege that a breach of the implied employment duties of good faith, 
honesty, and fair-dealing occurred because oftbe decedent's alleged misrepresentation of his Medicare credentials 
or reckless non-disclosure of his Medicare status. Complaint m\35- 44. Thus, the alleged tortuous conduct of the 
decedent (misrepresentation, whether negligent or fraudulent) is incorporated into the contractual causes of action 
and subsumed thereby. As required, the Plaintiff actually pleads that it had a "right to rely" as part of the sixth 
cause of action. Complaint ~ 42( e). 

7 The absence of the justifiable reliance element alone is enough to defeat the claim of fr~P\~ hi Ids". So m 
Fountain Mobile Homes. Inc., 262 S.c. 276, 204 S.E.2d 50 (1974). Most o~~fMtkfl e 10 the text of chis 
motion involve both claims of fraud and negligence. lRUt:. C\::,t\' "Il 01 
8 Moreover, promissory estoppel must be based on an unambiguo~ ~O; s~1!j~'''-iSSion. Woods 
v. Swte, 314 S.C. 501,431 S.E.2d 260 (Ct. App. 1993). ~ Ot-~.c. 

~\lNG~ 
6 
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Equitable claims, found in Causes of Action 12, 14. 17, and 19, require the Plaintiff to 

". 9 
have clean hands or Its own lack of fault. . ttThe 'unclean hands' doctrine 'closes the door of a 

court of equity to one tainted with inequitableness or bad faith relative to the matter in which . 

he seeks relief, however improper may have been the behavior of the defendant. ," ABF Freight 

System, Inc. v. N.L.R.B., 510 U.S. 317 (1994)(emphasis added)(guoting Precision Instrument 

Mfg. Co. v. Automotive Maintenance Machinery Co., 324 U.S. 806, 814 (1945»); ~ also 

t- ~ 

National Bank of Savannah ·v. All, 260 F. 370(4th Cir. 1919)(app]yin~Sbuth :earolina 
. ~~s-:: ~ ~'i';':'j 

law)(Plaintiff. is eqllally guilty with the Defendant and com~s into court wit~~l~~~ han~i 
. ::;:Qv:> 0 "J­

under the circumstances a court of equity will not permit Plaintiff to take adva~~ of~r ownt 

" ~~~!:" .. ~ [0 
wrong). ~ .. r .. ·.,o 

fl' o 
U1 

Tb¢ case of Fowler v. Hunter;388 S.C. 355,697 S.E.2d 531 (2010), noted by this Court 

in its April ) 5, 2011 disqualification order, page 3, holds that an proposed equitable indemnity 

(such as PDHC) must demonstrate that it was without faultor liability for the damages it seeks.)O 

As Judge Ralpb Anderson noted in dismissing the Schmauch claim to equitable estoppel, "One 

with knowledge of the truth or the means by which with reasonable diligence he could acquire 

knowledge cannot claim to have been mis/led}.'" Schmauch,354 S.C. at 675, 582 S.E. 2d at 446 

'(emphasisadded)(quoting S.Dev. Land & Golf Co. v. South Carolina Pub. Serv., Auth., 311 S.c. 

29.34,426 S.E.2d 748, 751 (1993» 

9 Both the action for Money Had and Received and for Quantum Menut are governed by equitable principles 
although they are actions at law. See Myrtle Beach Hosp. v. Cjty of Myrtle Beach, 341 S.C. 1,532 S.E.2d 868 
(2000); Bennettsville v. Bledsoe, 226 S.C. 214, 84 S.E.2d 554 (l954); McDonald's Com. v. Moore, 237 F.Supp. 
874 (D.S.C. 1965). These claims are, of course, inconsistent with Plaintiff's contract based claims. 
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PLAINTIFF'S F AUL T: ALREADY DETERMINED AND BINDING 

This issue offault, however, has already been unsuccessfully litigated to finality by the 

claimant PDHC. Specifically. in a matter fully litigated by PDHC, a federal Administrative Law 

Judge (Dean C. Metry) found that PDHC "is reasonably expected to know and has an affinnative 

duty to know the exclusion status of its employees through due diligence prior to entering the 

employment relationship." (Decision of March 14,2008 attached hereto as Exhibit A). 

Moreover, the Judge found that PDHC "knew that Dr. Thompson's license was 

suspended indefinitely and that he received a conditional reinstatement after four years." The 

Cl r--:> 

Judge noted that PDHC's applications for Medicare payment of Dr. Thompson's se~~es = 
~S4(,::~ :z 
--::;:; ('") :x;., 

"inquired about any exclusions or sanctions" and that Dr. Thompson's exclusion ·~c~~..ra'Z 
. I:;'~~~ ~~ :=c c:> 

easily been found by calling the Office ofInspector General or visiting their web-si~~~y.;l}ich.8sts 
~::;;;:~; :x 

excluded individuals ..... ", Acco~dirigly, Judge Metry concluded that PDHC was at .~fiJit ':? 
,T 0 

en 
regarding the overpayment." 

Thus, the case at bar is indistinguishable from last year's South Carolina Supreme Court 

decision in Quail Hill. In Quail Hill, the Supreme Court reversed the Court of Appeals and 

affirmed the trial court's order of summary judgment against a property purchaser's claims of 

estoppel and misrepresentation arising from County employees' issuance of erroneous zoning 

information where the property's true zoning c1assification could have been determined by due 

diligence in reviewing public records. Just as the information was publicly available in Quail 

Hill, the QIG exclusion status of the decedent was only a phone call or mouse clicks away. II 

.TRUe CERT1F1EO COPY. 

II Indeed, ifPDHC had done the required due diligence, this litigation WOU~HafC'!~ad" e issue 
would have been ad~essed and corrected before Dr. Thompson saw Medic~!Rts o';;beha of ~ ePDHC 

would have refusedem~loyme~t to Dr. 1bompson. ~us. PDHC:s n~gligen~~ - ,e~~ 
statutory due diligence IS the duect cause of the financial loss which It alleg~GioN Qt)U ' 

8 
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Moreover, in Quail Hill, the purchaser could not blame the county despite affinnative 

misstatements by county employees; the case at bar is even less supportive of liability where 
, , 

PDHC cannot even point to' an affirmative misstatement made to PDHC by decedent 

Thompson. 12 

The conclusion of Judge Metry is binding upon the Plaintiff in this matter pursuant to the 

. doctrine of non-mutual offensive collateral estoppel. This doctrine was initially adopted in this 

State by the Court of Appeals in Beall v. Doe, 281 S.C 363, 315 S.E.2d 186 (Ct.App.1984). 

Subsequently, the Supreme Court of South Carolina confirrried offensive collateral estoppel as 

the law of this State in Prop. and Cas. Ins. Ouar.Ass'n v. Wal-MartStores, Inc., 304 S.C. 210, 

403 S.E.2d 625 (1991). Pursuant to this doctrine, a party is barred fromrelitigating issues 

detennined in a prior action so long as' the party estopped had a full and fair opportunity to 

litigate the issue in the first action and nothing justifies an opportunity to retry the issue. Beall, 

281 S.C. 363, 315 S.E.2d 186; Roberts v. Recovery Bur., Inc., 316 S.C. 492,450 S.E.2d 616 

(Ct.App.1994) (citing McPherson v. South Carolina Dept. of Highways and Pub. Transp., 297 

S.C. 303, 376 S.E.2d 780 (Ct.App.1989». Here, PDHC had a full and fair opportunity to litigate 

the issue ofPDHC's fault and there is no reason to allow it to be relitigated in this collateral 

12 PDHC does point to a certification made by decedent Thompson in his application for a new Medicare provider· 
number after his state suspension fro!ll practice. That certification, however, was made to Medicare's contractor, 
Palmetto GBA. See Exhibit A to Plaintiffs Response to Disqualification Motion. This'certification was not seen by 
PDHC until this litigation was initiated. PORC Response to Disqualification Motion. page 23,11 25 ("This 
document was obtained during discovery from the Defendant. Plaintiff did not have this application in its 
possession at the time it employed Decedent."). 

PDBC was asked to produce a\1 applications for employment by Dr. Thompson (on which credentialing 
questions could be expected). PDHC replied that "in its nonnal course of business, and in order to comply with the 
privacy and other provisions of state and federal laws under which PDRC operates, many records that had been 
otherwise maintained on a perpetual basis for many years were detennined mAy ~ NCl"'AR!~ltC'S 
operations. PDHC believes that Dr. Thompson'semploy~ent files [other th~~ ~hls that e located in 
other files] were included in this process." Th~s. either PDHC never made a ~~i~fDr. n as to 
his Medicare credentials or, ifit did so in a wntten form, the records corresp~ro su~nqu 
destroyed. ~COUNTV.S.C. 

9 
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action. See also Middleborough v. Montedison USA. Inc., 320 S.C. 470, 465 S.E. 2d 765 (Ct. 

App. I 995)(affirming trial court's partial summary juc:igment against PVC manufacturer on 

issues of agency and defectiveness where those issues previously litigated by manufacturer in 

Minnesota). 

PLAINTIFF'S CONTRACTUAL INTERFERENCE CLAIM 

In the seventh· cause of action, Plaintiff alleges that its relationship with the 

Medicare program is contractual. Complaint ~ 46. Assuming this to be an accurate description 

of a government entitlement program, the Plaintiff's relationship with Medicare has not been 

disrupted and breach of contract is an "essential element" of a tortuous interference claim. BCD. 

LLC v. BMW Mfg. Co .. LLC, 2008 WL 304878 (D.S.C. 2008)(1. Ross Anderson, Jr.) (citing 

Eldeco. Inc. v. Charleston County Sch. Dist., 372 S.C. 470, 642 S.E.2d 726, 732 (S.C.2007). 

To the contrary, it was Plaintiff's ongoing relationship with.Medicare after the decedent's 

employment that allowed the off-set of unauthorized Medicare payments, described in ~ 14 of 

the Complaint, against on-going Medicare payments to Plaintiff at the time. 

PLAINTIFF'S CONVERSION CLAIM 

Conversion is the unauthorized assumption and exercise of the right of ownership over 

the goods or personal chattel of another. Crane v. Citicorp Nat'l'Services. Inc., 313 S.C.70, 437 

S.E.2d 50 (1993). This tort does not tit the undisputed facts of this case. 

In the eighteenth cause of action, the complaint alleges that "decedent converted the 

medical services provided to Plaintiff's Medicare patients by falsely failing [sic] claims for the. 
. . ~Op.'1 

services provided to such patients.: ,," Complaint ~ 106. Of CoyR{1ee&HnF~n~rchahel 

~,6.~ 
10 
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capable of conversion. Moreover, it was Plaintiff that filed the unauthorized Medicare claims 

pursuant to an assignment of benefits and it was Plaintiff that assumed control over payments 

received from Medicare. Even if one focuses on the limited salary paid by Plaintiff to the 

decedent, these funds - to the extent they represent unauthorized Medicare payments - were not 

lawfully owned by or titled with the Plaintiff(again, already litigated with Medicare) and are, 

therefore, incapable of conversion. Id.; see also Oxford Finance Companies v. Burgess, 303 S.c. 

534,402 S.E.2d 480 (1991); Weinberg v. Wallace, 314 S.C. 183,442 S.E.2d211 (Ct. App. 

, 1994). 

PLAINTIFF'S CONSPIRACY CLAIM 

Plaintiff s twentieth and final cause of action is for civil conspiracy. A civil conspiracy is 

actionable where two or more persons combine and an overt act of the group injures the Plaintlff. 

In this case, the Plaintiff alleges that the "decedent, in combination withhis estate, and the 

personal representative thereof" has caused the Plaintiifinjury ... "to wit, the continuing loss of 

use of its money .... " Complaint 1\116. Once again, the Plaintiffs tortured effort to create 

another cause of action lacks any merit. This tort theory just doesn't fit. 

First, on its face, the decedent could not conspire with his estate which was not a separate 

entity capable of such combination during the decedent's life. Thus, this allegation is non-

sensical. Moreover, the personal representatives are the agents of the Estate -, they are not a 

separate legal entity conspiring with the Estate. The decision of the Personal Representatives, on 

behalf of the Estate, to deny the Plaintiff's probate claim - whether correct or incorrect - does 
, , anF\EO copy, 

not constitute a combination or agreement between two separate legllQ\Ji~b.iti~ur e , , ,e,. 
Plaintiff. Accord McMillan v, Oconee Mem'l Hosp .. Inc" 367 S,C. ~,~, )fIMC 

, ' 'CLERKO~ICOUNTY,S.C. 
'QARUNG 'V''* 

, , 
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(2006)(there can be no conspiracy when acts arise in context of principal-agent relationship 

because acts in that context do not involve separate enti ties ).13 

THE PLArNTIFF'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

Plaintiffs claim to liability depends upon Dr. Thompson having an affinnative duty to 

disclose his Medicare disbannent status whether he understood it at the time or not. Plaintiffs 

motion for summary judgment suggests this duty arises from any or all of three similar (if not 

identical) reasons: a fiduciary relationship between the parties, the trust and confidence ofPDHC 

in a physician employee, and the intrinsicaJly fiduciary nature ofthe contract. 

Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment focuses in large part on the undisputed facts 

admitted in the Defendant's answer. While Plaintiff obviously ~hed to file a bare bones 

summary judgment motion as soon as it learned Defendant wanted to amend its answer,'4 this 

rush is of no consequence - particularly since the proposed amended answer does not recant any 

of the previous admissions or candor. Plaintiffs motion for summary judgment is an attempt to 

IJ As summarized by United States District Judge Ross Anderson in BCD. LLC v. BMW Mfg. Co .. LLC, 2008 WL 
304878 (D.S.C. 2008): 

"To properly plead a cause of action for civil con:>piracy, the plaintiff must allege certain acts carried out pursuant to 
the conspiracy. See Lee v. Chesterfield Gen. Hosp .. Inc., 289 S.C. 6, 344 S.E.2d 379, 382 (S.C.Ct.App.1986). The 
acts alleged to constitute the conspiracy cannot be identical to the acts Illleged in support of other causes of action. 
Kuznik v. Bees Ferry Assocs., 342 S.C. 579, 538 S.E.2d 15,31 (S.C.Ct.App.2000). In addition, damages pled in a 
claim [or civil conspiracy must be pled with specificity. Fed.R.Civ.P. 9(g). Special damages must also be different 
than damages pled for other causes o[ action in the same complaint. Charleston Aluminum. LLC v. Samuel. Son & 
Co .. Inc., 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 60845, 2006 WL 2370292 (D.S.C. August 15,2006). Summary judgment is 
appropriate when the damages claimed for conspiracy overlap with or are subsumed by the damages sought for other 
causeS of action. Parkman v. Univ. of South Carolina, 44 F. App'x 606,620 (4th Cir.2002)." 

14 PDHC's motion for summary judgment was filed shortly after Defense counsel sought Plaintiff's consent to a 
proposed amended complaint The motion was apparently not signed by an attomey but signed by a staff person 
who initialed the signature after signing counsel's name. In addition, the certificate of mailing attached to the filed 
copy o[ the motion served faciaJly misrepresent~, the date of mailing as the date prior to the date of filing stamped 
upon the mailed copy. 

12 
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shift the burden of proving Plaintiffs claims to' a burden on Defendant to disprove Plaintiffs 

unfounded implication of deceit. 

The Plaintiff seeks to imply such deceit by stnnging Defendant's admissions together in 

manipulative fashion. The Plaintiffs lengthy and repetitive recitation and manipulation of the 

Defendant's admissions, however, does not render'any of those admissions dispositive; they are 

not. 

The following admissions have been made:' . 

1) the decedent was disbarred by Medic~e, 

2) that disbannent continued in effect throughout decedent's employment with Plaintiff, , 
, ' 

3) the decedent failed during his employment with PDHC to seek reinstatement from the 

Medicare office ofInspector General, 

. 4) the decedent was paid during his employment with Plaintiff, IS and 

, . 
5) the Defendant admits that decedent owed an employees duty ofloyalty, good faith, 

and honesty, 

Amidst these admissions, what Plaintiffs motion for summary judgment does not discuss is the 

essential right to rely element (the focus of this coilnter motion by Defendant). Inherent in the 

reposition of trust and confidence in another, and inherent in a fiduciary relationship with 

'another is the right to rely on that other party because of special circumstances, or party 

position. In this case however, PDHC has no right to rely on Dr. Thompson as a matter of 

federal law. And not only does that federal law directly prohibit the reliance Plaintif! asserts, 

the previous judicial determination of that right to rely also forecloses its assertion here~ 

15 While not immediately relevant, Defendantwould proffer that decedent Thompson actuaJIy performed services 
for his employer by treating patients including those services corresponding to the Medicare payments at issue here, 

13 . 
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Consistent with the statement prepared in May of 2004,16 and the statements given in 

response to credentialing questions from an insurer in February of 2004 (after his employment 

with Plaintiff)'?, it is Defendant's position that decedent simply misunderstood and did not 

appreciate the need for both reissuance of a Medicare number by Palmetto GBA (accomplished 

prior to PDHC employment) and reinstate~ent by the OIG (not accomplished prior to PDHC 

employment).18 PDHC, as a sophisticated employer of 75 persons or more,19 including multiple 

Medicare providers (several of whom have submitted affidavits in this matter), has knowledge 

and experience with the credentialing process. Moreover, there is an adjudicated final factual 

finding that the Plaintiff had constructive knowledge of the decedent's credential status because 

. it should have and could have actually known by taking simple steps of due diligence required of 

employers by the program . 

. 16 This document is identified as Exhibit II in the lengthy attachments submitted with Plaintiff's response to the 
disqualification motion. 

17 This document is identified as Exhibit JJ in the lengthy attachments submitted with Plaintifrs response to the 
disqualification motion. 

II While PlaintitTfrequently suggests that decedent had a fin~cial incentive to misrepresent or conceal his 
credential status· there is no evidence that decedent could not have been immediately removed from the DIG 
exclusion list u~n a proper request -- as he was on the first request belatedly made. 

19 This reptesenwtion was made by the CEO at the hearing held by this Court on the Motion to Disqualify Counsel. 
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CONCLUSION 

As for the Plaintiff's fault, a dispositive factor with regard to all of Plaintiff's causes of 

action, there can be no dispute of any material fact. While other factors might be subject to 

factual dispute, the dispositive adjudication of fault by the Plaintiff bas been resolved. The 

principles of judicial economy and consistency behind the doctrine of collateral estoppel 

preclude the need to litigate other issues when a dispositive factor has been detennined. The 

claims ofPDHC against the Defendant E;;tate must b~ dismissed by the Circuit Court. 

1h 
. MayZO, 2011 

et, FOll 

ost Office Box 5 78 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 . 
Telephone: . 843-656-4451 
Facsimile: 843-413-5818 
E-mail: RJosey@TumerPadget.com 

A TIORNEYS FOR RESPONDENTS 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA. 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

) 
) 
) 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., ) 
) 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, ) 
) 

Defendant. ) 

------------- ) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
DOCKET NO.: lO-CP-16-0332 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

~ . 

1 hereby certify that on this ~ day of May, 2011 a copy of the above and foregoing 

Defendant's Counter Motion For Summary Judgment, has been mailed to all counsel of 

record, postage prepaid and properly addressed as follows: 

Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire 
Matthews & Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

Tony Ray Megna, Esquire 
Matthews & Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 
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+~ ... """,.~ 
Department of Health and Human Services (4- OFFlCE OF MEDICARE HEARINGS AND APPEALS 

Soutiiem Region 
"~~::j Miami, FL 

Appeal of: Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. AU Appeal No: 1-223311931 

Beneficiary; Multiple (642) . Medicare Part B 

BIeN: Mldtiple (642) Before: Dean C. Metry 
U.S. Administrative Law Judge 

DECISION 

After carefully c<?nsidering the evidence and arguments presented, an UNFAVORABLE 
decision is entered:Cor the Appellant, Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. (Pee Dee Health). 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The claim charges were processed and payments were allowed on initial processing. Then on 
April 24, 2007, TriCenturion, a Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services Safeguard Contractor, 
notifi.ed the App~llant that a review was completed on claims submitted under provider 
number D993211724 and group number 1724. TriCenturion determined that the Appellant 
received payment in error, resulting in an estimated overpayment of $208,821.03. The dates of 
service encompa5~ed .in this overpayment were January 1, J999, through November 11, 2000. 
On May 30, 2007, Falmetto GBA, the Medicare carrier, also informed the Appellant of the above 

. overpayment. 

On JWle 7, 2007, the Appellant, through its attorney, Tony R Megna, Esq., submitted a Request 
for Withhold Not :to Occur and, Alternatively, Request for Payment Plan. Subsequently, on 
June 8, 2007,· the Appellant requested a redetermination on the initial determination for and 
notice of overpay",ent. On July 23, 2007, the carrier, Palmetto GBA issued an unfavorable 
decision. In its decision it stated that benefits could not .be allowed for the appealed services 
and the refund action remains in effect. 

On August 6, 200'Y, the Appellant filed an appeal with Q2 Administrators, LLC, a Medicare 
Qualified Independent Contractor, and on October 5, 2007, the Qualified Independent 
Contractor render~d an unfavorable decision. It found that the overpayment was valid and will 

be upheld .. 

On November 20,2007, the Appellant tiled a request for an Administrative Law Judge hearing. 
This notice was timely filed and received by the Office of Medicare Hearings and Appeals, 
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Southern Fjeld Office, on November 21, 2007. The amount in controversy satisfies the 
jurisdictional requirement for an Administrative Law Judge Hearing pursuant to Title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act, § 1869(b)(1)(E). 

A hearing was h¢ld in this matter on February 11, 2007 .. In attendance was Tony R. Megna, 
Esq., counsel for the Appellant. Exhibits (1) through (28) were admitted into evidence without 
objection. 

ISSUES 

The issue to be determined by the Administrative Law Judge is whether the Appellant was 

overpaid Medicare benefits under Title XVIII of the Social Security Act for the services provided 
to multiple beneficiaries from January I, 1999, through November 11; 2000, by Or. Hugh 
Thompson during:which time he was excludt>d from participation in the Medicare program. 

If an overpaylnent is found to exist, the issue is whether waiver of recovery of the Medicare' 
overpayment is permissible pursuant to § 1870 of the Sod.il Security Act.' This depends on 
whether the Appellant was at fault with respect to the overpayment. . 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. .. The amount in controversy meets the jurisdictional requirements for an Administrative 
law Judge.review, § 1869 (b)(l)(E). '. 

2. On May 31, 1994, the South Carolina Department of Labor, Licensing; and Regulation 
Board of Medical Examiners, by Final Order, indefinitely susp€nded Dr. Hugh Smith 

. ThC!mpson's license to practice medicine in the state of South Carolina. The suspension 
would. be stayed and Dr. Thompson's license would be reinstated In a probationary 
status only'after satisfying. specified preconditions for reinstatement. . 

3. On March 31, 1996, the Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Inspector 
General, . excluded Dr. Thompson from the Medicare and state health programs 
indefinitely as a res~t of the action taken by the South Carolina Department of Labor, 
Licensing, and Regulation, and for reasons bearing on professional performance. Dr. 
Thompson was notified that ne WOll ld. be excluded until the time he requested 
reinstatement i;'to the Medicare program via the Office of Inspector General. 

4 .. On April. 14, 1998, Dr. Hugh Smith Thompson's medical license was reinstated by the 
South Cardlina Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation. 

S.On May 6,. 1998, foJ]owing a hearing before the South Carolina Board of Medical 
Examiners on April 14, 1998, Dr. Thompson was approved to work with Dr. Don H. 
Fowler. 'I'hjs approval was conditional. 
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6. Dr. Thompson submitted his Medicare Provider/Supplier Enrollment Application­
General Application to Palmetto GBA sometime prior to June 12,1998. 

7. In a letter cilated June 12, 1998, Palmetto GBA notified Dr. Thompson that some of the' 
informatiori requested in the application was missing. The information being requested 
was listed on page two of the letter. One of the missing documents requested in the 
application' was a copy of the reinstatement from the Department·of Health and Human 

Services. 

8. In a letter Glated July 14, 1998, the State of South Carolina, Department of Health and 
Human SerVices reinstated Dr. Hugh Smith Thompson into the·South Carolina Medicaid 
Program. the action was retroactive to April 14, 1998, the date that Dr. Thompson's 
license was 'reinstated by the South Carolina Board of Medical Examiriers. 

9. On Octobet 28, 1998, follOwing a hearing before the South Carolina Board of Medical 
Examiners f,ln October 18,1998, Dr. Thompson was approved to work with Dr. James D. 
McInnis. This approval was conditional. 

10. In the Medicare Provider Enrollment Application-Individual Reassignment of Benefits 
dated Nov~ber 16, 1998, Dr. Mdnnis certified that Dr. Thompson was eHgible to 
receive assigned Medicare benefits. 

11- In a letter dated December 8, 1998, the Palmetto GBA, Health Care Financing 
Administration notified Dr. Thompson that his enrollment form for Reassignments of 
Benefits was approved .and he was assigned a provider billing number, 0993211724. 
The number was effective retroactively toOctobe~26, 1998. '. 

12: On June 20, 2002, the Department of Health and Human ServiceS; Office of Inspector 
General notified Dr.. Thompson, in a letter, that his request for reinstatement of his 
e~igibility tb partidpate as a provider of services under the Medicare program was 

approved as of the date of the letter. 

13. On Augus~ 9, 2002, Dr. Thompson's Medicare .Federal Health Care Practitioner 
Enrollment Application for reactivation was received by the Provider Enrollment 
Department. In Section 3 of the application, Dr. Thompson acknowledges the exclusion 
by the Department of Health and Human.5ervices, Office of Inspector General. 

14. In a letter ;dated April 24, 2007, TriCenturion, a Center for Medicare and Medicaid 
Program SMeguard Contractor, notified the Appellant that a revjew was completed on 
claims 5ub~itted under prOvider number 0993211724 and group number 1724. As a 
result of thllt review, it was determined that the Appellant received payment in error; 
resulting in an estimated overpayment of $208,821.03. The dates of service encompassed 

in this overpayment were January 1, 1999, through November 11, 2000. . 

3 

268 



ALJ Appeal No.: 1-223311931 

15, In a letter dated May 30,.2007, the Appellant was also notified by Palmetto GBA, 
Medicare I!'art B Accounts Receivable, that it received Medicare payment in error for 
dates of service January 1, 1999, through November 7, 2000, resulting in an estimated 
overpaymant of $208,821.03. 

16. This overpayment was due to the Appellant submitting Part BMedicare claims for 
payment fdr dates of service January I, 1999, through November 7,2000, for services Dr. 
Thompsoniperformed while excluded from the Medicare program. 

LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

I. ALJ R~view Atlthority 

A. J~diction 

Individuals or organizations dissatisfied with the reconsideration of an initial determination are 
entitled to a hearing before the Secretary of the Department of H~althand Human Services 
provided there is a sufficient amount in controversy and a request for hearing is filed in a timely 
manner. See Social Security Act § 1869(b)(1)(A). 

In lroplemenmlg this statutory directive, the Secretary has delegated his authority to acIrrunister 
. the nationwide hearings and appeals system for the Medicare program to OMHA. See 70 Fed. 

Reg. 36386, 36387 tJ\me 23, 2005). The Administrative Law Judges within OMHA issue the final 
decisions of the Setretary, except for decisions reviewed by the Medicare Appeals Council. (Id.) 

The request for i1learing. is timely if filed within sixty days after receipt of the previous 
determination or decision. See 20 C.F.R § 404.933(b)(1). . .. . 

A hearing before an Ad.ministrative Law Judge is only available if the remaining amount iJi 
c~ntrov~rsy is $110 or more.· See 42 C.FR '§405.1006(b)(1). The request for hearing is tiinely 
filed if filed within sixty days after receipt. of the carrier hearing decision. See 42 C.F.R 
§ 40S.855(a)(1). 

B. Scope of Review 

Under the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services' (CMS) implementation policy for the 
Medicare, Medicaid and SCHIP Benefits Improvement and Protection Act of 2000 (BIPA), Pub. 
Law 106-554, app. F, 114 Stat. 2763, 2763A-463, and the Medicare Prescriptio~ Drug, 
Improvement, and Modernization Act of 2003 (MMA), Pub. Law 108-173, 117 Stat. 2066, all 
initial determinatipns by eMS contracted carriers prior to January 1, 2006/ are governed by the 

Administrative Law Judge hearing procedures set forth at 20 C.F.R. § 404.929 through § 404.961 
and 42 C.P.R § ~.855. See 70 Fed. Reg. 11420, 11424-26 (March 8, 2005). ' . . 
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The issues before,the Administrative Law Judge include all the issues brought out in the initial 
determination, rJdetennination, or reconsideration that were not decided entirely in the 
Appellant'sEavor. See 42 C.F.R. § 405.1032(a). However, if evidence presented before or during 
the hearing cau~s the Administrative Law Judge to question a favorable portion of the 
determination, he or she will notify the Appellant before the hearing and may consider it an 
issue at the hearirlg. (Id.) , 

, C. Stan~ard of Review 

"The [Office of Medicare Hearing and Appeals]. .. is staU[edJ wjth Administrative Law Judges 

who conduct 'de novo' hearings . .. /1 70 Fed. Reg. 36386 (June 23, 2005); see also In re Atlantic 

Anesthesia Associates, P.c., MAC Oune 2004) ("An AL} qualified and appointed pursuant to 
the Administrati~ Procedure Act acts as an independent finder of fad in conducting a hearing 

pursuant to sectidn 1869 of the Social Security Act. This requires de novo consideration of the 
facts and law."), ' 

II. Princip,les of Law 

A. Statu:tes and Regulations 

Medicare Part B provides coverage to eligible beneficiaries for aU or part of the cost of "medical 
and other health 'Services," a term which is defined by the Sodal Security Act as including, 

among many oth~ things, physcician services." Sections 1832(a)(1)(6) and 1861(5)(6) of Title 
XVllI of the Social~rity Act; 42 C.F.R. § 410.10. ' 

CMS enrolls and maintains an active enrollment status' for a provider, or supplier when that 
provider or supplier certifies that it meets, and continues to meet, and CMS verifies it meets, 
and continues to meet, all of the following requirements: (1) compliance with title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act and applicable Medicare regulations, (2) compliance with Federal and State 

licensure, certificali~n and regulatory requirements, as required, based 6n the type of services 
or supplies the ptpvider or supplier type will furnish and bill Medicare, (3) not employing or 
contracting with individuals or entities exCluded hom participation in any Federal hE!alth care 
programs, for the ipr.ovision of items and services covered under the programs, in violation of 
section 1128A{a)(6:) of the Social Security Act. 42 C.F.R. § 424.520(a}. 

Exclusions of indiViduals and entities under this title wi11 be from Medicare, Medicaid and any 
other Federal health care programs, as defined in §1001.2. 42 C.F.R. § lOOt.1901(a). 

UnJess and until ~n individual or entity is reinstated into the Medicare, Medicaid and, other 
Federal health cane programs in 'accordance with subpart F of this part, no payment will be 
made by Medicare, Medicaid or any of the other Federal health care programs for any item or 
service furnished, on or after the effective date specified in the notice period, by an excluded 
individual or entity, or at the medical direction or on the prescription of a physician or other 
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authorized indivi<dual who is excluded when the person furnishing such item or service knew 
or had reason to know of the exclusion. This section applies regardless of whether an 
individual or entity has obtained a pr.ogram provider number or equivalent, either as an 

individual or as a member of a group, prior to being reinstated. 42 C.F.R. § lOOl.1901(b)(1). 

An excluded individual or entity that submits, or causes to be submitted, claims for items or 
services furnished'during the exclusion period is subject to civil money penalty liabilIty under 
section 1128A(a)(1~(O) of the Social Security Act, and criminal liabilitY under section 11288(a)(3) 
of the Social Security Act and other provisions. In addition, submitting Claims, or causing 
claims to be sub11litted or payments to be made for items or services furnished, ordered or 

prescribed, induding a'dministrative and management services or salary, may serve as the basis 
for denying rei1"lst~tement into the programs. 42 C:F.R. § lOol.1901(b)(3). ' 

Except as provide~ in paragraphs (a)(2) and (a)(3) of this section odn § 1001.501~)(4)of this 
Part, an exdude~ individual 9r entity (other than those excluded in accordance with 
§§ 1001.1001 andiOO1.1501) may submit a written request for reinstatement to the OIG only 
after the date spe~itied in the notice of exclusion. Obtaining a program provider number or . 
equivalent does ndt reinstate eligibility. 42 C.F.R. § l001.3001(a)(1). 

Upon receipt of a written request, the OIG will require the requestor to furnish specific 
information arid, a1lthorization to obtain information from private health insurers, peer review 
bodies, probation officers, professional associates, investigative agencies and 'such others as 

may be necessary to, determine, whether reinstatement should' be granted. 42 C.F.R. 
§ lOO1.3001(a)(3). ' , 

Failure to furnish the reqUired infonnationor authorization will result in the continuation of the 

exclusion. 42 C.F.R § l00L3001(a)(4). 

The OIG will authorize reinstatement if it determines that the period of exclusion has expired, 

there are reasonaWe assurances that the types of actions that fonned the basis for the original 

,exclusion have not recurred and wiHnot reCur, imd there is no additional ba~is under sections 
1128(a) or (b) or 11\28A of the Act for continuation of the exclusion. 42 C.F.R. § 1001.3002(a)(1). 
Submitting c1aims;orcausing claims to be submitted or payments to be made by the programs 
for items or seJlvJces furnished, ordered or prescribed, including administr,ative and 
management services or salary, may serve as the basis for denying reinstatement. This section 
applies regardless iof whether an individual or entity has obtained a program provider number 
'or equivalent, eith~r as an individual or as a member of a group, prior to being reinstated. 

42 c;.F.R. § 1oo1.3092(a)(2). ' 

In making the reimstatement determination, the OrG will consider whether the individual or 

entity has, during the period of exclusion, submitted claims, or caused claims to be submitted or 
payment to be m"de by an'y Federal health care program, for items or services the excluded 
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party furnished, ordered or prescribed, including health care administrative services. 42 C.F.R. 
§ lOOl.3002(b)(6). 

I.f the OIG grants a· request for reinstatement, the OIG will (1) give written notice to the 
excluded individual or entity specifying the date of the reinstatement, (2) notify eMS of the date 
of the individual'$ or entity's reinstatement, (3) notify appropriate Federal and State agencies 
that administer h~alth care programs that the individual or entity has been reinstated into all 
Federal health c~ programs, and (4) to the extent applicable, give notice to others that were 
originally notifiedlOf the exclusion. 42 C.F.R § 1001.3003(a). 

If a request for reinstatement is denied, QIG will give written notice to the requesting individual 
or entity. 42 C.F.R: § 1001:3004(a). 

I 

The OIG may imJ!>ose a penalty and assessment against any person whom it determines in 
accordance with tHis part has knowingly presented, or caused to be presented, a claim whiCh is 
for an item or service for which the person knew, or should have known, that the claim was 
false or fraudulent, induding a claim for any item or service furnished by an excluded 
individual emplo~d by or otherwise under contract with that person; or an item or service 
furniShed during <1,. period in which the person was excluded from participation in the Federal 
health care prograrin to which the claim was made. 42 C.F.R. § 1003.102(a)(2) and (a)(3). 

Section 1870 of th:e Social Security Act entitled Overpayment on Behalf of Individuals and 

Settlement of Claims for Benefits on Behalf of Deceased Individuals states, in pertinent part, 
that: 

(a) Any pa}!ment under this title to any provider of services or other person with respect 

to any items or ~rvices fumished any individual shall be regarded as a payment to such 
individual. 
(b) Where-

(1) more than the correct amount is pa.id under this title to a prOVider of ~rvices 

or other person for items or services fumished an individual and the Secretary 
determines (A) that, within such period as he may specify, the excess over the 
correct amount cannot be recouped from such provider of ~rvices or other 
person, or (8) that such provider of services or other person waS without fault 
witH respect to the payment of such excess over the correct amount. 

Section 1128 of the Social Security Act entitled Exclusion of Certain Individuals and Entities 
from Participation in Medicare and State Health Care Programs states, in pertinent part, that: 

(b) Permissi;Ve E"dusion-The Secretary may exclude the following individuals and· 
entities from participation in any Federal health care program (as defined in 1128B(f»: 

(4) License revocation or suspension. ---Any individual or entity~--
(A) whose license to provide health care has been revoked or suspended 
by any State licenSing authority, or who otherwise lost such a license or 
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the right to apply for or renew such a license, for reasons bearing on the 
indjvidual's or entity's professional competence, professional 
perforrriance~ or financial integrity, 

(g) Application for Termination of Exclusion. 
(1) An individual or entity excluded (or directed to be excluded.) from 

. participation under this section or section 1128A may apply to the Secretary, in 
the:manner specified by the Secretary in regulations and at the end of the 
minimum period of exclusion provided under subsections (c)(3) and at such 
other times as the Secretary may provide,. for termination of exclusion effected 
tinder this Section or section 1128A. 

42 C.PR § 4OS:98(ti» discusses the time frames and requirements for reopening initial 
determimitions ancif redetet:minations initiate~ by a contractor. It states, in pertinent part, that: 

A contractor may reopen and revise its initial ·determination or redetermination on its 
own motioil---

(3) At any'time if there exists reliable evidence as defined in § 405.902 that the 
initial detennination waS procured by. fraud or similar fault as de.ffued in 
§40p.902. 

42 C.F.R. § 405.1062 provides that Administrative Law Judges will giv~ substantial deference to 
L~J Coverage D~terminations (LeDs), Local Medical Review Policies (LMRPs), or Centedor 
Medicare SerVices· (eMS) program guidance if they are applicable. An explanation in the· 

decision is requ~ed if the j~dge d'oes not follow these policies. 

B. Policy and Guidance 

In the Center for MediCare and Medicaid'Services' Internet Only Manual, Publication 100-06, 
Chapter' 3, Section 90, which discusses provider liability for overpayments, it states, in pertinent 

part: 

A provideds liable for overpayments it'received unless'it is found to be without fau1t. 
The fiscal rntermediary or carrier, as applicable, makes this detennination. The fiscal 
intermediarY or carrier considers a provider without fault, if it exercised reasonab1e care 
in billing fat, and accepting, the payment; i.e., 

• It made full disclosure of aU material facts; and 
• On the basis of the information availab)e to it, including, but not limited 

to, the Medicare instructions and regulations, it hiJd a reasonable basis for 
assuming that the payment was correct, or, if it had reason to question the 
payment; it promptly brought the question to the fiscal intermediary or 

carrier's attention. 
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ANALXSIS 

The Administrati;ve Law Judge conducted a de novo review of the evidence and heard 
testimony regard~g whether the Appellant is liable for an overpayment in the amount of 
$208,821.03. Aftel a review of the evidence in the record, it is the decision of the undersigned 
that an overpaym~nt does exist and the Appellant should be held liable for the entire amount at 
issue. 

In a letter dated April 24, 2007, TriCenturion, a Centers' for Medicare and Medicaid Program 
Safeguard Contraator, notified the Appellant that a review was completed on daims submitted 
under provider number 0993211724 and group number 1724. As a result of that review, it was 
determined that the Appellant received payment in error, resulting 'jn, an estimated 
overpayment of $208,821.03. The dates of service encompassed in' this overpayment were 
January 1, 1999, through November] I, 2000. 

~ 
. ' t:::l' c::' 

This overpayment: to the Appellant was a result of Dr. Thompson being in ~w-:-emp~ and."",.,,: 
providing services: that resulted in the submission of claims for Medicare payme~~hile lte was ;.j 'j, 

.~_ ... ". •• ....(. ;: 1;. ....... 

excluded from the Medicare program by the Office of Inspector General.. Dr. ~~was ::.~ 
excluded indefinitely from the Medicare program after having his licen~.;~spErided ~;'~"1 
inde~initely by. the South Carol~~ De~artm.e~t of Lab?r, Uce~Sing, and Reg~l~~~;;'~o~ of ~;.:.; 
MedIcal Exammer$. He was notified, In wnting, of thIS exclUSion and that relIls~enupto '~ 
the Medicare prOSram would have to be requested through the Office of .lnsp~ GeJiiral. 
Upon theconditiohal reinstatement of his license by the South Carolina Departrrteht of U6br, 
Licensing, and ReguJation Board of Medical Examiners, Dr. Thompson became employed by 
the Appellant. Dr. Thompson informed the Appellant of the suspension of his license. 

Counsel for the Awpellant articulates several arguments for his client. First, the Appellan~ had 
no knowledge wh~tsoever, directly or indirectly, that Dr. Thompson was excluded from the 
Medicare program, nor did they have any information that would indicate that Dr. :Thompson 
was excluded from the Medicare program during the time .that it employed him. The Appellant 
had no reason to know that Dr, Thompson was actually excluded from the Medicare program 
during the dates ill question. 

The undersigned does not find this argument persuasive. In order (or the Appellant to receive 
payment from Me~Hcare for services rendered, it is required to follow, and has constructive 
notice of, the conditions for payment described in 42 C.F.R. § 424. Specifically, that as a 
condition of payment, a provider cannot employ an individual who has been excluded from 
participation in any Federal health care programs. 42 C.F.R. § 424.520(a)(3). The Appellant had 
a duty of due diligence to inquire about whether or not Dr. Thompson was excluded from the 
Medicare program. The Appellant ,knew that Dr. Thompson's license was suspended 
indefinitely and that he r~eived a conditional reinstatement after four years. This suspension 
would indicate that he may be excluded in the Federal programs. Additionally, in order for the 
Appellant to be paid for Dr. Thompson's services, numerous applications had to be completed. 
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The applications inquired about any exclusions or sanctions that Dr. Thompson may have 
experienced. Furtlhermore, information regarding Dr. Thompson's exclusion could have easily 
been found by c~Jling .the Office of Inspector General or visiting their web-site which lists 
exCluded individuals and entities. . 

Second, coilection of 'the overpayment is barred by Title XI, Section 1128A(c)(1) of the Social 
Security Act, whi~h discusses dvil monetary penalties. This section states, in pertinent part, 
that the Secretary inay not initiate an action under this 'section with respect to any claim, request 

for payment, or o~eT occurrence as described in this section later than six years after the date 
the claim was pTes~nted, the request tor payment was made, or t~e occurrence took place. 

The tmdersigned 40es not find this argument persuasive. The section of the Social Security Act 
referred to by colilnsel applies solely to civil penalties. In order for a civil penalty to be 
imposed, it must be done n6 later'"than six years from the date the claim was presented, the 

request for payment was made, or the occurrence took place. In the instant case, no civil 
. penalties have betm impoSed. The overpayment is based solely on the payments made by 
Medicare while QT. Thompson was excluded from the program. Additionally, 42 C.F~R. 
§ 405.980 allows rr\itial determinations and redeterminations to be reopened at any. time when 
reliable evidence ekists that the determination was procured by fraud or similar fault. 

Third, the Appellaj"lt is not at fault as defined by 42 c.P.R. § 408.902. There is no evidence that 
the Appellant had~ any knowledge, however defined, that Dr. Thompson had .been excluded 

from the Medicare! program. Additionally, the Appellant received a letter from Palmetto GBA 

sta ting that Dr. Th0mpson was approved and assigned a provider billing number. 

The undersigned ~s not find this argument persuasive and finds that the Appellant did have 

similar fault regar~ing the overpayment. The section above, relied on by the Appellant, defines 

similar fault to m~an, to obtain, retain, convert, seek, or receive Medicare funds to which a 

person knows or should reasonably be expected to know that he or she or another for whose 
benefit Medicare ~nds are obtained, retained, converted, sought, Or received is not legally 
entitled. The Appidlant is reasonably expected to know andhas an affirmative duty to know 
the exclusion 5ta~s of its employees through due diligence prior to entering into an 
employment relatidmship. AdditionaUy, 42 C.F.R § 1001.1901(1) discusses the scope and effect 
of exclusion, speCific to the insta.nt case, no payment will be mac;le by Medicare, Medicaid or any 
other Federal healtJ;1 care programs for any item or service provided by an excluded individual. 
This section appli~s regardless of whether an individual or entity has obtained a program 
provider number or equivalent, either as an individual or as a member of a group, prior to 

being reinstated. 4~ C.FR § 1001.1901(1). 

Finally, the undersigned finds that counsel's last argument, recoupment from the Appellant is 
prohibited under 42 c'F.R. § 40S.355(a) and (b), is. invalid. This section only applies to 
individuals who were overpaid, not entities as in the instant case. 

10 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Appellant wa:; overpaid Medicare benefits W\der Title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
for the services pr~vided by Dr. Thompson to multiple beneficiaries January 1,1999, through 
November 7,2000; whHe he was excluded from the Medicare program by the Office of 
Inspector G!neral. 

ORDER 

, The Qualified Ind~pendent Contractor decision dated October 5, 2007, is hereby AFfiRMED. 
Medicare contract4j>r is DIRECTED to process the claim in accordance with this decision. 

Dated: 
Dean C. Merry 
U.s, AdminiStrati.ve Law Judge 
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TUllNER PADGET GRAHAM & LANEY P.A. 

J. Rene Josey 

Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550 

May 25, 201) 

CHARLESTON 

COLUMBIA 
FLORENCE 

GREENVILLE 
MYRTLE BEACH 

REPLY TO: 

E-Mail: RJosey@TwnerPadgel.com 
Writer's Direct Dial: (843) 656-4451 

Direct Fax: (843) 413-5818 

Re: Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. v Estate of Hugh S. Thompson 
CIA No.:· 1O-CP-16-0332 
FileNo.: 10667.101 

Dear Judge Baxley: 

I am writing as a follow up to my correspondence with the Court, dated last Friday, May 
20, 2011. I am writing to provide the Court with an additional exhibit, which was only obtained 
late Friday afiemoon froril the United States Department of Health and Human Services. By 
copy of this letter to the Clerk's office, I am submitting this additional exhibit for filing .. By 
copy of this letter, 1 am also serving a copy upon both Mr. Matthews and Mr. Megna. 

The new exhibit is the decision of the Medicare Appeals COtlncil ("MAC"). The 
Medicare Appeals Council is the final level of administrative appeals after a decision of an 
Administrative Law Judge (here Judge Metry). Any action beyond the MAC would be an action 
for judicial review in the district court. Judicial review was not sought in this case. 

While the Plaintiff had indicated that this additional level of admjnistrative appeal had 
been pursued, the Plaintiff has not produced any documents corresponding to this final 
administrative appeal. After a lengthy delay, we obtained a copy of this decision late Friday 

. afternoon after we had already submitted our Motion for Summary Judgment; generally, the 
MAC decisions are not publisbed. Because I have only received an electronic copy through the 
Freedom of Infonnation Act analyst working for the Department of Health and Human Services, 
I am also including her cover e-mail in support of the decision's authenticity and to confinn my 
time of receipt. 

tPGL 3840295vl 

BUSINESS' LITIGATION' SOLUTIONS 

BB&T Building' 4th Floor' 1831 West Evans Street (29501)' PO Box 5478· Florence, SC 29502 

Phone (R4'H 11112-9008 • Fax OW::H 667-0828· tumeroadllet.com 277 . 
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Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
May 25,2011 
Page 2 

We appreciate your time and attention to these matters. 

Sincerely, , I: ~::GET'GMHAM & LANEY, PA 

]RJ:mjs 
Enclosures 
cc: Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire (w/enc1osures) 

John J. James, IT, Esqulre (w/enclosures) 
Tony Ray Megna, Esquire (w/enclosures) 
Honorable Scott B. Suggs (w/enclosures) 

278 

TPGL 3840295vl 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 
v. , 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
CIA # 2010-CP-16-0332 

SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBIT SUPPORTING 
DEFENDANT'S COUNTER MOTION 

FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

In support of Defendant '.s counter motion for summary judgment, based upon the 

., collateral estoppel of the issue of Plaintiffs fault, the' Defendant previously submitted the 
. \, . . . 

decision of federal Administrative Law Judge Dean C. Metry as Exhibit A . ' While another leve1 

~f administrative'appeal had 'been to'uted by Plaintiff, nO ?ocumentation had been produced 

corresponding to' that further appeal (one item in the pending motion to compel). 
, ", . ' ' 

Now, after considerable delay, ihe Defendant has obtained, through a Freedom of 

Tnfomlation Act analyst with the Department of Health and Human Services, an electronic copy 

of the Medicare Appeals Council ("MA-C") decisi9n. 'This decision is attached hereto as Exhibit 
, .' l 

B - hopefully to minimize any confusion .. The Exhibit also includes,the e-mail accompanying 

the MAC decision from HHS employees. Their numbers and contact infonnation are available if 

needed by the Court or jf Pl~intiff challenges the authenticity of the Exhibit. . 

General1y, the MAC decisions are not published. The MAC is the final level of 

administrative appeals after a decision of anAdministrative Law Judge like Judge Metry. Any 

action beyond the MAC would be an action for judicial review in the district court. Judicial. 

review was not sought in this case. Thus, this decision truly is th~ final word regarding the. 
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Plaintiff's lack of due dilligence and, as the dec,sion indicates, the AU conclusion was adopted 

without further comment. 

Zh~0 ' 
May _r}_. 2011 I\AULLj~ & JAMES 

.Jt\\ UfY\C-S b 
John Jay James, II 
Paulling & James 
112 Cashua Street 
P. O. Box 507 

, Darlington. SC 29540 
Telephone: 843-393-3881 
Facsimile: 843-393-6089 

I if ')aw5~ ellsouth:net 

/ R, fDGE, GRAH . & LANEY, PA 

-'_~~ l~\,.. Vll-/\ 
Rene Josey II 

831 W. Evans Strdbt, FOli Floor 
Post Office Box 5478 ,V 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 
Telephone: 843-656-4451 
Facsimile: 843-413-5818 
E-mail: Rlosey@TumerPadget.com,' 

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENTS 

2 
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'. 
Josey, J. Rene 

From: 
Sent: 

.To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Importance: 

Attachments: 

Pee Dee Health 
Care FOJA 2011 .. , 

Johnson, Angela (HHS/DAB) [Angela.Johnson@hhs.gov) 
Friday, May 20, 2011 4:56 PM 
Dugan, Siobhan (HHS/ASPA) , 
Johnson, Angela (HHSIDAB); Randolph, Christopher (HHSIDAB): Dews, Terrah (HHS/): 

, Josey, J, Rene 
" Pee Dee Health Care FOIA 2011. 078 SD 

High 

Pee Dee "Health Care FOIA 2011 078 SD.pdf 

Good Afternoon Siobhan, 

Attached is a copy of the AclmTnistrative Law Judge's decision in ALJ Appeal No. 
1-223,311931, for FOIA Number: 2011-07088D. 

Thank you. 

Angela Johnson 

1 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 

OCT 6 ZG03 

Office of the Secretary 

Depanmcntal Appeals Board, MS 6127 
Medicare Appeals Council 
330 Independence Avenue 
Cohen Building, Room G·644 
Washington, DC 20201 
(202)5M-01OOrroU Free: 1-866·365-8204 

HIC Number: Multiple 
ALJ Appeal Number: 1-223311931 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, se 29203-6901 

NOTICB OF DECISION OF MEDICARE APPEALS COUNCIL 

What This Notice Means 

Enclosed is a copy of the decision of the Medicare Appeals 
Council. If you have any questions you may contact the Centers 
for Medicare ~ Medicaid Services regional office or the local 
Medicare contractor. 

Your Right to Court Review 

If you desire court review of the Council's decision and the 
amount in controversy is $1.180 or more, you may commence a 
clvil action by filing a complaint in.the United States District 
Court for the judicial district in which you reside or have your 
principal place of business. See § 1869(b) of the Social 
Security Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1395ff(b). The complaint must be 
filed within sixty days after the date this letter is received. 
42 C.P.R. § 405.1130. It will be presumed that this letter is 
receLved within five days after the date ehown above unlesB a 
reasonable showing to the contrary is made. 42 C.P.R. 
§ 405.1136 (c) (2) . 

If you cannot file your complaint within sixty days, you may ask 
the Council to extend the time in which you may begin a civil 
action. However, the Council will only extend the time if you 
provide a good reason for not meeting the deadline. Your reason 
must be set forth clearly in your request. 42 C.F.R. 
§ 405.1134. 

If a civil action is commenced, the complaint should name the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services as the defendant and 
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should include the HIC number and ALJ Appeal number shown at the 2 

top of this notice. 42 C.F.R. § 405.1136(d). The Secretary 
must be served by sending a copy of the summons and complaint by 
registered or certified mail to the General Counsel, Department 
of Health and Human Services, 200 Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20201. In addition, you must serve the united 
States Attorney for the district in which you file your 
complaint and the Attorney General of the United States. See· 
rules 4(C) and (i) of the Federal Rulee of Civil Procedure and 
45 C.F.R. § 4.1. 

Enclosure 

cc: Tony R. Megna, Esq. 
Q2A AdOlC Records Management 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
DEPARTMENTAL APPEALS BOARD 

DECISION OF MBDICARB APPEALS COUNCIL 

In the case of 

Pee Dee Health care, P.A. 
(Appellant) 

D.M. and 641 others 
(Beneficiary) 

Palmetto GBA 
(Contractor) 

Claim for 

Supplementary Medical 
Insurance Benefits (Part B) 

Multiple 
(HIC Number) 

1-223311931 
(ALJ Appeal Number) 

The Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) issued a decision dated March 
14, 2008. The ALJ decision concerned a $208,821 overpayment 
assessed against the appellant for services provided by a 
physician excluded from the Medicare program. The ALJ upheld 
the overpayment and found the appellant at fault in causing it. 
The appellant has asked the Medicare Appeals Council to review 
this action. 

The council reviews the ALJ's decision de novo. 42 C.P.R. 
§ 405.110e(a). The Council will limit its review of the ALJ's 
action to the exceptions raised by the party in the request for 
review, un1ess the appe11ant is an unrepresented beneficiary. 
42 C.F.R. § 405.1112(c). 

The appellant contends that it did not have access to certain 
documents on the ALJ exhibit list. The appellant alao argues 
that claims were improperly reopened because there was no "fraud 
or similar fault," as discussed in Social Security Ruling (SSR) 
85-23. The appellant finally contends that the ALJ had no legal 
basis for determining that an overpayment existed. 

The ALJ found the appellant received an overpayment for services 
provided by the excluded physician from January 1, 1999, through 
November 7, 2000. Dec. at 3-4, 11. The ALJ determined that the 
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appellant either knew or should have known of the physician's 2 

exclusion as a result of an affirmative duty to determine the 
exclusion status of its employees before entering an employment 
relationship. Id. at 9-10. The ALJ also noted that Medicare 
does not pay for any services. provided by an excluded 
individual, irrespective of whether an individual or entity has 
obtained a program reimbursement number. Id. at 10, citing 42 
C. F. R. § 1001.1901 (1). The ALJ. concluded that the appellant 
received an overpayment for services claimed during the 
exclusion period. Id. at 11. 

The record contains no indication that the appellant was denied 
the opportunity to review evidence before the hearing or that 
the ALJ relied upon improperly admitted evidence in reaching his 
decision.· 42 C.F.R. § 405.1000(b). The appellant's counsel was 
provided with documents which indicated the physician at issue 
had been excluded .and the basis of that exclusion. The 
appellant's counsel also could have contacted the Office of 
Inspector General to verify the eXClusion, as information on 
excluded individuals and entities is available to the public. 

With respect to the appellant's arguments concerning whether 
there was fraud or similar fault to justify the contractor's 
reopening of the instant claims, a contractor's decision on 
whether to reopen is final and not Subject to appe~l. 42 
C.F.R.§ 405.926(1), 40s.99'0(<i) (5). Accordingly, neither the 
ALJ nor Council have jurisdiction to review that aspect of the 
contractor's action. This restriction extends to whether or not 
the contractor found that there was fraud or similar fault for 
reopening, as set forth in 42 C.F.R. § 405.980(b) (3). CMS hae 
recently stated that the enforcement mechanism for standards for 
reopening lies within CMS'sevaluation and monitoring of 
contractor performance, not. the administrative appeals process .. 
70 Fed. Reg. at 11453. 

The ALJ found that an overpayment existed and that the appellant 
was not without fault in creating the overpayment. The ALJ 
noted that the appellant failed to exercise due diligence in 

. determining the physician's exclusion status during the hiring 
process and when completing federal application forms, including 
a review of excluded individuals listed on the website of the 
Office of Inspector General (DIG). Dec. at 7-10; citing Section 
1870 of the Social Security Act (Act) and Medicare Financial 
Management Manual (MFMM) (t>ub. 100-06) Ch. 3, § 90. 
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The Council has considered the record and exceptions presented. 3 

The Council sees no basis for changing the ALJ decision. The 
Council therefore adopts the ALJ decision. 

MEDICARE APPEALS COUNCIL 

Administrative Appeals Judge 

Date: OCT 6 2008 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

) 
) 
) 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., ) 
) 

Plaintiff. ) 
) 

vs. ) 
) 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, ) 
) 

Defendant. ) 

-------------------------- ) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
DOCKET NO.: 10-CP-16-0332 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

. J-
I hereby certify that on thisO<S: day of May, 2011 a copy of the above and foregoing 

Supplemental.Exhibit Supporting Defendanfs Counter Motion for Summary Judgment, 

has been mailed t~ all counsel of record, postage prepaid and properly addressed as follows: 

Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire 
Matthews & Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

Tony Ray Megna, Esquire 
Matthews & Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

Secretary to J. Rene Josey 

3 

287 



TURNER PADGET 
TURNER PADGET GRAHAM & lANEY PA 

J. Rene Josey 

The Honorable Scott B. Suggs 
Darlington County Clerk of Court 
P.O. Box 1177 
Darlington, SC 29540·1177 

July 8, 2011 

Re: Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. v Estate oJ Hugh S. Thompson 
CIA No.: 10-CP-16-0332' 
File No.: 10667.101 

Dear Scott: 

CHAR.LESTON 
COLUMBIA 
FLORENCE 

GREENVllLE 
MYRTLE BEACH 

Writer's Direct Dial #843·656·4451 
Writer's Direct Fax #843-413-5818 
E-Mail: rjosey@tumerpadget.com 

Enclosed for ftling. please find the Defendant's Reply MemoranduPl in Support of the 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment together with attachments. 1 have also enclosed an 
.additional copy of this Memorandum, which 1 would appreciate your marking stamped as filed and 
returning to me in the self-addressed stamped envelope Pl'9vided. Please note that our return envelope is 
directed to our post office box in Florence; previous correspondence from your office as weB as others 
has been erroneously addressed to our fonner street address, which is no longer valid. 

As indicated in the attached certificate of service, I am serving a copy of this Reply Memorandum 
. on Plaintiff's counsel by copy of this letter., Also by copy of this letter, I am sending a courtesy copy of 

this Reply Memorandum to Judge Baxley's chambers. As you know, these matters have been scheduled 
for hearing on July 19,2011, in Darlington .. 1 look forward to seeing you then. 

Sincerely, 

JRJ:mjs 
Enc10sures 
cc: Honorable J. Michael Baxley 

Benjamin R. Matthews, E~quire v 
Tony R. Megna, Esquirev 
John J. James, 11, Esquire 

BUSINESS' LITIGATION' SOLUTIONS 

er, Padget, Graham & Laney, P.A. 

/ 

BB&T Building. 4th Floor· 1831 West Evans Street (29501)' PO Box 5478· Florence. SC 29502 
Phone (843) 662-9008' Fax (843) 667-0828 ·tumerpadget.com . 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
CIA # 2010-CP-16·0332 

DEFENDANT'S REPLY IN SUPPORT 
OF SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

The Defendant, Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, has moved for an Order of Summ~ 

Judgment: In its response, the Plaintiff seeks to portray this motion as predicated upon the 

concept of a "prevention" defense - it is not. The motion is predicated upon the Plaintiff's' 

burden to prove a right to rely - as an element of its claims - in its case-in-chief. In that regard, 

it is the Defendant's position that proof of that. element is legally precluded by the offensive 

application of collateral estoppel. This has nothing to do with the existence or non-existence of a 

"prevention" defense. I 

J Plaintiff's response raising the issue of a "prevention defense" was made in his e-mail to the Court of May 27, 
2011 with attached lener of the same date - both attached hereto as Exhibit A to confmn that they are iri the filed 
Court record. The cases cited in this response are Champion v. Whaley, 280 S.C. 116,311 S.E.2d 404 (Ct. App. 
1984) and The Hyffines Co" LLC v. Lockhart, 365 S.C. 178,617 S.E.2d 125 (200:5). Both Huffines and Champion 
involved real estate brokers suing the sellers ofreal estate for sales commissions where a condition precedent to·the 
commission was the sale oIthe property·. The brokers in each case asserted that the sellers prevented the satisfaction 
of the conditions precedent; therefore, the brokers argued that the sellers could not hide behind the failwe of those 
conditions.· .. 

The case at bar is not one of contract and conditions precedent. Moreover, nothing the decedent Thompson 
did or did not do prevented the Plaintiff from fulfilling its statutory obligation of due diligence with the Medicare 
010. And it is that statutory obligation that bars any right of the Plaintiff to rely upon wbat the decedent did or did 
not do. And the failure to satisfy that statutory obligation of due diligence bas already been litigated by Plaintiff 
with a sustained fmding by an AdIriinistrative Law Judge. Of course, South Carolina common Jaw also imposes a 
duty upon a party with access to true infotination -- a duty not to rely on the misinfonnation or lade of infonnation 
provided by others. ~ Quail Hill. LLC v. County of Richland, 387 S.C. 223, 692 S.E.2d 499 (2010)(availability 
of county records prevented reliance even upon county employee~s misstatement); B&gions Bank v. Schmauch, 354 
S.c. 648, 675, 582 S.E. 2d 432,446 (Ct. App. 2003)(''One with knowledge of the truth or the means by which with 
reasonable diligence he could acquire knowledge cannot claim 10 have been mis[lcdJ.~). 
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In its response, the Plaintiff also suggests that collaterai estoppel is precluded by a 

different resuit in an arguably similar ease2 involving a different assignee of medicare benefits. 

But litigation involving other parties is not relevant to the application of offensive collateral 

estoppel - it is PDHC's opportunity to fully litigate the fault issue that binds it - not another 

partt s litigation of the same or similar issue. 3 

Finally, Plaintiffs response also suggest that the Defendant's summary judgment motion 

is not ripe for disposition because of the lack of complete discovery. Often, summary judgment 

motions require factual development through discovery - and perhaps that is true of Plaintiff's 

motion filed in apparent response to a proposal to make technical amendments to the 

Defendant's answer.4 Because the Defendant's motion is based upOn the)egal conclusion of 

Plaintiffs fault (and corresponding absence of a right to rely) in a matter of the Plaintiff's 

2 Without the full administrative record, we do notknow what similarities or differences might be present in the 
First Choice case against Medicare. Perbaps there are distinguishing facts that were important to Judge Joe, 
perhaps different arguments were made, perhaps there were not. Perhaps Judge Joe simply has a different 
conception of equity under s!1cb circumstances - we don't know, we will never know, and this Court need not know 
to apply the doctrine of collateral estoppel to this litigant based upon what it did know, what it did do, and what 
result it did achieve. )n any event, had the Plaintiff checked with the Medicare OIG, as it has a federal statutory duty 
to do, before accepting an assignment of Medicare benefits from decedent Thompson, this litigation would not have 
happened. 

3 In its response, Plaintiff again suggest the existence of a non-existent duty upon the decedent to keep the 
sophisticated Plaintitfinfonned oflega! steps and procedures taken by a third party (First Choice) in litigation where 
the Plaintiff was not a party. Moreover, the record made by Plaintiffconfums that it made contact directly with that 
third-party and its counsel- confirming that these professional medical pmctice administrators did not need the 
decedent to attempt vohmtary collaboration with other parties similarly situated .. 

4 As the Court noted in its June 23rd letter confirming that both summary judgment motions would go forward at . 
the bearing, Rule 11 requires that counsel have a good faith basis for a motion when it is executed and flied (as an 
aside, it is apparent that the Plaintiff's motion for summary judgment was not signed by counsel but rather on his 
behalf by someone with what appears to be the initials "KEO"). Contrary to his current assertion that the Estate's 
personal representatives refused to be deposed (for example, Mr. Megna's letter to the Court dated June 20,2011 
and filed with the Clerk), Mr. Megna advised the Court in his letter of February 4, 2011 that "the parties have agreed 
to suspend further discovery pending the decisions of the Court on the various motions that are now pending" 
(attacbed hereto as Exhibit B); of course, the Plaintiff's motion fOT summary judgment signed by KEO was pending 
at that time. The depositions oftbe personal· representatives, noticed prior to that February 4110 letter, have never 
been re-noticed or requested. 

2 
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already fully 1itigated, no discovery in this pending action will effect that existing (and binding) 

legal conclusion. Hence, the Defendant's motion is ripe for consideration. S 

CONCLUSION 

As for the Plaintiff's fault, a dispositive factor with regard to all of Plaintiff's causes of 

action, there can be no dispute of any material fact. While other factors might be subject to 

factual dispute, the dispositive adjudication of fault by the Plaintiff has been- resolved. The 

principles of judicial econom~ and consistency behind the doctrine of collateral estoppel 

preclude the need to litigate other issues when a dispositive factor has been detemrined. The 

claims of PDHC against the Defendant Estate must be dlsrnissed by the Circuit Court. 

[SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW) 

~ While not related to the substance of the oefendant's motion, Plaintiff's disqualified counsel does suggest that the 
motion was filed on the heels of the disqualification to gain some advantage; this is not true. First, Plaintiff remams 
ably represented by a member of the bar and indeed, a partner in Mr. Megna's firm. Secondly, the Defendant has no 
duty or obligation to sit on its hands while the Plaintiff undertakes another appeal (an appeal from this Court's 
dismissal of the PJaintifrs probate appeal is already pending) - particularly an appe~ of an interl<x:utory matter. 
Moreover, as Defendant argued in its disqualification motion and at the hearing. the Defendant's concern is with 
having Mr. Megna appear as cOW1sel in matters before 8 jury or in depositions possibly used at trial; Defendant bas 
not objected to Mr. Megna's motion participation in matters where his involvement or credibility as a witness are 
not in play (these may be limited). Obviously, the Court's immediate disqualification has not chilled Mr. Megna 
from signing and filing the Plaintiffs motion for reconsideration or the Plaintiff's response to Defendant's Summary 
Judgment motion - Defendant totally defers to the Cow1 on whether these filings are acceptable after the Court's 
Order of Disqualification. Finally, the Court-recognized need for Mr. Megna's disqualification is not something the 
Defendant created or that counsel could not have prevented. 

3 
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July sr: 20 II PAULLING & J.n..J.V"LU." 

JoM Jay James, II 
Paulting & James 

. 112 Cashua Street 
P. O. Box 507 
Darlington. SC 29540 
Telephone: 843-393-3881 
Facsimile: 843-393-6089 
Email pjlaw507@bellsouth.net 

eet, Fa 
Post Office Box 478 
Florence, SC 29502~5478 
Telephone: 843-656-4451 
Facsimile: 843-413-5818 
E-mail: RJosey@TumerPadget.com 

A TIORNEYS FOR RESPONDENTS 
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Josey, J. Rene 

From: Tony R. Megna (tmegna@gmail.comj 

Sent: Friday, May' 27 • 2011 9:35 AM 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Baxley, J. Michael law Clerk (Erin O'Neal) 

Josey, J. Rene; pjlaw507 

PDHC vThompson 

Attachments: Baxley letter 05-27-2011 ,pdf 

Judge Baxley: 

- --0 - - • - -

EXHIBIT 

J A 

I received a supplemental response from Mr. Josey. I have enclosed my reply. Our appellate courts have ruled 
repeatedly that SC does not recognize the defense of 'prevention' [I.e., no Plaintiff has the duty to prevent hard 
that results from a Defendant's own misconduct] which counsel for the Defendants appear not to realize. 

Thanks, Tony 

Please send all 'Written correspondence to: 

Tony R. Megna, Esquire 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 
t:In~gna.@gmfljJ.c9m 
Office telephone: 803.799.1700 

This message is intended for the use of the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain 
information, including legal and/or health information, that is privileged, confidential. and the rusclosure 
ofwliich is governed by applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the 
employee or agent responsible to deliver it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this infonnation is STRICTLY PROHIBITED.1fyou have 
received this in error, please notify us immediately and destroy the related message. Thank you. 

7 1'7 I') {)1 1 
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Matthews and Megna, LLC 
Attorneys aDd CouDselors at Law 

3400 West AvcaDe 
CoJumblJl, SC 29%03 

TELEPHONE: 803-799-1700 
E-mail: tmesna@Bmllll.com 

May 27, 2011 

The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue - . 
Hartsville, SC 2955043] 1 
[Via email to JBaxlel!LC@Sccourts.org and first class mail] 

Re: Estate of Hugh S. Thompson; Case No:1O.CP-1G.0332 
Response to Mr. Josey's letter dated May 26,2011 and his suPpJemental memoranda _ -

Dear Judge Baxley: 

It is a ma.tterof settled Jaw in South Carolina, Decedent's estate cannot now assert the 
Plaintiff could have 'prevented' the matter by taking additional actions to ·save the Decedent 
from his own wrongdoing. . 

Our Court of Appeals stated; 

[WJe agree with the court in,Shear v. National Rifle Association. supra, that 
almost all cases in which prevention is alleged will involve speculation as to what 
would have happened had the defendant's conduct not taken place. 606 F. (2d) at 
J 257. The defendant cannot take advantage of the uncertainty created by his own 
wrongdoing. If it were otherwise, then it would be virtually impossible for a 
plaintiff to prove a case of prevention. 

Champion v. Whaley, 311 SE 2d 404 (COA 1984); The Huffines Co., LLCv. Lockhart, 
617 SE 2d ]25 (200SY 

The Plaintiffs independent 'strict liability' to Medicare (regardless of the Decedent's admitted 
wrongdoing) is independent of the Decedent's liability to the Plaintiff for the Decedent's o\w 
independent wrongdoing that has resulted in damage to the Plaintiff and the Decedent's liai:liJity 
to the Plaintiff. The Decedent admitted he failed to provide Medicare the information needed to 
have him reinstated to the Medicare program after his disbannent. The affidavits, and 
Decedent's own statement, indicate Dr. Thompson never informed Plaintiff that he was 
'disbarred' from the Medicare program both prior to, during, and after his employment with 
Plaintiff. The administrative appeals initiated by Nexsen Pruett's representation oftbe Decedent 
ended in the decision of the Medicare Administrative Law Court issuing an order,. known as the 
(the 'AU Joe' Older dated January 22, 2008) [Exhibit M], on behalf of Dr. Thompson and 
FirstChoice Health Care of Florence, that overturned the initial decision of Medicare to 'recoup' 
funds from FirstCboice during the time oftha Decedent's disbannent from Medicare. The 
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The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 
May 27, 2011 
Page 2 of4 

Medicare MAC agreed. Neither FirstChoice nor Dr. Thompson provided a copy of the 'AU Joe' 
order dated January 22, 2(08). Plaintiff, however, provided its infonnation with FirstChoice 
[See Exhibit U - email dated July 11 ~ 2007 from the undersigned to Mr. Banks enclosing a copy 
of Plaintiff's response to Medicare). In their memorandum to this Court [page 4], counsel for 
the Defendants assert that the Plaintiffs failure to communicate with the Decedent interfered 
with the Decedent's right to protect his own interest. The Medicare ALC 'Joe decision' was 
favorable to Decedent and FirstChoice was dated January 22, 2008, and was nmr provided to 
the Plaintiff. As 8 result, on March 14,2008, the Plaintiff received an order [Exhibit N)from the 

. Medicare ALC that required Plaintiifto pay Medicare the funds it received from Medicare 
during the time the Decedent was disbarred from Medicare. The Plaintiff received no further 
communications from the Decedent nor Mr. Banks even though such communications had been 
promised. [See Exhibit P)' Nor was the Plaintiff aware of the favorable Medicare ALC 'Joe' 
decision obtained by the Decedent and FirstChoice uritil the 'Joe' decision was produced during 
discovery in this caSe because neither FirstChoice not the Decedent provided the information to 
Plaintiff. As a result. PDHC did not have the opportunity to present the favorable' AU Joe 
determination' as a defense to the claims made by Medicare against PDHC and Dr. Thompson, 
the Medicare Independent Review Board, the Medicare AU, or to the Medicare Appeals 
Counci1.2 

In all instances in which Plaintiff was involved in opposing Medicare's attempts to 
recoup funds obtained by Plaintiff during Decedent's disbarment from Medicare, Medicare was 
making demands of the Plaintiff in regard to payments received by Plaintiff under the terms of 
the Reassignment of Benefits executed by the Decedent on November 4, 1998. [Exhibit B]. 
Moreover, as noted herein in more detail, . 

I Sometime in 2007, Dr. Thompson did contact the undersigned to inform him that the Decedent 
was providing 'some papers' to Plaintiff. The Decedent further informed the undersigned he was 
represented by a 'lawyer in Columbia.' The \Uldersigned and the Decedent had.no substantive 
communications concerning these matters whatsoever at any time. The Decedent, however, did 
send the Plaintiff a few documents which have been produced to the Defendant. [Exhibit V], and 
as noted herein below, the Defendant has obtained from other sources. All other conversions 
regarding between Plaintiff and Decedent in regard to these matters, both prior to and following 
2007, took place with Mr. Mark Matthews and other employees of Plaintiff. [See ExhibitZ as . 
well as the other affidavits provided to the Court]. . 

2 See for instance Park/one HOSiery Co. v. Shore, 439 U.S. 322.324 n.4, 99 S.Ct. 645,649 n.4, 
58 L.Ed.2d 552, 559 0.4 (1979) (approving use of offensive collateral when the plaintiff.seeks to 
foreclose the defendant from litigating an . issue the defendant has previously litigated 
unsuccessfully even in an action with another party. 
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The Honorable J. Mic1lael BaxJey 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
HartsviIJe, SC 29550-4311 " 
May 27,2011 
Page 3 of4 

a. ?ecedent was r~resented by ~dependent counsel of his own choosing beginning 
In 2002 and during the proceedmgs that led to the adverse decision requiring the 
recoupment of funds of the Decedent that had been assigned to the Plaintiff, 

b. I?ecedent and"FirstChoice, regardless of the reason; failed to provide the Plaintiff 
the very infonnation [[the 'ALJ Joe' order dated January 22, 2008J (Exhibit M]J 
that would have negated the Decedent's liabilitY in the first instance, 

c. Decedent and FirstChoice failed to communicate with Plaintiff even though they 
both agreed to do so. As a result of the foregoing, the Defendant, as a matter of . 
law, is estopped from asserting any.claim defense against Plaintiff because, in 
South Carolina, negligence takes the place of the intent to deceive when there is a 
duty to disclose. Jd;. 3 Pomeroy's Equity Jurisprudence §809 at 218 (5th 1941). 

Under the specific holdings of our appellate court~ the arguments made by the Defendant 
that the Plaintiff could have 'prevented' are completely without merit. MoreOver, the Plaintiff 
took every possible action to mitigate the damage to the Decedent. It is unfortunate we had a 
different administrative law judge. It is more unfortunate that the DeCedent did not provide the 
Plaintifi' with the information that was actuaUy in his possession that was necessary to.provide a 
more complete defense for Plaintiff to present. It is even more unfortunate, however, the 
Defendant does not appreciate that well-establishedcase law in South Carolina directly counters . 
its arguments that are improper as a matter of law. The truth is that the only direct evidence 
before this Court is that Decedem's 0'Ml misconduct caused the Plaintiff substantial damage, and 
that the Plaintiff, as well as the undersigned, did everything possible to mitigate the damage 
caused by the Decedent's misconduct - even in the face of the continuing misconduct and the 
continuing failure to provide relevant information to.the PlaintiffthBt was in the sole possession 
of Decedent, his counsel and FirstChoice. 

In closing, there is no evidence of record, nor any lawful reason, to eXpect, anticipate or 
to Support the Defendant's request to disqualify the undersigned from representing the Plaintiff. 
There is no evidence that the testimony of the und~rsigned is eithenelevant, necessary, or would 
confuse a jury. There is, however, every reason to strike from the record any and all MSertions 

. by the Defendant ofth~ assertion of the defense of 'prevention' because it is not recognized 
under law in the Sate of South Carolina. There is also every reason of record to allow the 
Plaintiff to complete its discovery and properly present its motions for summary judgment. 
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The Honorable J. MichaeJ Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 295504311 
May 27, 2011 
Page 4 of4 

Cc: 
Jay James 
P.O. Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
[Via email to 
pjlaw507@belJsOuth.net and 
first class mail including 
Plaintiff's Reply to 
Defendant's Objection to 
Plaintiffs 59(e) Motion] 

Renee Josey 
1831 W. Evans Street 
Florence. SC 29501 
[Via email to 
RJQsey@tumer:padg~t.com 
and first class mailincluding 
Plaintiff's Reply to 
Defendant's Objection to 
Plaintifrs 59(e) Motion] 
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Matthews and Megna, LLC 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

TELEPHONE: 803-799-1700 
E-mail: tmegna@gmail.com 

February 4, 2011 

The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 

Re: Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, Case No: 10-CP-16-0332 

Dear Judge Baxley: 

EXHIBIT , B 

The Plaintiff, pursuant to Rule 16(a), S.C.R.Civ.P., respectfully requests the Court to hold 
. a pre-trial hearing to, bring order to the motions and other matters now pending before the Court. 
At this time, the parties have agreed to suspend further discovery pending the decisions of the 
Court on the various motions that are now pending. Most discovery has been completed other 
then ,the taking of depositions. There are, howeyer, several outstanding matters pending before 
the Court, and,being considered by the partie's. They include the following: 

Outstanding Matters of Plaintiff: tt(f , 

a. Motion for Summary J ud e jI'IftW''ntiftJr.adiifhedUled to the deposition, of the 
Defendants so this matter u ~'F~~ned. However, the Defendants 

objected.]." ,.' ,,<O\J~.\~YO, : ' 

b. The Plaintiff intends to filiq~ditiona1 motions including but not limited to a Motion to 
Compel Answers to Interrogatories and a Motion to Disqualify the Personal 
Representatives due to a'coirllict.with their breach of fiduciary duties to the creditors of 
the estate." ' 

c. The Plaintiff is contemplating filing an additional action against the Personal 
Representatives for breach of their fiduciary duties. If so, the Plaintiff will request the 
matter be consolidated with the current case. 

d. The Plaintiff is also considering adding additional parties to the lawsuit pending before 
the Court, but is unable to make an infonned decision on the matter until discovery is 
complete. .' i.:" .~;. '" 

Outstanding Matters of Defendant: 

a. Motion ~o Amend Answer filed after the Plaintiff filed its Motion for Summary Judgment 
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The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 
Page 2 of3 

b. Motion to Compel Production of documents. Plaintiff contends the documents are 
protected by the work~product doctrine and the attorney-client privilege. ' 

c. Matters relating to the Defendant's objections to the taking of the. depositions of the . 
owners of Plaintiff. The Plaintiff has objected to the request by the Defendants for these 
depositions to be taken based on the application of the S.C. Dead Man statute as well as 
the attorney-client privilege. 

d. Motion to Disqualify Plaintiff's counsel.· The Phiintiffbelieves this motion to be without 
merit, and that it has been filed for the purpose of harassment and delay. Obviously, the 
Defendants disagree. 

As is usual in these cases, neither party believes the other party's positions are wen-founded. 

The differences of the parties aside, the controversy is before the Court, and the Plaintiff 
respectfully suggests that a fonnal pre-trial conference in compliance with Rule 16, . 
S.C.R.Civ.P., is in the best interests of all concerned in order that the Court has the full 
infomiation needed to make the determinations it is called upon to make. 

The Plaintiff further respectfully suggests, considering the nature of the case, and the 
limited time of the Court, that the Court require the parties comply to with the formal 
requirement of Rule 16. If the Court agrees, the Plaintiff respectfully suggests that fonnal 
compliance also serve as the parties' replies to the various motions of the Court in a time 
schedule determined by the Court. Such a procedure will simplify the issues and meet the goals 
of Rule 16 - regardless of the parties' respective positions on the validity of the other's case. 
The Plaintiff further suggests that the Court require fornial written briefs that address the matters 
contemplated by Rule 16 and that they are served upon the parties and the Court in a manner that 
provides the Court and the parties adequate time to review the information. . 

If possible, I would appreciate you considering scheduHng the pre-trial conference after 
March as 1 am scheduled to be unavailable much of the time until then. I am also amenable to 
any reasonable requests of counsel for the Defendants as to the time for the pre-trial conference 
as I imagine they may have similar scheduling issues they wish the Court to take into 
consideration. By making this request, the Plaintiff is not requesting the Court to expedite any 
matter but to assure that matters involved in resolving the controversies between the parties are 
considered in an orderly fashion. I am more than happy to draft a order effecting the foregoing if 
the Court wishes me to do so. 
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The Honorable 1. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 
Page 3 of3 

Please feel free to contact me at yout convenience if you desire additional information. 
My mobile number is 803.606.59836. I am often out-of-town but can always be reached by email 
at tmegna@gmail.com. By copy of this letter to counsel for the Defendants, I am advising them 
of my requests and requesting they advise of any dates after March they may not be available. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Cc: Renee Josey 
1831 W. Evans Street 
Florence, SC 29501 

Jay James 
P.O. Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 

\ 
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· STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff; 

VS. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant 

) 
) 
) 

} 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

------------------------) 
, . . 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
DOCKET NO.: 1 O-CP-] 6-0332 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this ~ day of July, 2011 a copy of the above ~d foregoing' 

Defendant's Reply in Support of Summary Judgment, has been mailed to all counsel of 

record, postage prepaid and properJy addressed as follows: 

Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire 
Matthews & Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

Tony R. Megna, Esquire 
Matthews & Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue· 
Columbia, SC 29203 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

Pee Dee Health Care, P .A .• 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 

. IN THE COURT OF' COMMON PLEAS 
CIA # lOlO-CP-16-0331 

MOIlON FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 

Non-party attorneys Celeste JoneS, Kenneth Woodington, Desa Ballard. and 

others have ,been served with purported subpoenas in this matter. Pursuant to Rules 45 

and 26 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure. the Defendant hereby moves for a 

protective order with regard to these pmportcd subpoenas.] 

The Defendant objects to these subpoenas and their accompanying requests for 

production, and moves to protect aU non-party persons from these subpoenas. Not only 

zm:: these subpoenas objcctionabl,e. to the persons in receipt of same, they are . 

objectionable to this Defendant in that they represent an irrelevant hijaclting of this 

litigation to embark upon a fishing expedition for wholly unrelated matters - increasing 

the litigation cOsts and expense of this defendant 

I Among those other non-parties that have been served with purported subpocrDas in this case ~ boIh 
defense attorney. (Jay lunes and J. Rene' Josey), attorney 1. BnndoIl HyltoD. and the Jaw firm ofTurnu 
Padget Graham &. Laney P .A. These noo-partics have served their own objoctioDS to the purport&d 
subpoenas anel those objections me attached hereto 'for the Court's informadon. 'Jboao objoctioos were 
served on Plaintiff's remaining counsel of record, BCDjamin lL Mattbews. 
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Specifically, these subponas are objectionable on the following grounds: 

1. 'TIle subpoenas are invalid - they are not signed by an attorney of recoId in 

this case;2 

2. The subpoenaed requests for docUments are -unduly burdensome and 

overly broad. They are wholly irrelevant to'the current litigation which is solely about 

Medicare credentialing of 8 physician employee; 

3. The ~uests for documentation are Dot ~bly calculated to lead to 

the discovery of admissible or relevant evidence; 

4. The requests seek information which may be subject to the work-product 

doctrine and attomey-client privilege;3 

5. For other defects in the fonn, substance, and service of the . subpoenas and 

the corresponding command for production of docwnentation. 

2 Whnc defense counsel chose not to objcl:t to &be llinitcd role of former collJ)$CJ Megna in arguing 
summary judgment motions and a motion to reconsider; Mr. Megna is, in fact. disqualified in thillitigation. 
h has been defcndmt's ~jstent position that Mr. Mc8J)8 should not be invofvcd in discovery or-trial as 
C()unseJ given his status as a witness. Thus. Defendant objects to IISI)' further involvemeDt by Mr. Megna. 

Defense COUDse] is wen aware that Mr. Megna haa also Continned to comspoDd witb the Cow1 . 
subsequent to the motion bearing. and defenae eounsel believes it best DOt to respond to oon-pJe.tiDp; this 
does noI, of co~, signify any asrccfbCDt or acquie!ce:nce to the conteot of the Megna co~. 
Moreo'lS, Ilta~ no".pludlnp prfJvI.ik If" lKuu/o, tM Co"" to Ulq ~ 01"" 1I¥rlb" 
IH/ollk",t"jOldblI mottoll /ar summtU1 jIuIpt_ - ,,». Is b/uu IIpDII tlI~ p~ eJ/eci 01 tilt 
txlstbt, leu,,' ftuIldIII tkImrIbIatImI 'tltlldbt, th~ P/4IIrJf/'s crd6/llllllbtt /lllblru - • bAJIs """,",II' 
I'''''' ",.ytltbtr JOtll'" IIIll1e su6JlCllllbJHJmIU 0' ",Iud lit tlul M"". C01t't!lPollt/DiCe. 

) Turner Padgd GnIIam &. Laney P.A. and the DcfcndaDt ere cognizant duIt information withheld 
puBUlUlt to a claim of priviJegc or work product pmtcctJon "shall be supported by a dac:ripdOD oftbe 
nalun: of the documents. COJJlJDun~ODlJ,. or things not produced that is aWficlent 10 cnabJo tho dauwldiDS 
party to contest the claim." 'SCRCP 45(d)(2). Item 2 oflhbibit A attacbr:d to tbe $Ubpocca request 
production of communications between counscilDd other persons, iIKoluding co-c:ouasel bI. this cue. 
While uodersigned counsel bas not communicakd with most of the pimoDa listed. he has dearly 
communicated with ~l In conftdc:ndaJ preparation for the iss"es ofthlt case. tJndenfgped counsel 
also believes CO~ODS with other attomeys In ~tion for the issues ofdds ease are prc*Cted 
work product. . 
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WHEREFORE. the Defendant moves for protection frOm the' purported 

subpoenas and ask for the fees and costs associated with filing and pursuing, this motion. 

Pursuant to Rule 1 1 (a) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, counsel for the 

Defendant certifies their opinion that further consultation with the PJain1iff would serve 

no useful purpose in the resolution of these matters. 

August ~ 2011 

. Ren~Josey 
19 South Irby 

Post Office Box 478 
FJorence, SC 29S02~S478 
Telephone: 843-656-4451 
Facsimile: 843-413-5818 

EY, P.A. 

, E-mail: RJosey@T~Padget.com 

PAULLING & JAMES 

hn 
'------' __ 1 

112 S 
P.O.BOxS07 
Darlington. SC 29540 
Telephone: 843-393-3881 
Facsimile: 843-393-6089 

, Email pjlawS07@bcllsouth.net 
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CERTIFICATE OF §,gRVlCE 

.. ~ 

1 bereby certify that this ~ day of August 20 It, a copy of the Objections to 

Plaintiff's Subpoenas has been ~erved upon other counsel of record, by mailing same, 
. . 

postage prepaid in the United States Mail. addressed to the following; 

Benjamin R. ~, Esquire 
Matthews &: Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

4 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FOURlH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

Pee Dec Health ~. P .A. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Plaintiff. ) 

CASE NO.: 2010-CP·16-0332 

MOTION AND ORDO INJORMATION 
roRM AND COVERSBEET 

vs. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson 

) 
) 
) 

DefeodaDt. ) 

name, S.C. Bar QQ. agd addrea o(pt.jgrjff's attornty PIlDlt. S.C. Bar DO. and address ofdefeJJdJmfs IIltprney 
Plaintiff's Attorney: BcnR. MaabewlI, BarNo. DefeodaDt'sArtomey: J. Rene Josey, BarNo. 0323.0 
Address :3400 West Avenue, Columbia. SC 29203 Addrc:a: Post OOke Box 5478, Fb-eoce, SC 29'02 
Phone: Fax Pbooe: (843) 662·9008 Fax (343) 667-0821 
E-mail: Other: E-malI; com OCher. 

MOTION HEARING REQtJJ:STED (attacb wrilteD motto. ud eomplete SECTIONS I aIMllll) 
FORM MOnON, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS n aDd llI) 

OPOSED ORDERI(:ONSENT ORDER c:e. e SECTIONS Dud 
SECl'lON I: HarlDg Worm.tlo. 

Nature of Motion: Motion for Protective Order 
Estimated Time Needed: 30 minutes Court Needed: NO 

SE ON D: MotJoaIOioder Type 

I:8J PAID-AMOUNT: $25.00 
o EXEMPT: 0 Rule to Sbow Cause in Child or Spousal Support 

(check reason) 0 Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect o Indigent Status 0 State ~ v. Indigent PIIly 

B Sexually Violent Predator Act 0 Post-Conviction Relief 
Motion for S~y in B~ o Motion for Publication U Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCP) 

o Proposed order submitted at request oft:be court; or, 
reduced to writing from motion made in opeD court per judge's instructions 
Name of Court Reporter: __ 

DOtber:_ ' 

JUDGE-S SECTION o Motion Fee to be paid upou filing oftlio attached JUDGE CODE __ 
order. 

Other. Date: 
CLEBK-S VERIFICATION 

Collected by:_ Dato Filed: __ o MOTION FEE COLLECTED: S __ 
CONTESTED - AMOUNT DUE: S 

SCCA 233 (111lOO3) 
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f~'iLED 
Ma~~,lP ~nd Megna, LLC 

Attorn~ l~d f:UJf.\Q9rs at Law 
sco~~~eDue 

ClERK<Dfla;" 9203 
DAI~~~T ~?9-1700 

E-mail: tmegna@gmaiLcom 

August 10, 2011 

The Honorable 1. Michael Baxley 
53) East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 
[Via email to JBaxleyLC@sccollrtS.org and first class mail] 

Re: Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, Case No: lO-CP-16-0332 

Dear Judge Baxley: 

Please finq enclosed the Plaintiffs response to the Defendant's Request for a Protective 
Order. We have ordered a copy of the transcript of the July 19th hearing in which you held your 
previous order my representation of the Plaintiff in abeyance pending your final rulings on the 
motions before the Court. 

Considering the serious nature of the issues raised in the subpoenas, and the Plaintiffs 
filings and correspondence with the Court (as detailed with more specificity in Plaintiff's 
attached response), the continuing refusal by counsel for the Defendant to disqualify themselves 
in the case at bar, Turner Padgett's signing of a motion to substitute counsel in direct opposition 
to PDHC's directive not to do so in another matter in which they have been representing the 
interests of the Plaintiff for years, the inability of the Plaintiff to determine the extent of breaches 
of the attorney-client relationship by attorneys who have fiduciary relationships with PDHC 
without access to the subpoenaed information, and the disquieting emergence of evidence 
indicating a common scheme among several individuals (all who are opposing the subpoenas), 
including counsel for the Defendant in the case at bar, to cause hann to the Plaintiff, PDHC " 
requests the Court schedule a hearing on the matters as soon as the July 19th transcript has been 
prepared and it is practicable for the Court to hear the matter. 

With kind regards, 1 remain 
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The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 
August 8, 2011 
Page 2 of2 

Cc: 

Mr. Jay James 
P.O. Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
[V ia email to 
pjlawS07@bellsouth.net and 
first class mail] 

Mr. Renee Josey 
Mr. Brandon Hylton 
1831 W. Evans Street 
Florence, SC 29501 
[Via email to 
RJosey(a),turnerpadget.com, 
bhl ton@turnerpadget.com 
and fitst class mail] 
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The Honorable Scott B. Suggs 
Clerk Of Court, 
Darlington County 
I Public Square, Room B-4 
Dar!ington, South Carolina 29532 
(hand-delivered] 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

r7fL~ ED 
2011 AUGII PH~: 00 

SCOTT B. SUGGS 
CLERK OF COUrnlR 0 0 

DARLINGTOH COUNTY. ·S.t. 
Pee Dee Health Cllre,P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 

. PLAINTiFF'S REPLY TO MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER. REQUEST TO . 
ENFORCE SUBPEONA AND FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 

Response number l 

Counsel for the Defendant [Turner Padgett Graham and Laney] in the case at bar has 

admitted to simultaneously representing Pee Dee Health Care while zealously defending the. 

claims of Pee Dee Health Care in the case at bar. To compound matters~ Turner Padgett Graham . 
. . 

and Laney has represented Pee Dee Health Care for several years prior to undertaking the 

representation of the Defendant in the case at bar. 

Rule 407, Rule 1.7, SCACR. provides: 

(a) Except as provided in paragraph (b), a lav.yer shall not represent a client if 
the representation involves a concurrent conflict of interest. A concurrent conflict 
of interest exists if: 

(1) the representation of one client will be directly adverse to another client; (b) 
Notwithstanding the existence of a concurrent conflict of interest under paragraph 
(a), a lawyer may represent a client if: 

(1) the l~wyer reasonably believes that the lawyer will be able to provide 
competent and diligent representation to each affected client; 

(2) the representation is not prohibited by law; 
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(3) the representation does not involve the assertion of a claim by one client 
against another client represented by the lawyer in the same litigation or other 
proceeding before a tribunal; and 

(4) each affected client gives informed consent, confirmed in writing. 

Clearly that representation of the Defendant Turner Padgett Graham and Laney is directly 

adverse to the PeeDee Health Care, and further, Pee Dee Health Care continues to consistently 

and strenuously object to the concurrent representation. Comment 6 to Rule 1.7 is plain and 

direct: 

Loyalty to a current client prohibits undertaking representation directly adverse to 
that client without that client's informed consent. Thus, absent consent, a lawyer 
may not act as an advocate in one matter against a person the lawyer represents in 
some other matter, even when the matters are wholly unrelated. The client as to 
whom the representation is directly adverse is likely to feel betrayed, and the 
resulting damage to the client-lawyer relationship is likely to impair the lawyer's 
ability to represent the client effectively. In addition, the client on whose behalf 
the adverse representation is undertaken reasonably may ~ear that the lawyer wlll 
pursue that client's case less effectively out of deference to the other Client, i.e., 
that the representation may be materially limited by the lawyer's inter.est in 
retaining the current client· Similarly, a directly adverse contlict may arise when 
a lawyer is required to cross-examine a client who appears as a witness in a 
lawsuit involving another client, as when the testimony will be damaging to the 
client who is represented in the lawsuit. 

Further, the last sentence to comment 6 is not applicable to this case. This is not a 

situation where the last sentence provides any expectation for Turner Padgett to escape its 

absolute betrayal of trust and duty of loyalty owed to Pee Dee Health Care. The simultaneous 

representation of both Pee Dee Health Care and the Defendant is not simply economic in nature. 

As this Court knows, and all the pleadings recognize, the claims of Pee Dee Health Care against 

the Def~ndant include by are not limited to claims of fraud, breach of fiduciary duty, civil 

conspiracy, and similar causes of action intentionally or deliberately adverse in nature to the 

rights of Pee Dee Health Care. 
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Tn sum, Rule 407, Rule 1.7, SCACR, is couched in mandatory terms, i.e., Turner Padgett 

shall not represent a client if the representation involves a concurrent conflict of interest. In the 

2005 preamble to the adoption of the rules, our Supreme Court stated: -

Some of the Rules are imperatives; cast in the terms II shall " or "shall not." These 
define proper conduct for purposes of professional discipline. 

Many, ifnot, most courts have consistently held that, at the minimum, the appropriate sanctions 

for violation of the Code include attorney disqualitication, see International Business Machs. 

Corp.,_579 F.2d at 283; Harte Biltmore Ltd. v. First Pennsylvania Bank, 655 F.Supp. 419,421 

(S.D.Fla.l987); Derrickson v. Derrickson,541 A.2d 149, 152 (D.C.1988), as well as a refund of 

attorney's fees to the injured client, see Jeffry v. Pounds,_67 Cal.App.3d 6, 136 Cal.Rptr. 373, 

377 (1977); In re Hansen,_586 P.2d at 417. 

Response number 2 

Initially, this Court ordered the undersigned disqualified based on the mere possibility 

that he may be a necessary witness in the case at bar. At the July 19,2011 -hearing, this Court 

stayed and held in abeyance its' former order. The mere possibility of a-conflict of interest in the 
- -

extremely limited c~ntext of being a possible witness, with no evidentiary support of suc~ it 

matter provided by the D~feridant, than the actual dual representation of both parties in the case 
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at bar without the consent of the Plaintiff I [see attached consent order signed by J. Brandon 

Hylton, Esquire of Turner Padgett Graham and Laney (Exhibit A), emailsto Mr. Josey,Mr. 

James and Mt. Hylton dated Tuesday, July 26,2011 (Exhibit B), and a letter to Mr. Hylton dated 

July 20, 2011 stating PDHC did not waive any conflicts of interest regarding Turner Padgett's 

representation of PDHC. See also my letter to you dated July 25, 2010 and copied to Mr. 

Hylton, Mr. Josey and Mr. James. Exhibit C). Mr. Hyltons' actions were contrary to Rules 407, 

Rule 1.7, Rule 1.2, and Rule 1.4 [Rule 1.2 provides, in part, " ... alawyer shall abide by a client's 

decisions concerning the objectives of representation and, as required by Rule 1.4 ... ), shall 

consult with the client as to the means by which they are to be pursued." Therefore, the Plaintiff 

requests this Court to enforce the strictures and expectations of Rules 1.7 and 1.2 to protect the 

inherent and legally protected interests of Pee Dee Health Care. 

Response number 3 

As noted on the attached time and billing sheets submitted by an attorney in a motion 

publicly filed in the SC Court of Appeals, (which was ultimately denied in a unanimous opinion 

filed by the Court of Appeals - Exhibit D), both Mr. Josey of Tumer Padgett Graham and Laney, 

and Mr. James have had ongoing communications in regard to matters that are directly adverse to 
. . 

the interests ofPce Dee Health Care, P.A. (A copy of the time and billing statements filed with 

the SC Court of Appeals is attached hereto as Exhibit D.) The motion, which was ultimately and 

I To compound matters further, as noted by Exhibit A, Turner Padgett Graham and Laney 
actual1 y consented to withdrawal its' representation of Pee Dee Health Care while actually 
knowing Pee Dee Health Care opposed the unilateral action taken by Mr. Brad Hylton of Tumer 
Padgett Graham and Laney, [See Rule 407, Rule 1.2] and failed to infonn the tribunal of Pee Dee 
Health Care. An attorney who undertakes the conduct of an action impliedly stipulates to carry it 
to its termination and is not at liberty to abandon it without reasonable cause and reasonable 
notice. Cited in Perkins v. Sykes, 233 N.C. 147,63 S.E.(2d) 133 (1951). Graham v_ Town of 
Loris, 248 SE 2d 594 (1978). (An attorney who undertakes the representation of a client in a 
-cause impliedly agrees to see it thorough to its termination and is not at liberty to abandon it). 
Floyd v. Kosko, 329 SE2d 459 (1985) Citing Graham, supra. 
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unanimously denied by the Court of Appeals (Exhibit E) includes the time and hil1ing statements 

of the attorney filing the motion. The time and billing entries note numerous entries between and 

among parties with interests completely adverse to Pee Dee Health Care. More startling, the 

time and billing entries note numerous entries between and among attorneys [Turner Padgett 

Graham and Laney and Desa Ballard) ~ho were involved in confidential attorney-client 

relationships with Plainti ff both prior to and following the dates of the time and billing entries. 

Copies of the emails (Exhibits F and G) that demonstrate Ms. Ballard's office actually agreed to 

~epresentPee Dee Health Care in the ·Lake City' ii#gation that has been repeatedly referred to In 
. . . . . 

the case at bar.. "A person attains the status of a .'leI iellt" when that person seeks legal advice by 

communicating in confidence with an attorney for the purpose of obtaining such advice. In Re 

Colocotronis Tanker Securities Litigation, 449 F. Supp. 828 (S.D.N.Y. 1978). The legal advice . . . 

or assistance must be sou~t from the attorney with aview to employing him professionally, 

whether or not actual employment results .. People v. Canfield, 117 Cal. Rp1T. 81, 12 Cal. (3d) , 

699,527 P: (2d) 633 (1974)." See Marshall v. Marshall, 320 SE22d 44 (eOA 1984). Also see 

In re: Broome, 589 SE 2d 188 (SeSC 2003) citing Marshall, Id. 
,,' 

Clearly,Jumer Padgett Graham and Laney and Mr. James by the nature of his affiliation 

with Mr. josey's law firm's knowing violations of the Rules of Professional Responsibility are 
• ,< \ . 

bound to actin accordance with the rules of professional responsibility [See Rule 407, rule 3.3 

[Candor toward the tribunal], 3.4 [Fairness to Opposing Party and Counsel, 4.1 , [Truthfulness in 

statements to others], 4.4 [Respect for Rights of Third Parties], rule 8.3 [Reporting Professional 

Misconduct] imd 8.4 [Misconduct]. Their individual and collective failure to do so necessitates 

the denial of their request f~r a protective order, calls for an order of this Court to enforce the 

subpoena of this court, and provides clear basis for this Court to order the additional relief to 

Plaintiff as requested herein. 
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Response number 4 

Even if Turner Padgett Graham and Laney were to be allowed to withdraw from 

representing the Plaintiff, without the consent of Plaintiff, Rule 407, Rule 1.9, SCACR, prohibits 

Turner Padgett Graham and Laney from continuing to represent the Defendant in the case art bar. 

If for no other reason, the involvement Mr. Josey with others vvho were involved directly in the 

'Lake City" litigation is in and of itself sufficient reason for this court to invoke the provisions of 

Rule 1.9. Comment 3 to Rule 1.9 provides: 

[3] Matters are "substantially related" for purposes of this Rule if they involve the 
same transaction or legal dispute or if there otherwise is.a substantial risk that 
confidential factual infom,atiOl~ as would normally have been obtained in the 
prior representation would materially advance the client's position in the 
subsequent matter... 

As evidenced by the time and billing entries' [Exhibit D) presented to the Court of Appeals both 

Mr. James and Mr. Josey have had extensive and continuing communiCations with other parties 

who have had an attorney-client relationship with the Plaintiff regarding the "Lake City' , 

litigation, and who have been acting with the apparent intent of hanning the Plaintiff and the 

Plaintitl"s agent, the undersigned. Communications between Josey, Janles, Jones, and, others 

known to have interests adverse to the Plaintiff are unknown. The subpoena to these and other 

parties are necessary to determine the nature and extent of the communications, and the degree of 

the obvious coordinated effort to llarm the Plaintiff. As noted, the evidence now before the 

Court indicates unequivocally that that both Mr. James and Mr. Josey have been directly 

involved in communications with others to injure the Plaintiff. PDHC very appropriately wants 

full disclosure of aU these communications to understand the nature and extent of those 

communications, so to analyze, to eval uate, and to act on any degree of the conspiracy that has 

been occurring unknown to the Plaintiff. As our Supreme Court has held, "[c)ivil conspiracy is 

an act which is by !ts very nature covert and clandestine and usually not susceptible of proof by 
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direct evidence .... " Id. at 601,358 S.E.2d at 153." Gynecology Clinic v. Cioer,_334 S.C. 555, 

514 S.E.2d 592 (1999). The "essential consideration" in civil conspiracy "is not whether lawful 

or unlawful acts Of'means are employed to further the conspiracy, but whether the primary 

purpose or object of the combination is to injure the plaintiff." Lee v. Chesterfield General 

Hosp., inc.,_289 S.c. 6, 13, 344 S.E.2d 379, 383 (Ct.App.l986). As noted above, the Plaintiff 

has attached copies of em ails between the other undersigned and the office of another attorney 

that evidence the communications that occurred not only between others and counsel for the 

Defendant in the case at bar, but also other attorneys [Ballard (Exhibits F and G)] who were and 

remain in a fiduciary relationship with the Plaintiff. 

As noted above, and once again, their individual and collective failure to do so 

necessitates the denial of their request for a protective order, caIls for an order of this Court to 

enforce the' subpoena of this court, and provides clear basis for this Court to order the additional. 

relief to Plaintiff as requested herein. 

Response number 5 

PDHC is entitled to receive the information it requested in the subpoenas because 

significant questions regarding serious breaches of professional responsibility. and acts of civil 

conspiracy by Mr. Josey, Mr. James, and others are directly and actually addressed by the 

evidence before this court. Respectfully. the questions posed by Plaintiff must be addressed and 

answered if for no reason to preserve the integrity of the legal system itself as: 

1. both Mr. James and Mr. Josey, regardless of the legality or the legality oftheir 

actions and communications with others actually proven to actually have interests 

adverse to Pee Dee Health Care or attorney-client relationships .with Pee Dee Health 

Care. See. e.g., Rycroft v. Gaddy,_281 S.C. 119, 125,314 S.E.2d 39,44 (Ct. App. 1984) 
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(holding no ulterior purpose was shown where defendants' use of subpoena to obtain 

bank records was for the "entirely legitimate purpose of gathering evidence"). 

2. Pee Dee Health Care is legitimately gathering evidence as provided for by the Sc 

Rules of civil Procedure~ 

3. the Plaintiff has made a prima facie showing of previous and on-going violations 

of the Rules ofProtessional Responsibility by both Mr. James and Mr. Josey, and 

4. the Plaintiff has made a prima facie showing of a pattern of conduct that 

demonstrates a civil conspiracy against Pee Dee Health Care is on-going and involves 

multiple parties, including but not limited to Mr. James and Mr. Josey. 

Response number 6 

On the hearing held before this Court on July 19,2011, this Court stayed and held its' 

previous order disqualifying the undersigned in this case because ofthe initial finding that the 

undersigned was a likely witness. Counsel for the Defendant specifically stated previously that 

the undersigned was not being accused of any wrongdoing whatsoever. Mr. James and Mr. 

Josey have now argued before this court, and apparently provided similar information to others, 

(see the attached objection of Celeste Jones - Exhibit H] that this Court did not in fact, hold its' 

order in abeyance and the undersigned cannot represent the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff subsequently 

issues subpoenas to the parties identified in the time and billing records attached hereto and filed 

as public documents with the SC Court of Appeals. The undersigned provided this Court with 

copies of the subpoenas by letter dated July 27,2011. (emailed and hand-clelivered to the court.) 

Regardless of the assertions of Mr. James and Mr. Josey, the Court never placed any 

qualifications on the stay of its' previous order as Mr. James and Mr. Josey so contend. Nor did 

Mr. James and Mr. Josey object to the issuance of the subpoenas when they were served with the 
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same email and letter the Plaintiff sent to the Court on July 27, 20J 1. The failure of the 

Defendant to make any contemporaneous objection to the subpoena served upon them is a 

waiver of all objections to the continued representation of the undersigned on behalf of Plaintiff. 

Moreover, even if such a qualification could be possibly implied from the Court's order of 

abeyance, the undersigned requests, considering the nature of the serious continuing breaches of 

"professional responsibility and ethical matters now at issue before this Court, [ and the letters 

previously filed with this Court in regard to such matters], that this Court clarify that its' order of 

abeyance was not limited in scope to any particular issue. Otherwise, the Plaintiff is denied the 

assistance of its' choice of counsel in regard to the obvious breaches of ethical and professional 

responsibilities of Mr. James, Mr. Josey, Mr. Hylton, and others. 

Response number 7 

Our Supreme Court recently re-iterated that Rule 11 sanctions were appropriate in certain 

cases where bad faith is demonstrated: 

Rule 11, SCRep. A trial court Inay i"mpose sanctions on a party, a partis 
attorney, or both for tiling a pleading, motion, or other paper to cause delay or 
when no good grounds exist to support the filing. See Runyon, 322 S.C. at 19., 
47, S.E.2dat 162. The sanctions may include: an order to pay the reasonable 
costs and attorneys' fees incurred by the party defending against the action . 
brought in bad faith; a reasonable fine to be paid to the court; a reasonable 
monetary penalty to the party defending the action brought in bad faith; or a 
directive of a nonmonetary nature designed to deter the party or the party's 
attorney from bringing any future action in bad faith: Jd. 

Wieters v. Bon-Secours-St. Francis Hospital, et. af.. __ SC __ , __ SE 2d __ (SCSe 
Opinion No: 27016 Decided August 1,2011). 

As demonstrated by the attached exhibits and evidence now of record in the case at bar, 

Turner Padgett Graham and Laney has attempted to totally and completely abandon its'. fiduciary 

duties to Pee Dee Health Care, as well as its' duties of loyalty to Pee Dee Health Care, in direct 
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and un-contradictable violations of the SC Rules of Professional Responsibility. In addition, 

public records [i.e., the time and billing statements filed in the SC Court of Appeals and other 

documents attached hereto] demonstrate unequivocally that: 

a. both Mr. James and Mr. Josey have had extensive communications [including but not 

limited to exchange of documents] with parties of known adverse interests to Plaintiff 

prior to and during the representation of Pee Dee Health Care by Turner Padgett 

Graham and Laney, 

b. both Mr. James and Mr. Josey have continued to zealously represent the interests of 

the Defendant after having actual knowledge of the significantand on-going 

conflicts of interests regarding Pee Dee Health Care, 

c. Mr. Josey and his law partners have taken adverse actions to Pee Dee Health Care 

after being specifically notified they were not authorized to do so, thus consciously 

. and intentionally violating their ethical responsibilities to Pee Dee . Health Care under 

Rule 407, Rules 1.7, Rule 1.2, and Rule 1.4, 

d. both Mr. James and Mr. Josey have continuously had been involved ·in activities [as 

indicated by the attached time and billing records filed with the SC Court of Appeals 

- Exhibit D] with others that are in direct conflict to the interests of Pee Dee Health 

Care, and 

e. both Mr. James and Mr. Josey continue to jointly file documents with this Court [such 

as the Motion for Protective Motion], which they have actual knowledge has no 

reasonable legal or factual support, with their primary purpose or object of the 

combination is to injure the plaintiff, which is the basic gravaman of the tort of civil 

conspiracy. See Lee v. Chesterfield General Hasp., inc.,)89 S.C. 6, 13,344 S.E.2d 

379,383 (CtApp.1986). 
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Tn light of the foregoing, therc are no reasonable basis to believe that the Motion for a 

Protective Order as filed byboth Mr. James and Mr. Josey is or could be, in any 

reasonable view of the established tacts of record, made in good faith. Our Supreme 

Court has held that the state rulc ": .. may be violated with a filing that is so patently 

without merit that no reasonable attorney could have a good faith belief in its propriety." 

Wielers, supra. Under the specific facts at bar, neither Mr. James and Mr. Josey could or 

can have a reasonable belief their Motion for a Protective Ordcr is reasonable, filed in 

good faith, nor filed for any re'ason other than for purposes, of delay, and/or to harass, 

annoy and intimidate the Plaintiff into not going forward with the entirely legitimate 

inquiry of the meri ts ofthe issues raised by the detailed time and billing entries filed as a . 

public document in the SC Court of Appeals pursuant to a motion that was ultimately and 

unanimously denied by the Court of Appeals. 

CONCLUSION· 

For the foregoing reasons, and for any and all additional reasons the Plaintiff may 

, submit prior to or at the hearing on these matters, the Plaintiff requests: 

a. that the Motion for Protective Order filed by Mr. James and Mr. Josey be denied, 

b. that this Court disqualify both Mr. James and Mr. Josey from representing the Defendant 

in this action, that this Court strike all pleadings and documents filed by Mr. James and 

Mr. Josey in the case at bar, 

c. that this Court find both by Mr. James and Mr.. Josey to be in contempt of the subpoenas 

directed to them to 'produce documents as requested by Plaintiff, 

d. that this Court find that both by Mr. James and Mr. Josey violated both the spirit and 
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intent of rule, SeRep as weI] ac; the Rules of Professional Responsibility as noted herein, 

e. that this Court assess sanctions against Mr. Brad Hylton for his knowing and deliberate 

participation in the matters stated herein as well as his willful abandonment of the 

Plaintiff against the explicit directives of the Plaintiff, 

f. that this Court assess sanctions against both Mr. James and Mr. Josey for the intentional, 

willful and/or deliberate acts and omissions as stated hereinabove, and 

g. that the Court allow assess sanctions against Mr. James, Mr. Josey, Mr. Hylton and their 

respective law firms to reimburse Plaintiff the expenses and costs it has incurred in these 

matters, including but not limited to the payment of a reasonable attorney's fee to 

Plaintiff, lost income, loSt productivity. 

Respectfully submitted, 

August 10,2011. 

To y . Megna 
A y-at-Law 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 
803.799.1700 
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Matthews and Megna, LLC 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, SC 29203 

TELEPHONE: 803-799-1700 
E-mail: tmegns@gmsil.com 

August 11, 2011 

The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 
[Via email to .JBaxleyLC@sccourts.org and first class mail] 

Re: Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, Case No: 10-CP-16-0332 

Dear Judge Baxley: 

Please find enclosed the Plaintiff's response to the Defendant's Request for a Protective 
Order. We have ordered a copy of the transcript ofth,e July19th hearing in which you held your 
previous order my representation of the Plaintiff in abeyance pending your.final rulings on the 
motions before the Court. 

Considering the serious nature of the issues raised in the subpOenas, and the Plaintiff's 
filings and correspondence with the Court (as detailed with more specificity in Plaintifrs 
attached response), the continuing refusal by counsel for the Defendant to disqualify themselves 
in the case at bar, Turner Padgett's signing of a motion to substitute counsel in direct opposition 
to PDHC's directive not to do so in another matter in which they have been representing the 
interests of the Plaintiff for years, the inability of the Plaintiff to determine the extent of breaches 
of the attorney-client relationship by attorneys who have fiduciary relationships with PDHC 
without access to the subpoenaed information, and the disquieting emergence of evidence 
indicating a common scheme among severaUndividuals (all who are opposing the subpoenas), 
including counsel for the Defendant in the case at bar, to cause harm to the Plaintiff, PDHC 
requests the Court schedule a hearing on the matters as soon as the July 19th transcript has been 
prepared and it is practicable for the Court to hear the matter. 

With kind regards, I remain 
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The Honorable]. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550·43l1 
August 8, 2011 
Page 2 of2 

Cc: 

Mr. Jay James 
P.O. Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
[Via email to 
pjlaw507f@,beflsouth.net and 
first class mail] 

Mr. Renee Josey 
Mr. Brandon Hylton 
1831 W. Evans Street 
Florence, SC 29501 
[Via email to 
RJosey!a)turnerpadget.com, 
bhlton@turnerpadget.com . 
and first class mai I] . 
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The Honorable Scott B. Suggs 
Clerk Of Court, 
Darlington County 
1 Public Square, Room B-4 
Darlington, South Carolina 29532 
[hand-delivered] 



ST ATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 
lO-CP-16-0332 

The undersigned hereby certifIes, on the date indicated below, copies of the following documents 
in the above-captioned matter were served lipon the following: 

Plaintiff's REPLY TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR A PROTECTIVE ORDER 

The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 
[By United States Mail, first class, postage 
prepaid.] 

John Jay James, Esquire 
PO Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
[By United States Mail, first class, postage' 
prepaid.] , 

Renee Josey . 
1851 W. Evans Street, 4th Floor 
Florence, SC 29501 
[By United States Mail, first class, postage 
prepaid.] 

Mark Matthews . 
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SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS' COMPENSATION COMM]SSI~~ I AUG " PH 4: 00 
SCOTT 8. SUGGS 

w.e.c. FILE NO: 0504802 o~~tf:G%,n~~r{TRY~f.t. 
Tanya S. Langston, 

Employee, 

Claimant, 

VS. 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Employer, 

AND 

Companion Property & Casualty Group, 

Carrier, 

Defendants. 

CONSENT ORDER FOR 
SUBSTITUTION OF COUNSEL 

The undersigned hereby consents to substitute Anne V. Noonan, Esquire, Willson Jones 

Carter & Baxley, P .A., as counsel for the Defendants Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. and Companion. 

Property & Casualty Group in the above-referenced matter. 1. Brandon Hylton is to be relieved 

as counsel. The substitution of counsel will neither prejudice the parties nor cause undue delay 

in the disposition of this matter. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Anne V. Noonan. Esquire, Willson Jones Carter & 

Baxley, P.A., be substituted for and as counsel for Defendants Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. and 

Companion Property & Casualty Group in the above matter. J. Brandon Hylton has no further 

obligation to represent the Defendants herein. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

[Signature page follows} 
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August __ , 2011 
Columbia, South Carolina 

WE CONSENT: 

SOUTH CAROLINA WORKERS' 
COMPENSATION COMMISSION 

BY: __ --------~--
Conunissioner 

C'TE~ &~EY: P.A. 

~~-----
--~~--~~------

TPGL 39~2324yl 

.. :, ' 

20f2 
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FIL.ED 
2011 AUG II PH~: 00 

PEE DEE HEALTH CAR r:;CIPT A. SUGGS 
. l:(~ 'tlr-tOURT/RO.O. 

3400 WEST AVENUE DARLINGTON COUHTY. S.C. 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29203 

803.254.3676 

July 20,2011 

Renee Josey 

Turner Padget Graham and Laney. P.A. 

PO Box 5478 

Florence, SC 29502 

Sent via email to"Josey.J.Reneb<BJ.Q.~ur:ner.Pa.dQe1..c..QID> 

Re: Representation of Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. by Turner Padgett Graham and 
Laney, PA in conflicting matters 

Dear Renee: 

I have verified that your law firm represents the interests of Pee Dee Hea~h Care, 
P.A. in the following matter: 

Tanya S. Langston 

Employer: Pee Dee Health Care, PA 
Claim No: 5000892 

WCC File: 0320562 
Your file no: 00576.00798 

The statements and representations to the contrary made by you and Jay 
yesterday to Judge Baxley during oral arguments vvere inaccurate. To reiterate, Pee Dee 
Health Care, P.A has not waived and does not waive the contiet of interest I requesl you 
and Jay resolve the matter immediately so that the legal and financial interests of Pee 
Dee Health Care, P.A. in both matters are absolutely protected. 

With kind regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 

s{fony R. Megna 

Cc: Jay James via email to 'pftaw507" <p~Ql@bellsouth.nel> 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
CO\JNTY OF DARLINGTON 

CASE NO: 2010-C'-1~0332 
The Honorable J. Michael Baxley, Jr. 

PEE DEE HEALm CARE~ P.A., 

~ 
c::J c::;:) 

pC") -:;:0'- -
~~(n 0 

C"") X:;KC? 
GloO .-4 

APPELLANT, 

v. 

.. HUGH S. THOMPSON,UI, .LOUISE T. 
DAILEY AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE ESTATE 
OF HUGH S. mOMPSON, . 

RESPONDENT. 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

~::: 
:;Z:'C')cg 
.(")0' 
oCtll 
c::::O C 
x~C> 
-4o;:QC> -(. v> 
• Q 
!'I 0 
n' 

. The Appellant, Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. h~y appeals the order of the Honorable 1. 

Michael Baxley dated August 12, 2011, the signed copy by the Court being received by 

Appellant on August 15, 2011, a copy being attached hereto. A copy of the.underlying order 

dated April 15, 2011, [filed Apri119. 2011, and received by Appellant on Thursday, April 21 , 

2011] as well as a copy of the Rule 59(c) Motion to Reconsider filed Monday, May 2,2011 are 

attached hereto. 

. M' Esquire 
y t; Appellant 

-c;.) 

~ 
\J:) -Ell 
.f'O' 

Avenue 
Columbia. South Carolina 29203 
803.254.3676 

lECElVE]) 
. AUG 2 .. 4 .20\\ Attorneys for Appellant 

August 15,2011. 

SGCourtot~ 
1 
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Attorneys for Respondent: 

Jay James 
POBox 507 

Darlington, SC 29540 

Renee Josey 
319 S. Irby Street 

Florence, SC 29501 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

CASE NO: lOlO-CP-U..o331 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE, P.A., 

APPELLANT, 

v. 
. . 

HUGH S. THOMPSON. m. LOUISE T. 
DAILEY AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE ESTATE 
OF HUGH S. THOMPSON, 

RESpONDENT. 

. CEBTlFlCATE 01 SlIMeE 

The undersigned certifies that ~foresoing Notice of Appeal was served on counsel for 
Defendant on the 15th day of August, 2011. 

a. Jay James, PO Box 507, Darli.ngton. SC 29540 and by email to 
QjlawS07CjbeU80uth·net. and 

b. . Renee Josey. J 19 S. Irby Stree~ Florence, SC 29501 and by em¢l to 
RJosey@tumcipadget.com. 

RECE.l~E]) 
AUG 2.4 2011 

3 
SO Court of Appeals 
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STATE OF 80UTB CAROLINA. 
COVNTY OF DARLJNClrON 

INTBECOURTO~CO~ON~ 

Pee Dee Bealtil Can, P ~ 

v. 

...... ofB_p S. ThomplOD, 

Dtleaclaat. 

PLAlNTIFES MOTION TO RECON$mp 

~(") , 

~~,~ 
-:~::r.M 
~C?S 
~1""'1-i 
_.!'"l CliI 
'""2' 
t': §:'1; 
~~;'~1:1 
-I~" 
:~b"''' 
VI' . .:) 
l'" 

~ 
~ -
~ 
"'" I 
N 

~ --.. 
N 

Pursuant to Rule S9(e), SCRCP, tho PlrintUJ:, Pee Dee Hcaltb Care, P.A. (PDHe), 

respectfully request. thi, to Court to reconaider i~ order [dated AprillS, 2011, filed April 19, 

20t t, and received by mail byPIaintiffon'Apri121, 20111 dilqualifyins theundcrsiped from 

repmcntina PlaiDtiff on dlc following grounds: 

1. The Plaintiffincorporatea heroin its response: to the Defendant'. Motion to DisqualifY 

previously filed with thill Court. 

2. As indiuted by tho atlachecl aflidavit of Mark Matthews, the document [BxID'bit HH] that 

-n . ...,. 
r-:-• 
m 
t3 

this Court primarily relied upon to disqualify !he undersigned wu obtained dtoing the C;ouno of 

diJcO\lery in Ori, cue between tho pa:rtie.s. I !be documc:llt in Plaintifr,1U .. ia 1It~~. 

am"'vil Th. C .... ·.,.1ianoo Oft lbdum' l1li .. DIoquatifll ... """,,;"'2: " . ~ 
3. The Coun overlooked the Plaintiff'. fQ(ll,u:st that the Court IboWd ~itails~~\t(rf.s.Q. 

. . ~~~~~~ 
hearina matters conceming the plaintiff and the unclmiped due to the litiptioWt!&W' pending in ' . 

Florence County whenl thi' Court often sits by dea:lgnation. 

4. The Court overlooked that the Mediclre: 8SS attached to the Defcad.ant'. Motion to 

I The documml wu either provided by the Det'etidUt 01' Wit a documents obtained lry IUbpoena 

or requeltl \IIIdcII' the FOrA, 

PlIO 1 of3 
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Dilqualjfy 1he undersigned ha no bearing whaboevor on the C8Je at bar and only indicatCis that 

the undervianed wu an intereated party in Mid-Olrolina Hospital Group [MCHOJ. 

5. The Court fUrther overlooked that the 'Modicare 855 document"it Mod upon was not 

created IIIItIJ "pt ymu3 after the d«:«utdlefl dee employ of Plailltl/f. 

6. 1beCourt overlooked the (.:t that tho ICtUIJ, plain wordtq of Rule 3,7, SCACR, 401 

[and all the case taw interprding the plain wording of Rille 3.1] states that di"lualification. if 

appropriale in the fin( instance, which thCl Plaintiff denio., t,limited to disquaJltlcation ~t trial 

as opposed to total diJqualification II this Court 10 provided. ~tfully, disn:prding1be 
" . . 

plain wording of Rule 3.7 setI a troubling precedent for Iittaai. dtomeya and this Court. As 

noted ill the attached affidavits of Joaiab Ma.ttbews. MD., Alexander H. Cohen, M.D .• lamet 0 

McInnis. MD., Made Matthews and Katie Noyt., thercI is no reuanable bul. for thlt court to 

expect or to anticipate that the underaigned will be a fact witnea at all, much lea I necaIIIY 

fact witDell ai required by ltide 3.7 for diaqualitlcatioD. 

7. The Court made ~lUJionI of fact Ihat arc incorrect in regan! to abc nature of the 

undersigned 'srelCionship with the Plalntifr as well u Dr. Thompson as more fully set forth in 

the affidavits aUICbe4 hereto. 

8, The Plaintiff respectfully requll8t1 this Court to withdnw its order disqualifying the 

underaQp:Jod form represemingPlaintiff, and. to provide tho Plaintiff the reli~fprmoUlly 

raquatc4 

~&lly IUbmlttod. 
0 ~ ~p. 

~ 
rnt 

fi5l~ ~ 
... 0 0 -< 
~":1 I "'Sil' ~ , AttomCl)"'"&\-Law ~~~ 

3400 WettAvesmu :..~~ ~ 
Columbia, SC 19203 :<'p'" = 
803.799.1700 ~r:;J .::. 

. 'I\) 

May l, 2011. 

Pap20U 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY or DARLINGTON 

IN TIlE COURT OF' COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Healtk Clre"P.A., 

Pilla., 

v. CERTIFICATE OJ'URVICE 

E .... ofH.p S. TIIOIllplOll, 

Der_ut. 

'Pl- UDden1aned hereby certifta, on the date indieated bolow. eoplCl oftbe following documentS 
in the abov&-captioned m"tc'1' wero Iel'Ved upon tb,e fOUD~ , 

Plaintiffs Motion to RecoiWder 

The Honomic ]. Michael Baxley 
531 Eaat Carolina AVCllue 

Hartsville, SC 295S0.4311 
[By United States Mail, fint Qlai~ postaae 
prepaid.) 0 

John Jay Jam ... &quirCI 
POBoxS07 . 
DarJm,ton. SC 29S40 
(By United States Mail. first clan, postage 
preptid.] 

May 2, 2011. 

ReneeJoaey 
1851 W. BVIJ1I Street. 4111 Floor 
flOreDCO. SC 29501 
[By lJnitod States Mail. first cJaa, polt-ae 
prepaid.) , 

P ... loU 
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STATE OP SOUl'll CAROLINA 
COtmTY Oil DAIlLINGTON 

IN TID COURT OF COMMON PLEAS , ' . 

Pee.Dee Health Can, P.A., ~ 

o::l~ 
IP -!Q~ ~ ;- CJ) 

7is;;.0. :P'" . 
...c 

~5;\~ 
P .... cur, 

I 
0 N ;t;g~ 

c')r::::i" § 
v. 

Kttate of H_.II So ftolDptOO, 

DeI_dlDt. 

%"'~ _i::!ep 
~~.,. 

;(p 
"'~ ~. 

--.. -~ 
1O-CP.1'-033J 

. -
NOW COMBS AJexsmder H. Coh~ M.D. who fi~ heine duly sworn, deposes ad A}'I(, 

1. lam. phyaician and Vicc-Prai~t.ofPoc Doe HealthC~ PA,1IDd have been 10 Iinec 
1995. 

2. I have an in=-In the Ol1teamc 01 tho lawtidt apn.t the oltltC "for. Thompson. 

3. I was an owner and 1bIreho1der otPee Dee Health Care It the time Dr. Thompson wu 
hired u • physician It Pee Dee Health Care in 1991. The initial CCIlWl'll1toni with Dr. 

, ThomptOD oocurrecl with tAo PmidGnt of Poe Dee Health Care, PA at the time, Or. James 
McInnis IDld Dr. Josiah Matthewa .. While Tony and I asmd to the arrangement. neither 
he nor I W1I involved in thOle discuaiona with Dr. Thompson. Nor did Tony IIlpCM80 
Dr. ThomplOD. Thar task wu uaigDed to Drs. MnImUI.With th; pcnniesion ofthc SC 

'Board otMedic:aJ Examinen. Dr. Matthewlassisted Dr. M~8. 

4. I knew Dr. Thompson Cor in. excess of fifteen ~m. In the entire time [ knew Dr. 
Thompaon, he never told mo be had been dilbam:d by MediCare. r BIW Dr. ThomplO1l' 
several times per week, and often several timca 1* day IS we ofbm workod on the I8II1e 

halJ. I was completely smprised wheo Wo were infonued by Medicare that Dr. 
Thompson wu not I Medicare provider durina the time he worked for Pee Dee Health 
Care. It wu particubriy difficult to undmtanci u Dr. Thompson WII .rpecifically hired 
to treat all patimfl imd he and J roplarly tpoke about reftInal., incluctiag ~ll of 

""Y1 ...-
~-
f 

~-., 

CJ 

Medicare patients, he Jeq\1Olted I make to him. . ~\ '\ 

s. Tony Mearia haa bem our General CoWllCt.inc:c: 1995. II Would."-~ . 
Iwdahip andprcjQdi~ to me, Pee Dee Health Calc and others to ob • 
counsol to reprDSmt it in the matter. cun-ently bofore thit CoW!. No . ft;' 
be prohibitively exponaive, it would talto another aUom6Y a siam ~ .~ 
and effort to f.millarlzt him or het' with these mattcn and would no. 
justi(labkl rction. 

6, I do not agree to wain my attorney-oUcmt' privllese I have with T~ ~ bb eapacity,,, 
an attorney advirill8 me in regard to legal mattera. individually. or 1ft bit cap8C1ty . 

1 
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advising me as 10 legal mattm in my capacity U lID officer and owner of Poe Dee Health 
Cart. I cxmaider all conversations In which we dilC'Ulsod mattora relatinS to Dr. 
Thompson to be mattc:n I disc\l8lcd with Tony as an attorney, and not as CBO ofPec: Dec 
Health Care. Wc have aJwaya made the effort to keep marten reprdina the employment 
of physicianl U I matter decided m1 determined by !he physician offiCdl of Pee Dec 
Health en. We havo dODO 10 to ordcrthat Tony could hllJldlo the legal matton . 
reprdlng such transactions in his oapacity as an attorney, and 10 that our convcraationa 
with him in luch a capacity were and would remain conftdentiaL Over tho years, we 
h,\'o made conlidenble off ON to insUlO all ~h matters wen diIcuIRd in privato 
without the preleDCe o~third pard.,. to malntain!he nnctIty olthc auomoy-cUent. " 
relationship. We havo taken the SlIDe appcoach in our practice in reprd to the phyaieian­
patient privilege of confidentiality. 

7. I respoetf\1UyR)queR thil Court"tohonortheunctity IIId cCD8daltiality of"o auomey. 
climt relationWp bctwCI:U Tony Megna ~ Pte Dee Health Care IS well 10 honor the 
sanctity am coDfidentiality oltho attomey-climt relationahip of Mr. Moaoa and l1t)'JOJf 
now and in the future. We have spent the lilt ft~ yean carotblly cultivatiq I culture 
and·re!atiomhlp. that .eparate business mallon &om tcpt mittel'll and I have DO dedre to 
waive any cooftdmtial rolation,1rlpI I have undor the law in ID)' capacity, and I 
SJ*iflc:ally do not waive any privilese, wbeth ... attomey..ctient or physici an-patieQt or 
any othor privileJe. however defined, in ~ to any communication of my type or 
relationahip of any typo I have now with Mr. Meant or haVtI ~ had with Mr. Megna; 

SWORN TO BEFORE ME thi, 4I:1i ~ /Ita . .2011. ~(r...s.) 
10 r South Carow 

My Commil8ion Expirel: MYOI:IImIlllcllr!llplfll 
". AiiIiiiilO,2017 

c ~ 
~p -r-icn 

~ ~ a 
C::~~ 
:::n?J ~ " -r-
~!~ !; m 
-i;»CD - 0 :<o(/) -
r: p " -Cot,) 
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STATE OF SOUTO CAIlOLINA 
COUNTY OIi'DARLINGTON ' 

IN 11m COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee RMhb ell'e, PeA., 

PI .. an, a ~ 

~p 
~ -

AFFIDAVIT ~~g :J:. 
3M ... ~ ... -c 
I 

v. 

ldate Gt Hap S. ThOlDploa, 

Det.clul. ' 

!:1n : 
OQ' c .r.:CI' 
~~~ 
-1~::) 
.-<;","", • p 

N 

~ -.. !'Ie 
!!'I' ~ 

lo.cP·IW3:J% 

NOW COMBS io.tah S. Matlhews. M.D. who fiJ1t bcing duly IWom, dcpotee udia)'l: 

1. I am a phylician and Vico-Picslclent of Poo Dec Health Can, P A, and wu tho fwndlng· 
pbysjcim ofPee~ HMltb Care in 1975. ' , 

2. I have an inten:M in the outcome olthe lamuit Iplalt the estate orOf. Thompson. 

3. 1 had the tDitial COIMII'IatiOni rhIt led to PeD'Oct Health Care IUriq Or. TbompIon In 
1998. After tho lnltial conve:nadona, the Prelidmt ofPcc Dee Heal1h Care, PA at the 
time Dr. James McInnis and f, had convcraatioDi with Dr. Thompson, and we hired Dr. 
ThomplOlL. While Tony agreed to the manaemast,be Will DOt involved in my of the 
discussions with Dr. Tbompson. Nor did Tony ~i8e Dr. 1bo!DplOD. Or. Mchmia 
did 80 with the permission of me SC Board of Medical ex~en. I aaa1Itecl,Dr •. 
MoIzJrUt; 

4. I lcoew Dr. Thompson for in excesI of thirty yean. In tho entire time I knw Dr. 

"""i1 '-r" r,", • I 

0 

Tbomp8OD. he never told mo be had boon dilbmecl by Mcdicaro. I was oompletoly .' " 
nrprised whcP we Wc.c irifonncd by MrJdicarc thlt Dr. TbomplOD t#"I., 
provider durin, tho time he worked for Pee Dee Health Care. It was ~. 
to undcntand u Dr. 'thompson WBI apec.lfteally hind to treat all pIIIIi ~ • 
regularly I))OP aboot referral, including reforrw ofMedlcare P . ~ft 

, ' ':.'iD •. ~COUNTY.~ 
S. Tony MOjJJa has b~ OlD' Oenml Commllince 1995. It would ~.r 

hat<bhip and prejudlee to me, Pee Dee Health Car- 8IId othen to obtain addltivnal. 
counsel to tClpreJent it in tho matters CUft'e!ltly before thiJ Court. Not only would it likely 
be prohibitively expensive, it would take another attornoy a llianifiClllt AmOllftt of(ime 
and effott to familiuize him or her with then matten md would caute delay for no 
jultiftable reuon. 

6. I do not agree to waive any a.ttomey-olient privilep I have with Tony in hil caplGity u 
an attomoy adv1aina me in reprd to leati maItm, individually, or in biI capacity 
adviJing me u to legal mattm in my capacity .. an oMoer and owner of Pee Doc Hc:alth 
Care, I con.&ider an conve[8abona in which we dllCuucd mattetl relatl"l to Dr: 

~ 
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Thomptlon to be mattm J discwscd with Tony U 1ft attomoy.1IId not as CEO 01 Pee Dee 
Health Care. We have always made the effort to keep mattm rep&dins tho employment 
ofphysicianlll amatter decided and detemrlncd by tbcphJliclu oftlcers of'Pco Doe 
Hoalth Care. We havo done so in order that Tony could hand1e the lop] matten 
regarding such trqnaaaiona in hi, capacity as aD attorney, and !IO that our COftverBltions 

. with him in ncb I caPacity wen and would IUD.IiD confidential. Over the years, we . 
have made CODIicknblo offorts to inJure all such matted wcro ditwasod in,private 
without the preseaco ofthlrd pmie& to maintain tho lIanctity of the attomoy-ellent '. 
relationship. We blve taken the &ante approach·in our practice in regard to the phylieisn­
patient privilese of confidentiality. 

7. 1 "",*ttully requCl5t this Court to honor the IIDCtity and con1IdentiaUIy of the attorney­
client relationship beltwcon Tony Megna &md Pee Dee Health Cae as well to honor the 
sanctity and wnftdcntillity of the attorney-client relatloDihip IS Mr. Megna aod mYle1f 
DOW and in the tbtnre. We han ape:nt the last Mcea yean carcfWly euitivatirlll cultuIC 
and relarloruhips that ~to buaine&a maUerl from lop} mauera and. I have no cleairo to 
waive any confidential reJadonIhipe I have under tho law in any capacity. and I 
specificaJly c20 not waive any privilege, whether lttom~cUCllt or'phyaician-patiODt or 
any other privilop. however defined, in raprd to any oommumcation of Illy typo or 
relationship of any type I have now with Mr. Megna or have ev~ had with Mr. Mep. 

FUIlTHBR THEAFF1ANT SAYBTH NOT. ~ ·s 
. ~~~----~~-~~------. . ]0 S.~M.D. 
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STATE or 80VTB CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGI'ON 

IN THB COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee D" H~ Care, P.A., 

J'bdatUl', ' 

v. , AJ'rIDAVJT 
, ' 

, , itIta .. or Bup S. DGIlIpIOB, 

Delllldot. 
Jo.cp-16-0332 
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NOW coMBs Wanon Mad: MattheW.. Sr. Deponent, who tint bema duly swom. depolOl amd 
IIYS: ," . , 

·.1 ,~ "'_ 

'1. I am III ompJoyeo ofPeo DC<' H.tth Ca.,P.A, IIld wu 10 empJoy\'ld durina the lima Pr. 
Hugh Thompson p1'xticcd It Pee Dee Health Caro, PA~ , , 

2. ) have aalisted in orPmzina the documcntl and' exhibit. for thi. cue, and havo had 
poasenion of the doaiment. in this cUe for tho past.several month.: • 

, , 

3. Exhibit HH isllot the odPW document from the ftles otPlailltif!. The docume~' 
provided durinK discoverY were nOt lCparated in such a marmer that allows B to know 

, with eertaiIity where, it origiJWed.' fdo not knoW iftt wu provided by the Defendant or 

-n -r 
rfl 
t:7. 

as a multofthe subpoenas to Fim Choiee, the SC Board ofMecUcal8xcniDen, , '. 
Medicare, the US Department of 1ustice, orelJnrhcrc, ,I do know however that l-~ r:JlV'f. " 
nC~or ~ the do~ment in any fn~ maintained by our ~f8ees that wi"Md~ " 
pnortathi...... ..... . .... Iii!: ~ ~ ~ 

'J> 

4. The ~lea of the Plail"!ti1f ccrltain the l~ei attiohod hoteto u ExhibIt A~~~~S.C. 
sarno letter as Bxhibit HH sxeqK that ,Exhibit A does DDt havo any no~ " 
bottOM oftbe Pile. " ' " " '. , " , 

5'. I have aearWled 11,1 ttic fil~ and ~rda ofPlaintiff,'md l!xhibltHH k not Jntheae tUeI, 
1 \la~ also _cd 0Cbcn in Our oftlcea 10 aOarch for thiJ docmnont No one in oui gffice 
bas Mal the dOcwnont nor hal 'any filo tIuIt contalDa the documenta HH. 

6. In reJUd to tho Medlcm'C 8SS attaehed to the Dcfenc!ant'. Motion to Oiaqualify, I had an 
opportunity to review this document duriJ1s the Marina before this Court. The dceument, 
oDly ovidcn~ that tho 8S5 waa beinS tI1cd. to initiate I ~ of oWMrlhip to Lake City 
Community Hospital. It was Ilgned by Peto Bowman as President ofLako' City , 
Community Hospital. AI the Court knDW •• these matters are now io litigation in Flomace 
County Court of Common Pleas, and lcnOWD pneraUyu tho 'Lake Ci1y"litigation. The 
'855' document hu nothin8 to do with the CUOlt barllS.or.1bompton left th, employ 
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ofPDHC IvYm veaa prim to the 'Lake City' events. It was lipd by Mr. Mesna asl 
representative ofMid-Carolina Hospital Group [MCHG]. 

7. At no time did Dr. Thomp.on intonn me that he was barred from the Medicare prosram 
or be c:ollld Dot provide billable services ~ Medicare patiom.. . 

8. Tony Mogna baa been General ColU'l4Cl to Poe Dee Health Care Iince 1995. It would 
cause subltlntid hanfahip and Pn;udlce to Poe Dee Heal1h C~ lOCI otben to obtain 
addidonal cowml to l'epnIIImt it in the matters curR:ntly beforo this Cowt. Not only 
WOla1~ i1likcly be prohibitively cxpc:nlJivo, it would tab Mother auomey a sianUicant 
amount Df time and cflbrt to familiarizo him or her with these mat1m md would causo 
delay fbr no justifiable reaon. I cmnOt imasino tbJI oeCutrlni without conaiderablo 
bann and oxpenee to PDHC, which I respectfully submit i,limply un18ir and 
inapptopdate. -

9. 1 do not agree to waive any .ttomey~1illmt privil080 J lu.ve with Tony in hia capleity at 
IJI ~omey IIdviaIDg OUI in repnl to legal mattm. buiividlUlly, or in hi. capacity 
advilini me l1li to lep) mattm in my capacity II an officer ofPeo Doe Health Caro. I 
consider all conversatiOPl in whioh we discussed matter. relating to Dr. 'ThompIon to be 
matteB I diacusaed witb tony II III attorney. mel POl .. CEO of Pee Dee Health Care. 
We have alwaya made the otl'ort to kCClp mltWl tepJdinB thD employment of ph)'liciana 
at a matter decided end detamii:led by the phyalolan omccn ofP" Dee Health CIre. 
We have done 10 iii order that Tony collld han41e the 10111 matters ngardittg ~ 
transactions in hit capaeity U In tJtomey, ImllO Chat 0\Il" OQClvcraatiODl willi him in such 
a capacity were. and would remain confidential; Over the year.. we. have: mado 
considerable efforts to insure all such matters were dilCUlled in private without tbc 
prcteDCe of third parties 10 maintain the II%tCtity oftbc attom:ey-elient rclatioDlhip. We . 
ha"e taken the nmo appIOaCh in ourpraetl" in regard to the physician-patient privilege 
of c:ontidmtillity. 

10. I ~1y request tIris CDurt to honor the sanctity aDd conftdmltiality of the attomoy­
client rctati~1lIhIp betMen'Tony MOlD' an4 Pee Doc Hoalth Care .. well to honor th~ 
sanctity and eonfidentiallty ofthc attomD)'-Clioat relationship as Mr. Megna and myself' 
now and in the t\iture •. We have tpetlt the 1.- fifteen yean ~fWly cultivaq ~ culture 
and relationships that aeparatc businea. mattorl.tom 1ep1 mattert and I have no desire to 
waive any confideaUal relationthlpa 1 haw under the law in any capacity, and I 
Ipeciflnlly do not waivo any privilcac. whether attorMy-client or pbytieian-patient or 
any other privilege, however dc:fined. in regild to lIP)' communication or~ type or . 
relationship of any type I have, now with Mr. Megna or have ever bad with Mr~ Megna. 
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FURTHER THE AFFIANT SAYBTH NOT. 
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STATE OF SOVTH CAROUNA 
COUNTY OF DAJUJNGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee HuJdI Car .. P.A.. .. 
~ 

~ ->0 -
'lIhldfT. ~~~ :Jt 01 ,.. 

S~o ...c -.-\0_1 
o"'-c I r ~gl" IV 

v. 

IItw of Hap S; 'nOlllplo •• 

:o.taulut. 

u~~n 
~'''8 :;:~ . ;:;.,1;> 
~6u, 

~b-
h' 

:Do rn 
~ O· --.. 
N 

lO-CP-16-033l 

NOW COMBS James D. McInnis, MD, Deponent, who ftl1t beta. duly sworu, depolca and says: 

1. I am an employee of Pee Dee Heahll'CIri. Pa, and WIi 10 employed durtna the time Dr. 
Hugh ThompIlOn pDctic:ed at Pee Dee Health Care, P A. At tho time, I wu allO tho 
President ofPeo Dee Health can;, P .A. 

2. Duri~g Or. Thompson', emplDyment ~th PD~C. I ret'errod patients to him for palo 
manasement services. These patients bad many different iNUr8l'lCe plan. including 
Medicare. 

3. At no time did Dr. ThOmplOn atk me to stop rofeJrins MedLCII'O patimta tc him. In 
addition he never infOrmed me that he wu barred tiom ICClng Medicare patienti. 

4. Prior Co Dr. Thompion beini empJo~ at hoDocHe&lda Care, I bad extenIive 
convomtiOflS with Dr. ThompJOn about hi. put troubJea with the state Board of Medical , 
Examinen. During thcso oonveraationa. and duriq hi, employ at Poe Dee Health -Cwo, . 
he OD\l'et memioned or sugeeted that he had any OII,Oin, ilsuCi with any insurance 
program or that he could notplOvide medioal ,crvi~ to whomever be chose. I had 
known Dr. Thompson may yearl prior to hi. employmeot It p" Dee Health Care, and 
Me! Dr;) reason not to boliovc th" lW8ment. he. Wu nakina. Nor did t hay, ~y seuon to 
question hil judgment; hia honesty. or hia tbUlty to treat II\edicaIly patient. r~fmted to 
him. . 

S. Aim' the initial COl\verutlolUl. we hired Dr. Thompson. While Tony aarced to the 
amnaement. he wu DOt mvolvocl m the.diIc\ltJionl with Dr. 'I'homptOft. Those were 
conducted by Dr. Matthew. and me. Nor did Ton)' .uporvile Dr. ThompIOIl. I mainly 
managed thOle mauet1 with the p.rmission oftbe SC Board of Medical Examiners ~ .. , 
the uaistInce of Or. MatthOWI. ..~' ~ ~ 1AJJc&UU -A..,."... '., 

6. At hia reqUflt, IlI«lOmpanicd Dr. 'thompson to 1ht offtCCII oftbC~f . 
cxaminera in order to apptu before the Board with Dr. ~ ~ 
at Peo Dec Health, P .A. Wespmt _vo boura together that d~G~~7! $.c. 
matten that led to hi, halvins to appear before the Boud in order~_~ I, 
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medicine in tho offices of Pee Dee Health Care approved. At.no time did Dr. Thompaon 
ever inform me that he wu barred ftom the Medka!w prosram or he could not provide 
billable servlCCl to Medicare pationta. Nor did I over hear Dr. Thompaoo have any . 
wDVC'I'Ntion with anyone to the effect the.t he was unable to prcviclo medical lervices to 
patients with Mcdic:uc. Moreover, d.mng our meenn, at the medical board, Dr, 

. ThotnlOn very lpCCific;ally infonned me tbat he wu able Uld willing to ace and treat 811y 
patient, regardleu of insuranco covel'lse. 

7. I never heard Dr. Thompson. at lOy time, object to the billing of the medical flCn'icea he 
performed OfII1'lY patilll'lt. 

8. Tony Meana baa been Ocnml CO\lD801 to Pee Dee Health Care siaco 1995. It would 
CIUH sub5talltiallwdlhip and projudico to rue, Pee Dee Health Care and othOrl to obtairl 
additional counacl to represent it in the matters euncntly before thi. Court. Not only 
would it likely bo prohibitively expenaivc. it would take IQOlber attoinoy •• isnifklDt 
unount of time and effort to familiarizo hint or hQ' wlth thClC matters and woIiJd cause 
delay for no juctitiable reason. 

9. I do not agree to waive any atto~-client privUege I have witb Tony in his capaCity u 
an &Homey adviaina me in reprd to legal maHar., ibdivictuaUy. or in hit capacity 
advising me u to legal matlcr1 in my c:.apacity II an officer .ad owner of Pee Dee Health 
Care. I cOnlider all eonvcraationa In which we djtc~ matt«J rc1atlq to Dr. 
ThomplOn to bo matters I discullCd with Tony .. an aUorl1ty. and DOt u CBO of Pee Dee 
Health Care. We haw alwa)" made the eftbrt to keep mattCDI fOJIl'dinI the OPlployment 
of pbysu:ians IS a PJ8tter decided and determined by the phyaician officen ofPeo Dee 
Health Care. We have done 10 in order that Tony could hlUldJe the legal mattars 
regvdingluch transactions in his capacity u an attomey, and so that our conversations 
with him in suda I capacity WfR and would remain confidential. oYer the yw8, we 
hl"$ made conaiderable eflbru to insure all wch matten were dilCUUCd in private 
without the p~ ofthird parties to maintain tho aanetlty of the auorney·dent 
relatio_p. We haW takon the same Ilppnmch in our practice in reprd to the physician­
patient privi1ese of oon!denriallty. 

10. I JapeCtfuJly request thi- Court to honor the SlDQtity uuI confidentiality of tho attOmoy­
. client relarionship betwoen TOI1Y Mogna and Poe Dee Health Care as well to hoMr the 
UDCtlty and confidentiaHty oftbe lttorDey-cliat relationahip II Mr. MelDA and myself 
now and in th~ future. We bave .pent &ho lu1 fifteen yeart oarefUlly cultivatiQ I culture 

. ~ relatioashipa that sepM'lte buMe .. malton tom telll ma(UQ and I have no dCltte to 
wai~ any CODfidontial ret.tionsbipl I havo under. tho law in lIP)' capacity. and I 
.pocificolly d. POl waive III)' privIlcae. - -.,...Uent DfpbjoT I!!i 
any other privileF, however defined, in rcprd to any COIDJD1.DUcation of an: or= 
relationihip of any type 1 have now with Mr. Mean' or bye ~ bad with. ._ 

. '~I0-l-
. q~ I 

PUR1mRmBAFmmSAYmfNOT.~~ i 
T D Mdnni .. MI> PI •• 
~, n- -

. N . SWORN TO BEFORE ME this .. 
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• STATI OF SOUTB CAROLINA 
COUNTY or DARLINGTON 

IN THE COvaT OJ' COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health care, P.A., c ~ )!.on 
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Estate of Blip S. TbolllplOn, 

HeIldaDt. 
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ID-CP·16-0332 

NOW COMES Katherine No~ DepofteDt; who tint heiDI duly $WOrn, cl~ ad "yi: 

1. 1 am an employee orPee DDe Health Care, P A, and was JO employed daMg the time Dr. 
Hush Thompson prac::dCl8d at Pee Dee Health Care, PI... u rile Viele Praident ot'Buaine.aa 
Opentions. In such capacity, I sa.,.. IUld spoke to Dr. ThcmpIOQ on m.8Jly occ:uiont. 

2. I am now President ofB~ Opc:nttOM. 

3. At no time did Dr. Thompaon iDforin mo that he wu barred ftom the M~cm program 
or he could not provide binable terYiCGS to Medicare patiClllta. 

4.· My Jlaffbillfl1·Mcdi~ on DUmCfOQS occaaiona for serviced performed by Dr. 
Thompson and at 110 timo did be object to the billina of those services nor inform UI' any 
reason he was unable to ~ medical services to ~caro bcam~ . ~". , 

5, In early June 2007, my office received & lcUcr ionl Palmetto OBA ~~ . 
that we had becu ovCtplid S208,821.03 due to Dr. TIlompIcJIi bein,' tb . 
Office oflnspectot GrmerallriDce 1996. lnoludiq iDieteBt, tho total ~ 9¥5~ C. 
repaid to Palmetto aBA wu ~.740.19. ~1ON COUNt'l, s. 

6. Tony Mexna hI! bc:ea OcIIlal CoUPIel to Pee rio, Hetlth C..., liD" 1~. 'h wO'Uld 
cause sobetantial hardlbip.and prejudice to Pee))co H~th C~ and othm to obtain 
additional counsel to rep:ClCDt it in the mauen CUITCI1tly bcforo dO Court. Not cmly 
would it likely be prohibitively ~iye. it would tab lDOCher a&tomoy , alpitlClllt 
amount of time and effort to AmiUarizo him or her with 1heee matllll"l and would cause 
delay for no juatifi&ble 1'UIc)n. 

1. I do not qreo to waive amy attomcy-clicmt privil. I haYo with TOIl)' in bit ~ .. 
an attorney advf.ma me in I'08W to Ie", maihn, iDdividlUllly, or in hi. ~ty 
advisina m.e as to 10pl matters la my ~Iy II Vice PreaideDt (Dow Proeldant) of 
B1ISincu Oporations for Peo Dee Health Care. I consider all ooawnatiou in whidl we 
discussed rnabrI rolating to Dr. 'IhompIo1l to bonWtcn I diswascd with tony 11110 
attomay. and not u CEO of Pee Dee Hoa1th Cue. We havo always made tu eftbn to 
keepmaltlft regardiq the employment ofph)'licianl IS I JDaIlcrdocided and dotammClCl 
by the physician offie«s of Pee Dee Hoalth Care. We have dcme so in order that Tony 
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could handle the 1eS" ~ttcIs reprdin, such tranaactioll.S in his QlpliQty 18 lID ilt1Dmey. 
~d 50 that our oonversatiOl1t wkh him in such • capadty wert and would rmn.m 
confidential. Over the yean, wo have made OODIidl!l"lble effurts to in8Ul1l all such uustters 
were discussed in privato without the ptCSCllcG of thinl parties to,mBintlin die sanctity of 
the attorney-client rdadonahlp. We have takCln thulmo approaoh in OUt practice in 
rcSard to the physioian-patimt privilege of confid=tiality. ' 

8. In addition to the meoing, and in my politiQu" PraidCGt of BusinCSl Operations of 
Pee Dee Health Care, 'r am the penon JWPOnsibUity for the fiDancial'operations oftbe 
compimy. Tonyoen.inly bas aCcess to the financial infonlation, and I review it with 
him regularly, but any infonnllion he Could obtaiDfoi thiJ Court or in tho diapute with 
Dr. Thompson" estate would Jmte to'tim cosoo throup me bceau8C, as a pradical 
matter, I and my ttBffhavc the information Ib1d compllo it on a dafly basis lII'it chanies 
on. a daily buls. With aU due~ it would be not be appopriato to say that Toay is 
the pasorl wroa primary aCoeIt and undeMlnding of Ibo iDfmmatiOIl. Again, he hu had 
aoeeas to it just as any other attorney would have suc:b accesa. Sut it is not zal;stic to 
expect that Tony CCNld testify to ,the flnaneial infonnatiOD reSiting to thao matten 
without eith« fint consulting with me or him first COJ1lple1lng much work and r~b. 

9. [respoctfuUy ftlQUesl this Coun to honor the UIlctilY IIDd contlda:JdaJity of tho attcmey­
client relatiolllbip between Tony Megna and Pee Oeo Health Care II well to honor the 
sanctity IIIld confidea.tiality oftbo attomey-clicnt reIatioudaip .. Mr. Mep and myself 
now and in the future. Wchavo spent tho .. fi~:yean ~y cultiviting. culture 
and relationships that eoparatc buainess matters from lepJ mattln and I have DO desire to 
waive any confideutial ralationshiPl1 have undtt the Ilw in any capacity, and I 
specificall y do not waive any privilege, whmhtl' attomey-clieot or physician-patient or 
any other privilep, however defin~, in regard to ·IIlY communication of my type or 
relationship of any type 1 bve now with Mr. Mcpa or have ever had with Mr. Megna . 

t:I .... 
tP 2 
Cr.:,n ::J: 
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Mattbews and Megna, LLC 
AttorneYI and Counselors at Law 

3400 Welt Aveaue 
Columbia, SC 19203 

TELEPHONE: 803-799-1700 

October 28, 2011 

The Honorable Scott B. Suggs 
Clcrk Of Court, Darlington County 
1 Public Square, Room 8-4 
Darlington, South Carolina 29532 . 

Re: PDHC v. Estate of Thompson, Case No: 10-CP-16-0332 
Notice of Appeal 

Dear Mr. Suggs: 

Please find enclosed the following the Plaintiff's Notice of Appeal of the order of 
summary judgment of Judge Baxley received by the Plaintiff on September 6,2011, and the 
denial of the Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration dated October 10, 2011. 

By copy of this letter, I am notifying all counsel of record of the filing of the Notice of 
Appeal. In deference to the Court's order disqualifying Mr. Megna as attorney for Plaintiff was 
appealed on August ] 5, 2011, and was automatically stayed by operation of Rule 241 (b), 
SCACR, I am filing the notice with your office: Please advise iftbere are further actions the 
Court requests be taken. As all orders of the circuit court concerning the matters in the above­
referenced case are now on appeal. I would appreciate you removing the motions from any 
roster. Please advise if there are further matters to which I need to address·, 

With kind regards, I remain 

Cc: 
Jay James 
P.O. Box 507 

. Darlington, SC 29540 

The Honorable J. Michael Baxley, 531 East 
Carolina Avenue, Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 

ReneeJ~y 
1831 W. Evans Street 
Florence. SC 2950 1 
Teresa Timmons, Darlinston Roster Clerk 
ttimmons@darcosc.com 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
COUNTYOFDAWUNGTON 

CASE NO: 201o-cP-16-0332 
The Honorable J. Michael Baxley, Jr. 

PEE DEE HEAL TIl CARE, P.A., 

APPELLANT, 

HUGH S; THOMPSON, nIt LOUISE T. 
DAILEY AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE ESTATE 
OF HUGH S. THOMPSON, 

RESPONDENT. 

NOncE OF APPEAL 

The Appellant, Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. hereby appeals the order of the 

Honorable J. Michael Baxley dated August 29,2011, the signed copy by the Court being 

received by Appellant on September 6,2011, a copy being attached hereto. A copy of 

. the order denying the AppcUant's Motion for Reconsideration was received by Appellant 

on October 10,2011, and is attached hereto as Exhibit B. Appellant has also attached a 

letter to the circuit court dated October 10,2011 indicating the circuit court's 

inadvertently overlooked that its' prior order bad been appealed to the SC Court of . 

Appeals on August IS; 2011, two weeks prior to the filing of the Motion for 
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Reconsideration in the current matter. 

Attorn ppellant 
3400 West Avenue 
Colwnbia, South Carolina 29203 
803.254.3676 
Attorney, for Appellant 

October 28,2011. 

Cc; Tony R. Megna. Esquire 
3400 West Avenue 
Columbia, South Carolina 29203 
803.254.3676 

350 

Attomeysfor Respondent: 

Jay James 
PO Box 507 

DarlingtOn, SC 29540 

Renee Josey 
3 19 S. Irby Street 

Florence, SC 29S01 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

APPEAL FROM THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

. CASE NO: 2010-CP·16-o332 

PEE DEE HEALTa c~ P.A., 

APPELLANT, 

v. 

HUGH S. mOMPSON, W, LOUISE T. 
DAILEY AS PERSONAL 
REPRESENTATIVES OF THE ESTATE 
OF HUGH S .• THOMPSON, 

RESPONDENT. 

. . 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVIQ; . 

The undersigned certifies that the foregoing Notice of Appeal was serVed on 
counsel for Defendant on the 28th day of October. 2011.· . 

a. Jay James, PO Box 507, Darlington, SC 29540 and by email to 
pjlawS07@bcllsouth.net, 

b. Renee Josey, 319 S.lrby Street, Florence, SC 29501 and by email to 
RJosey@tumemadge.t.com. 

c. The Honorable Scott B. Suggs, Clerk Of Court, Darlington County 
1 Public Square. Room B~4, Darlington. South Carolina 29S32, 

d. The Honorable J. Michael Baxley, 531 East Carolina Avenue, 

Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 ~~ ~ 

adeDowtin • 
3400 West Avenue 
Cohunbia, SC 29203 
803.254.3676 
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Matthews and Megna, LLC 
Attorney. ud CoulI.lon at Law 

l400 West Avenue 
CoIullbl., SC 19l03 

TELITPRONI: 8Q3.'799-1700 
1.m1lR: t .. epl®lm.ILeom 

. October 10, 2011 

The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
531 East CaroliDa Avenue 
Hartsville, SC 29550·4311 
[Via email to JBDXleyLC@sccourts,QQI and first class mail} 

Re: Estate of Hugh S. Thompsen, Case No: 1 ()'CP·16-0332 
Response to Mr. Josey's tetter dated May 26,201 t and his supplemental memoranda 

Dear Judge Baxley: 

1 am in r«.eipt of your order filed October 4, 2011, and received by me on October 10, 
2011. 

The order of disqualification wa~ ~pea1ed to the SC Court of Appeals by notice dated 
August 15, 2011 - two weeks prior to the Motion for Reconsidemtion filed with this Court on 
September I, 2011. In addition. as tho rourt gracjousl'j allowed me to rcPlea&nt the Plaintiff in 
the hearing on the Motion for Summary Judgment, it was my sincere belief that the Motion for 
Reconsideration was a natural extension ofthc hearing on the motion for summary judgment as 
well as the other matters that directly involved matters surrounding that motlon. I genuinely 
apoloilze for any misunderstanding. AJ a gesture of good faith and deference to the Court, I will 
request Ben represent the Plaintiff in all further proceedings before the circuit court pending the 
dctennioation of the appeals. 

With kind regards, I remain 
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The Honorable J. MichMl Baxley 
531 East Carolina Avenue 
Hansville. SC 29SS0-4311 
October 10, 2011 
Page 2 of2. 

Cc: 

Jay James 
P.O. Boxj07 
Darlinaton, SC 29540 
[Via email to 
pjlaw507@be!1sQUth.nct 

RcneeJoacy 
1831 W.Evans Street 
Florence, SC 29501 
[Via email to 
RJpSy®turnqpadaet·com 
and first class mail 
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The Honorable Scott B. Suga 
Clerk Of Court, 
DarlinaWn County 
1 Public Square, Room B-4 
Darlington, South Carolina 29532 
[Via first class mail] . 



g' .. N-·E - ·Ii) A· G J::~ .. h ~ . .J t\.. . R 1 j~D .. L J 
TURNER. PADGET GRAHAM &. LANEY P.A. 

I. RENt JOSEY 

The Honorable Tanya Gee. 
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals 
P.O. Box 11629 
Columbia, SC 29211 

November 14,2011 

Re: Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. v. Estate of Hugh S. Thompson 
Case No.: 2010-CP-16-0332 and 201 O-CP-l 6-063 
Tracking No.: 2011185767 and 2011197671 
TPGL File No.: 10667.101 

Dear Ms. Gee: 

CHARLESTON 
COLUMBIA 
FLORENCE 

GREENVILLE 
MYRTlE BEACH 

REPLY TO: FLORENCE OFFICE 

E·MAll: RJOSEV@TURNERPADGET.COM 

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL: (843) 6S6-44Si 
WRJTER'S DIRECT FAX: (843) 413-5818 

The above two referenced Interlocutory Appeals are presently docketed with your court under the above­
referenced tracking numbers. A third notice of appeal from the fmal merits of the case has been filed with the 
circuit court and served upon the parties but has not been filed with your court as required. 

Enclosed for filing is a Motion to Dismiss all Appeals presently pending or proposed between these parties 
in your court. In accordance with SCACR 240, I am enclosing the original (unbound) and 7 copies of our motion 
with supporting exhibits from the trial court; I ask that one copy be stamped as. filed and returned to us in the self­
addressed, stamped envelope. Also enclosed you will find an original Certificate of Service and one adilitional 
copy; again I ask that the copy be stamped as filed and returned to us in the self-addressed, stamped envelope. 
Finally, I am also enclosing our finn's check for the filing fee with regard to this motion. 

By copy of this letter to attorney Ben Matthews and separately to attorney Tony Megna, we are serving 
respondent's present and fanner counsel with this motion, the exhibits, and the certificate of service. 

Because the final resolution of the Estate in this matter has been delayed by this litigation, we would ask 
the court to consider this motion at its earliest convenience. We will be happy to appear for oral argument if the 
court deems that necessary. If anything additional is needed, please let us know. 

JRJ:vlb 
Enclosures 
Cc: Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire (w/enclosures) 

Tony R. Megna. Esquire (w/enclosures) 
Jay James, Esquire 

. BUSINESS' LITIGATION' SOLUTIONS 

319 S. Irby Street (29501)' PO Box 5478 • Florence, SC 29502 
Phone (843) 662-9008· Fax (843) 667-0828 • tumerpadget.com 

LANEY,P.A. 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court Of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM DARLINGTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

J. Michael Baxley, Circuit Court JudKe 

CASE NO. lOlO-CP-16-0332 
CASE NO. 2010-CP-16-0633 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A ............................................................................................ Appellant, 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson .... :. ................................................................................ Respondent. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that I have ,served Respondent's Motion to Dismiss Appeal., by depositing 
copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, on November 14, 2011, to its 
attorney of record, Benjamin R. Matthews Esq. its fonner attorney Tony R. Megna, Esquire, 
3400 West Avenue, Columbia, SC 2920. ' 

. Rene Josey 
URNER, P ADOE ,GRAH 

Post Office Box 54 8 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 
843-656-4451 (Telephone) 
843-413-5818 (Fax) 
RJosey@TurnerPadget.com (Email) 
A TIORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court Of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM DARLINGTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

J. Michael Baxley, Circuit Court Judge 

CASE NO. 2010-CP·16-0332 
CASE NO. 2010·CP·16-0633 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A ............................................................................................ Appellant, 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson ..................................................................................... Respondent. 

RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL 
ON MERITS AS UNTIMELY AND 

DISMISS ALL INTERLOCUTORY APPEALS AS MOOT 

John Jay James, II 
Paulling and James, LLP 
P. O. Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
843-393-3881 (Telephone) 
843-393-6089 (Fax) 
pjlaw507@be)Jsouth.net (Email) 

J. Rene Josey 
TURNER, PADGET, GRAHAM & LANEY, P.A. 
Post Office Box 5478 
Florence, SC 29502·5478 
843-656-4451 (Telephone) 
843-413-5818 (Fax) 
RJosey@TurnerPadget.coDl (Email) 

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT 
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NATURE OF THE CASE· 

These cases arise from the Pee De~ Health Care. P.A.'s (hereinafter UPDHC") failure to 

perform required due diligence before collecting Medicare benefits for work performed by its 

employee, Dr. Hugh S. ThompsOn (Defendant's decedent). As the assignee of Medicare 

program benefits, PDHC failed to confirm the program eligibility of Dr. Thompson who was 
j . 

excluded from the pro"gramfor a period of time. As a result of this failure, the Medicare program 

subsequently sought "and obtained" repayment of the ineligible benefits from PDHC.1 In this 

action brought years later, PDHC sought to ignore" the affirmative non-delegable statutory duty 

placed upon it by the Medfcare program and instead sought to shift blame for its lapse to tht? 

deceased; the crux of the PDHC complaint was that decedent Thompson did not disclose. 

infonnation to PDHC or gave wrong infonnation to PDHC.2 

NATURE OF·IHESE APPEALS 

There are now three appeals in this litigation pending in this Court. Two appeals involve . 

" "" interlocutory issues raised in the context of the litigation described above. The third and most 

recent appeal is from "the trial Court's· o~dei- of surnm"ary judgment. 

.the first interlocutory appeal (first appealed from Probate Court to Circuit Court as Case 

No. 201O-CP~t6-0633 and then appealed to this Court -- tracking number 2011185767) is from a . " 

. ' . , 

Probate Court Order allowing the payment of anomey's fees and other expenses by the Estate; 

the appeal also involved the Probate Court refusing to require a bond from the Respondent ~state 

and refusing to have a damages hearing to set a bond. Specifically, the Appellant sought a bond 

J Both federal statute, 42 U.S",C_ § 1320a-7a(a}(6), and federal regulation, 42 cm 1003.102(8)(2), impose liability " 
upon employers who "should know" of" the program exclusion of their employees. 

2 The Complaint alleges that such misrepresentations were ~e to Plaintiff through its CEO Tony Me~a. The 
Circuit Court has ruled that Megna's status as a witness to such a1Jeged misrepresentatiOns, among other Items, " 
disqualifies his service as counsel in the matter_ 

2 
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from the Estate in an amount equal to Appellant's alleged damages in the litigated probate claim 

against the Estate (Case No. 2010-CP-16.0332). 3 This appeal from the Probate Court was 

dismissed at the Circuit Court level by reason of the Appellants failure to timely file its grounds 

for appeal. It has already been fully briefed by the parties in this Court and. is awaiting oral 

arguments and disposition. 

The other interlocutory appeal was made in the actual litigated probate claim itself (the 

litigated Probate Court claim was removed to the Circuit Court and assigned Case No. 2010-CP-

16-0332)(Court of Appeals Tracking Number 2011197671). This second interlocutory appeal 

involves the Circuit Court's disqualification of Appellant's coUnsel effective after the argument 

of cross motions for swnmary judgment. 4 

The final appeal (also in Case No.201O-CP-16-0332) involves the merits of the 

underlying c1aim which was resolved against the Appellant with finality. This appeal was 

mailed to Respondent and filed with the Circuit Court-on October 28, 2011. As of the afternoon 

) The Appellant asserts damages far in excess of the Respondent Estate's value and thus sought a bond exceeding 
the Estate's value. Rather than require a bond, the Probate Court simply restrained the'Respondent from disposing 
of Estate assets (the majority of which are not liquid) without further order of the Probate Court. 

4 The Appellant filed several motions in this appellate court in connection with the second interlocutory appeal 
including: a motion to disqualify Twner Padget Graham & Laney P .A., a motion to vacate all lower court rulings, 
and a motion to consolidate. These motions were addressed by an order of this Court dated October 6, 20 II which 
denied consolidation of appeals but held the first interlocutory appeal in abeyance pending the second appeal 
regarding disqualification. This Court's order declined to act on other aspects of the Appellant's motion. 

Accompanied by a certificate of service asserting service on October 18th
, the Appellant served Respondent with a 

Petition to tbis Court, dated October 20"', seeking reconsideration of this Court's October 6th Order. By letter of this 
Court's Deputy Clerk dated November 3, 2011, Appellant was advised that the petition for rehearing was not going 
to be considered pursuant to SCACR 240(i) and therefore, the petition was considered moot. 

Respondent Estate has filed a motion to dismiss the second interlocutory appeal (again. tracking number 
2011185767) because the notice of appeal was not executed by an authorized attorney as required of all pleadings by 
Rule 11(a) of the SCRCP. This motion is dated September 6th and was filed with this Court on September 7~. This 
motion hIlS 1Iot been ruled upon by the Court but would also be moot if the th;rdappeal is untimely as 
Resportdent contends. Presumably this motion has delayed the due date for Appellant's Brief in that matta which 
would have otherwise been ripe for initial briefmg under SCACR 208(a) as early as September 15, 2011 (30 days 
after service of the notice of appeal) because the relevant transcripts were already in Appellant's possession (they 
had been referenced in earlier pleadings). 

.3 
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of November 10, 2011, the clerk's office at this Court advised that no third notice of appeal. 

involving these parties had been filed with the Court of Appeals. 

FINALITY ON THE MERITS 

By ·Order dated September 1, 2011, the Circuit·Court granted summary judgment on all 

claims to the Defendant~. A copy of this Order is attached.hereto'as Exhibit A This Order.was· 

ackllowledged as received by Appellant's disqualified counsel, Mr. Megna, pn September 6. 

2011. Mr. Megna's law partner, Mr. Matthews,' is not disqualified and serves as attorney of 

recOrd in the trial court having alone signed the Complaint and numerous discovery docwnents 
. . 

prior to the summary judgment order. The trial cOurt's order of sUmmary judgment was mailed 

to Mr. Matthews at the law firin addreSs he shares with' Mr. Megna.·· By his letter serVing th~ 

most recent notice of appeal (letter attached as Exhibit B); Mr. Matthews also acknowledges 

receipt of the Order of Summary JudgriJent on,septernber 6,2011 . 

. '.Without . any tolling; the 30 days for appeal from the Ord~. of Swnmary }u,dgment" 

allowed by SCACR 203(b)(1), passed on October 6,2011 and no notice of appeal was served or 

filed by Mr. Matthews (or any other person) on behalf of the Appellant by that date. Thus, the 

Order of Summary Judgment has n~w become the final law of this case,' The dismis~al .of the 

Appellant's Claims.on their merits renders the appeal of interlocutory issues moot. Accordingly, 

all pending appeaJs in this matter should be dismissed as moot. 

. NO TOLLING UNDER SCRCP 5900 

On September 13, 2011, after the Order of Summary Judgment w~ "received by' the 

[Appellant] 011' September 6,2011 ,"s Mr. Megna signed and submitted a M~tion for' 

Reconsideration of the Order of Summary Judgment. (Exhibit C). Ordinarily, such a motion 
" , 

would stay the time for appeal pursuant to the provisions ofSCRCP S'9(f) which provides, ''The 

5 See Exhibit B, first sentence (using "Plaintiff' instead of "Appellant" to refcr to PDHC). 

4 
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time for appeal for all parties shall be stayed by a timely motion under this Rule and ~ha11 run 

from the receipt of written notice of entry ofthe order granting or denying such motions." 

Here, trying to tap into the tolling provision of Rule 59, the Appellant characterizes the trial 

court's Order of September 28, 2011 as a denial of its Rule 59(e) motion; this is not correct as 

the September 28th Order was, in fact, a dismissal of the motion for reconsideration as being 

'void ab initio)-~ as if it had never been made . 

. 'Mr~ Mt.=gna's purported Motion for Reconsideration was needlessly in direct defiance of 

the trial court's prior order that he not continue representation of the Appellant after the 

Summary Judgment arguments.:: (Order of April 15, 2011, attached as Exhibit D). That Order 

had provided: 

The Court orders complete disqualification effective with the execution of 
this order. The Court concludes that itis not feasible for Mr. Megna to 
remain involved as counsel of record even before trial. The potential for 
problems would exist even with depositions and other pre-trial functions. 
The immediate availability of Mr. Megna's partner eliminates any 
hardship or difficulty associated with this effective date. 

The Order reinforced the directive given by the Court directly to counsel in the Courtroom on 

March 16, 2011, "It begins now." Transcript at Page 38, lines 5-6 (emphasis added)( attach~ 

hereto as Exhibit E). 

Again, despite the undisputed availability of other counsel of record in the triai court in 

this case, disqualified counsel himself alone filed the Motion for Reconsideration. This 

prompted the trial court to di~miss the motion as improper and void ab initio. In that order of 

dismissal, the trial court noted that "attorney Megna was not authorized to file the present 

motion on the Plaintiffs behalf." (emphasis added). Moreover, the trial court noted that 

counsel had been put on notice only weeks earlier in an Order that had quashed a series of 

5 
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motions, subpoenaes, and filings signed only by disqualified counsel. August 12, 2011 Order 

attached as Exhibit F. Without a valid Rule 59 motion, the time to appeal was not stayed and the 

notice of appeal served October 28;. 2011 comes too late. 

NO APPLICABLE STAY UNDER SCACR 241 

As an alternative maneuver to fabricate appellate timeliness,' the cover letter of 

Appellant's counsel serving the most recent appeal (attached as Exhibit B) claims that the 

disqualification of Mr. Megna was stayed by the interlocutory appeal of that order (Tracking 

Number 2011185767) -presumably thereby rendering the Motion to Reconsider signed by Mr. 

Megna valid and' 'tollJng the time to appeal under SCRCP 59(t). 'This letter (Exhibit B) 

erroneously cites subsection (b) of SCACR 241. The claim to a "stay" is also indirectly asserted 

by the most recent notice of appeal itself which asserts that the Circuit Court "inadvertantly 

overlooked" that the disqualification order was appealed on August 15, 2011, prior to the filing 

of the Motion for Reconsideration.6 , 

SCACR 241 (b), . however, does not provide Appellant the relief it needs to save an 

untime]y appeal on the merits. Rule 241 (a) does provide that "As a general rule, the service of a 

notice of appeal in a civil matter acts to automatically stay matters decided in the order .... " 

Understandably, there are many exceptions to this generalrule - some, .but not all, of which are 

listed in subsection (b) ofSCACR 241.' 

INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL DOES NOT RENDER TRIAL COURT MEANINGLESS 

Clearly the continued involvement of disqualified counsel in trial court proceedings is a 

matter that is not stayed - otherwise. the trial court's initial determination would be meaningless 

6 Presumably, Appellant believes that the appeal of the disqualification permits disqualified counsel to continue to 
do anything before the trial court where he was disqualified. As discussed beIO\~. tJ;ris allows ~~ tail to wag the dog 
_ letting trial counsel control the terms and conditions of a trial rather than the tnal Judge. This 1S not what the law 
provides, Indeed, the record confirms the Trial Court was not inadvertent but was very purposeful. 

6 
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and the trial court '$ control over proceedings before it would be lost. Because the 

disqualification order acted to enjoin couns~l from further involvement immediately ("It begins 

now"), the exception found in SCACR 241 (b )(8) is precisely on pqint. This exception provides 

that restraining orders and injunctions are not subject to an automatic stay - lest those orders be 

rendered meaningless. 

FINAL APPEAL NOT PERFECTED ANYWAY 

Even if the time to appeal were stayed by either the invalid Rule 59 motion or the 

application ofa Rule 241 (SCACR) stay, no notice of appeal has been filed with the Clerk oftbe 

Court of Appeals within 30 days of the Appellant's alleged October 10th receipt of the September 

·28 Order disposing of the Motion to Reconsider7
; indeed no notice of appeal from the summary 

judgment has been filed with the Court of Appeals as of counsel's phone cal] on November 10, 

2011. 

While a notice of appeal was filed with the Circuit Court and served on October 28, 2011, 

that notice must also be filed with the Court of Appeals within 10 days of service per Rule 

203(d)(J)(B)("notice shall be filed with ... the clerk of the appellate court within ten (10) days 

after the notice of appeal is served.")( emphasis added). That 1 0 day deadline ran Monday, 

November 7,2011. Under Rule 260(a) (emphasis added), "Whenever it appears that an 

appellant or a petitioner has failed to comply with the requirements of these Rules, the clerk shaJi . 

issue an order of dismissaL ... " Accordingly, the October 28th purported appeal from the 

summary judgment order was not perfected in accordance with the Rules and must be dismissed. 

7 Appellant's law firm - through disqualified counsel and company CEO - acknowledged receipt of the September 
28,2011 Order on.October 10,2011. See Megna letter of October 10,2011 (attached as Exhibit H). 

7 
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Even if the time to appeal summary judgment were stayed during the pendency of the 

motion to reconsider, the Appellant's 30 days8 following receipt of the Order dismissing that 

motion would have expired November 9, 2011 and the only notice of appeal served on 

Respondent in that period of time is the unperfected October 28, 2011 notice that is not filed with 

the Clerk of the CoUrt of Appeals'. Thus, Appellant is too late under the most tolerant of 

deadIlnes anel'the swrimary judgment stands as the,law of the case. Other appeals are therefore 

moot. 

TIDS RESULT IS NOT HARSH 

While dismissal of Appellant's app(;:alimiy s~em harsh~ it is not at all. Counsel knew of ' 

. his disqualification andlmew that his continued .filings h~d been quaShed but he nev~rtheless 

chose to disregard the trial court's restraint To not to punish appellant's conduct would be to 
, , 

allow disqualified counsel Megna -- who is also the CEO and general counsel Of Appellant and ., 

who further claimS to have an economic interest in the outcome ofthislitigation-- to openly arid 
, . 

contemptuously defy the, trial court even though his law partner, who was already cOWlsel of 

record, was available. Appellant and counsel Megna are in many respects one and the same - . 

even ~hariDg the same office·loca,tions. This contemptUous conduct rendered the Appellant's 

motion for reconsideration void ab initio for lack of authorized signature as required by the 

SCRCP and it further renders the present notice of appeal untimely. 

Moreover, as the first interlocutory appeal illustrates, the Appellant has previously 

missed required procedural deadlines (the statutory deadlines for appeals from Probate Court). 

In addition, the Appellant has only recently (letter of November 11,2011), answered this Court's 

inquiries of August 29th and November 3rd seeking proof of service and seeking the status of 
• ..' > 

transcript requests (the transcripts have been completed). Appellant has created its own 

• ~ SCACR 203(b)(1), 
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procedural flaws in this litigation and it is not harsh for our Courts to expect compliance with the 

RuJes and statutes. 

. CONCLUSION 

The AppeHant's most recent notice of appeal from the trial court's summary judgment 

order is untimely and should be dismissed. Because this appeal is untimely, the. summary 
, 

judgment ruling is now the law of the case and stands with finality. The ruling on the merits 

with finality renders the two previous interlocutory appeals moot and they should be dismissed 

as such. 

. 1J...1h 
November .l.L.. 2011 

J. Rene Josey 
TURNER, PAD 
Post Office Box 78 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 
843-656-4451 (Telephone) 
843-413-5818 (Fax) 
RJosey@TumerPadget.com (Email) 

ATfORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT 
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. STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF'COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Res ondeat. 

1O-CP-16-0332 

APPELLANT'S REPLY TO 
MOTION TO DISMISS" 

I 

" THE CIRCUIT COURrS ORDER DISQULIFIYNG COUNEL WAS 
AUTOMATICALLY STAYED BY mE AUTOMATIC STAY PROVISIONS OF 

RULE 241 (a), SCACR 

Appellant's Rule 59(e) motion waS made in the circuit court by Appellant on 

September 13,2011) three weeks after the order disqualifying counsel was appealed to this 

Court and automatically stayed by operation ofSCACR 241(a). See Exhibit A attached 

hereto - [Notice of Appeal ofthe Qr4er of DisqualificationJ. See Exhibit B attached hereto - . 

[Motion for Reconsideration filed in circuit court]. Thus, the circuit court's ab initio"· 

language was maPe in error. \:Vhen the order denying reconsid~ion was received, the 

circuit court was informed, in writing, of the foregoing by letter dated October ]0, 2011(See 

Exhibit C attached hereto). On October 27, 2011, Judge Baxley wrote the undersigned 

acknowledging the voluntary actions by the undersigned to have separate Counsel appear in 

further circuit court proceedings even though the order of disqualification was, in fact, stayed 

pursuant to Rule 241, SCACR. Counsel for Respondent was provided cOpies of all 

correspondence to and from the circuit court. See Exhibit D attached hereto. 

Page 1 of4 
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n 

AppeUant's Appeal was flied Timely 

As acknowledged" in Respondent's Motion to Dismiss, Appellant's Notice of Appeal 

was timely filed with the Darlington County Clerk of Court on October 28,2011. See page 7 

of Respondent's Motion filed with this court. The Appellant's Notice of Appeal was 

subsequentl>: filed with the Court of Appeals on November 7, 201 t in compliance with Rule 

203(d)(1) (See Exhibit E attached hereto), and consistent with the Respondent's note on page 

seven of it's Motion to Dismiss that the ten day deadline ran on November 1, 2011. 

111 

The appearance of counsel for Respondent's Motion to Dismiss in this court or the 

circuit court in any matter adverse to Appellant violates the rules ofthis Court and the Rules 

of Professional Responsibility. On October 6,2011, this Court declined to rule on 

Appellant's Motion to Disqualify Counsel for Respondent made by Appellant pursuant to 

Rule 401, Rule 1.7, SCACR. Instead of taking into account the professional and practical 

implications ofthis Court's order declining to address the matter, counsel for Respondent 

instead has expanded its' advocacy against the interests of Appellant by affinnatively making 

a motion to dismiss that is not only unfoWlded, but it materially adverse to the interests of 

AppeJ)~nt [Rule 1.7, SCACR, Comment 6: ... Loyalty to a current client prohibits 

undenaking representation directly adverse to that client without that client's infonned 

consent. Thus, absent consent, a lawyer may not act as an advocate in one matter against a 

person the lawyer represents in some other matter, even when the matters are wholly 

unrelated] . 
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CONCLUSION 

Appellant requests this Court to deny the Respondent's Motion to Dismiss because it 

is factually inaccurate. Appellant renews its previous request to this court to disqualify 

counsel for Respondent from further involvement in these proceedings pursuant to Rule 1.7, 

SCACR. Appellant incorporates the ienns of its prior motion to the extent that motion 

requests this Court to disqualify counsel for Respondent. . 

November ~011. 

T ny . epa 
. 1\ y-at.Law 
3400 West A venue 
Columbia, SC 29203 
803.254.3676 

hge30f4 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Appellant, . RECEIVE]) 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICFtt0V 2 2 2.011 v. 

Estate of Hugb S. Thompson, 'SC Court of Appeals 
Respondent ... 

lo-CP-16-0332 

The undersigned hereby certifies, on the date indicated below, copies of the fol1owing , 
documents in the above-captioned matter were served upon the following: 

APPELLANT'S REPLY TO RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO DISMISS 

Renee Josey 
18S1 W. Evans Street, 4th Floor 
Florence, SC 29501 
[By United States Mail, first class, postage 
prepaid.] 

John Jay James, Esquire 
POBox 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
[By United States Mail, first class, postage 
prepaid.] 

The Honorable Tanya Gee 
Clerk, SC Court of Appeals 
POBox 11629 
Columbia, SC 29211 

Wade Do 
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TURNER PADGET 
TURNER PADGET GRAHAM &.LANEY P.A, 

J. RENE JOSEY 

The Honorable Tanya Gee, 
C1erk, South Caro1ina Court of Appeals 
P.O. Box 11629 
Columbia, SC 29211 

December J, 2011 

.. - ~. 

CHARLESTON 

COLUMBIA 
FLORENCE 

GREENVillE 

MYRTlE BEACH 

REPLY To: FLORENCE OFFICE 

E-MAIL: RJOSEY@TIJRNERPADGET.COM 
WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL: (843) 656-4451 
WRITER'S DIRECT FAX: (843)413-5818 ' 

Re: Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. v. Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, ,; 
Case No.: 2010-CP-16-0332 
Case No.: 2010-CP-16'-0633 

Dear Ms. Gee: 

Tracking No. 2011197671 
, Tracking No.: 2011 i85767 

TPGL File,No.: 10667.101 

The two above-referenced Interlocutory Appeals are presently docketed with your court under the above­
referenced, tracking numbers. A third notice of appeal from the final merits of the case was apparently filed with 
your court on November 7, 2011; I do not know of a tracking number for it at this time. The enclosed pleading 
relates to all three appeals. 

Enclosed for filing is Respondent's Reply in Support of The Motion to Dismiss all Appeals. In accordance 
with SCACR 240, I am enclosing the original (unbound) and 7 copies of our Reply; I ask that one copy be stamped 
as filed and returned to us in the self-addressed, stamped envelope. Also enclosed you will find an original 
Certificate of Service and one additional copy; again I ask that the copy be stamped as filed and returned to us in 
the self-addressed, stamped envelope. 

" By copy of this letter to attorney Ben Matthews and separately to attorney Tony Megna, we are serving 
respondent's present and former counsel with this reply and the certificate of service. 

JRJ:vlb 
Enclosures 
Cc: Benjamin R. Matthews, Esquire (w/enclosures) 

Tony R. Megna, Esquire (w/enclosures) 
Jay James, Esquire 

BUSINESS' LITIGATION' SOLUTIONS 

319 S. Irby Street (29501) • PO Box 5478 • Florence, SC 29502 
Phone (843) 662-9008' Fax (843) 667-0828 • tumerpadget.com 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court Of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM DARLINGTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

J. Michael Baxley, Circuit Court Judge 

CASE NO. 2010-CP-16-0332 
CASE NO. 2010-CP-16-0633 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A .................................................................. ~ ........................... Appellant, 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson ...................................................... , ......... ; .................... Respondent. 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO 
DISMISS ALL APPEALS 

John Jay James, II 
Paulling and James, LLP 
P. O. Box 507 
Darlington, SC 29540 
843-393-3881 (Telephone) 
843-393-6089 (Fax) 
pjlawS07@bellsouth.net (Email) 

J. Rene Josey· 
TURNER, PADGET, GRAHAM & LANEY, P.A. 
Post Office Box 5478 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 
843-656-4451 (Telephone) 
843-413-5818 (Fax) 
RJosey@TumerPadget.com (Email) 

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT 
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1. Filing Status of 3rd Appeal 

In Respondent's Motion to Dismiss all appeals, it was noted that a third notice of appeal 

involving these parties was mailed to Respondent and filed with the Circuit Court on October 28, 

2011. Because Respondent's counsel was not copied with anything submitting this appeal to the 

Court of Appeals, a call was made to the clerk's office to determine if such a notice had been 

filed with the Court; counsel was adVIsed that as of the afternoon of November 10, 2011, no third 

notice of appeal involving these parties had been filed with the Court of Appeals. This was 

apparently an innocent mistake as a notice of appeal was' apparently filed with the Court of 

Appeals on November 7,2011, but not yet associated with the file, and not contemporaneously 
, -

copied to Respondent's counsel. Apparently the standard docketing letter with instructions 

relating to this third appeal was also delayed; thus, undersigned counsel cannot yet reference a 
, . 

tracking num her for this third appeal. 

In any event, counsel wanted to explain the Mptioo's "unperfected" representation and 

argument to the Court. if the notice was properly filed with this Court on November 7,2011 

(undersigned still has only been provided an unsigned partial copy of the November 7th received 

notice- as attached to Appellant's motion response),' then the 10 day filing requirement 0 f 

SCACR Rule 203(d)(I)(B) would have been satisfied. 

2. Even If Third Appeal Properly Filed Per SCACR 203(d)(1)(B), Still Too Late 

In the Appellant's motion response, the Appellant does not suggest that tolling should apply 

for an invalid or unauthorized motion under SCRCP 59(e); rather the Appellant continues to 

suggest that the Rule 59(e) motion in this matter was valid because of the previous interlocutory 

appeal of the disqualification order. This is clearly not consistent with SCACR 241 (b)(8) which 

2 
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exempts Orders of restraint from the automatic stay - so that trial courts may maintain some 

basic control of the ongoing litigation and status quo. 

AppeIJant suggests that the trial court's "ab initio" language dismissing his Motion for 

Reconsideration as void was simply "in error." Again, the trial court could not have been more 

clear noting that "attorney Megna was not authorized to file the present motion on the Plaintiff's 

behalf" (emphasis added). The 59(e) Order also noted that counsel had been put on notice of the 

ongoing effect of his disqualification only weeks earlier (referencing August 12,2011 Order that 

had quashed a series of motions, subpoenas, and filings signed only by disqualified counsel). 

3. Counsel Misrepresents The Trial Court's Letter of October 27. 2011 

In the Appellant's response, it is suggested that the trial court's letter to disqualified cOWlsel 

acknowledges that the Order of disqualification was stayed; that is not what the letter states. The 

. . 

letter, which was attached to Appellant's response as Exhibit C, was a kind and civil gesture 

which speaks for itself. It thanks counsel for "good faith and deference to the [disqualification] 

decision"; it does not acknowledge, confirm, or agree, that compliance with the order was 

"voluntary" because of an automatic stay. The Court's orders accurately confirm again and 

again that Appellant had no choice pending the interlocutory appeal but to use other counsel of 

record. 

CONCLUSION 

Without a valid Rule 59· motion, the time to appeal was not stayed and the notice of 

appeal served October 28, 2011 was too late. Because this appeal is untimely, the summary 

judgment ruling is now the law of the case and stands with finality. The ruling on the merits 

with finality renders the two previous interlocutory appeals moot and they should be dismissed. 

[ONLY SIGNATURE BLOCKS TO FOLLOW] 
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December I ,2011 

J. Rene Josey 
11JRNER, PAD T, G AM & LANEY, P .A. 
Post Office Box 5478 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 
843-656-4451 (Telephone) 
843-413·5818 (Fax) 
RJosey@T'ilrnerPadget.com (Email) 

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court Of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM DARLINGTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

J. Michael Baxley, Circuit Court Judge 

CASE NO. 2010-CP-16-0332 
CASE NO. 2010-CP-16-0633 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A ................................................ ~ ........................................... Appellant, 

v. 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson ......... : ............................................................................ Respondent. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that I have served Respondent's Reply in Support of Respondent's Motion to 
Dismiss All Appeals, by' depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage 
prepaid, on December 1.. ,2011, to its attorney of record, Benjamin R. Matthews, Esq. and 
its former attorney Tony R. Megna, Es re 340 est Av ,Columbia, SC 29203 . 

. Rene Josey 
TURNER, PADG • G 
Post Office Box 54 8 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 
843-656-4451 (Telephone) 
843-413-5818 (Fax) 
RJosey@TurnerPadget.com (Email) 
A TIORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the South Carolina .Court of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM DARLINGTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
Circuit Court Judge 

CIVIL ACTION NO: 2010-CP-I6-0332 
[TRACKING NO: 2011197671) 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Hugh S. Thompson, m, 
Louise T. Dailey as Personal 
Representatives of the Estate 
of Hugh S. Thompson, 

v. 

Appellant, 

Respondent. 

APPELLANT'S AMENDED REPLY TO RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO 
DISMISS THE APPEAL 
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Benjamin R. Matthews; Esquire 
Tony R. Megna, Esquire 

Matthews and Megna, LLC 
3400 West Avenue 

Columbia. SC 19203 
(803) 254-3676 

Attorneys for Appellant 



Procedural Summary 

First Appeal 
[Tracking number: 2011185767) 

The matter at bar originated as an appeal to the circuit court from an order 

of the Probate Court. It has already been fu11y briefed by both parties in this 

Court and is awaiting oral arguments and disposition. 

Second Appeal 
. [Tracking number: 2011197671J 

The Circuit Court, by order dated April 15, 2011 granted Respondent's motion to 

disqualify Tony R. Megna as counsel for Appellant. Appellant timely filed a SCRCP 

59(e) Motion to Reconsider on May 2, 2011. On July 21,2011, there was a motions· 

hearing before the Honorable Judge Baxley regarding Appellant's Motion to Reconsider. 

On August 12,2011, Judge Baxley issued an order denying Appellant's Motion for 

Reconsideration. Appellant then timely filed a Notice of Appeal with the Court of 

Appeals on August 24, 2011. 

Third Appeal 
(Tracking number: 2011203391] 

The Circuit Court, by Order dated September 1, 2011, granted summary judgment 

on all claims to Defendant. This order was received by Appellant on September 6, 2011. 

Appellant filed a Motion for Reconsideration of the Order of Summary Judgment on 

September 13,2011 - three weeks after the Notice of Appeal was filed in appeal number 

2, and the order of disqualification was automatically stayed by SCACR 241. On 

September 28th, 2011, the trial court issued an Order dismissing Appellant's Motion for 

Reconsideration of the Order of Summary Judgment. Appellant filed a notice of appeal 

2 

376 



with the circuit court on October 28, 2011. The Notice of Appeal was filed with the 

Court of Appeals on November 7,2011. 

Third Appeal C0m.plied with the Relevant Timing Requirements 

Appellant timely filed its notice of appeal with the Court of Appeals on 

November 7th, 2011, and as such, met the requirements of SCACR 203(d)(1 )(B). 

Appellant's notice of appeal was filed with the circuit court on October 28, 2011. 

Appellant then filed the notice of appeal with the Court of Appeals on November, 7, 

2011. This clearly met the ten (10) .day requirement set forth in SCACR 203(d)(1)(B). 
, . . 

Responden~'s admit in the~rRep)y in Support oftheir motion to dismiss that Appellant 

. did in fact file the appeal with the Court of Appeals on November 7,2011 which was 

within the 10 day requirement ofSCACR 203(d)(1)(B). Furthennore, both attorneys for 

Respondent were sent a copy of the stamped notice of appeal filed with the Court of 

Appeals. 

Rule 241(a), SCACR, governs matters which are stayed while on appeal. It 

provides: As a general rule, the service of a notice of appeal in a civil matter acts to 

automatically stay matters decided in the order on appeal, and to automatIcally stay the 
, 

relief ordered in the app'ealed order. judgment, or decree. This automatic stay continues in 

effect for the duration of the app~al unless lifted by order of the trial judge, appellate 

court, or judge or justice thereof Amal v. Fraser, 371 S.C. 512, 518-19,641 S.E.2d 419, 

422 (2007). Applying Rule 241(a) to appeal number 2, the order disqualifyingTony R; 

Megna as counsel for Appellant (Second Appeal) was stayed by the filing of the notice of 

appeal, and Appellant's SCRCP 59(e) Motion to Reconsider regarding summary 

judgment (Third Appeal) was not void ab initio. A stay" ... suspend(s] judicial alteration 
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ofthe status quo ... " Nken v. Holder, 129 S.Ct. 1749, 1756, 173 L.Ed.2d 550 (2009). By 

definition, it was not void ab initio because such a result would directly interfere with the 

Appellant's right ofimmediate appeal as detennined by our Supreme Court. See Hagood 

v. Sommerville, 607 S.E. 2d. 707 (2005). As a result, Appellant's Notice of Appeal 

regarding summary judgment was timely filed. 

If a party intends to appeal a judg,uenf, "[a] notice of appeal shan be served on all 

respondents within thirty (30) days after receipt of written notice of entry of the. order of 

judgment.,,6 However, "[ w ]hen a timely motion ... to alter or amend the judgment ... 

has been made, the time for appeal for all parties shall be stayed and shall run from .. 

receipt of written notice of entry of the order granting or denying such motion." T. Cory 

Ezzell, Successive Rule 59(e) Motions: A Less Slippery Slope, 56 S.C. L. Rev. 659 

(2005). As noted above, Appellant filed a SCRCP 59(e) motion on September 13,2011. . 

The trial court issued an order dismissing this motion on September 28,2011. As a 

result, the ~eadline to file a notice of appeal was October 28,2011. Appellant met this 

deadline by filing on October 28,2011 and complied with SCACR 203(d)(1)(B) by filing 

with the Court of Appeals on November 7,2011. 

Respondent has given no authority in support of its stafement that SCACR 

241 (b )(8) is applicable to the facts of this case. There is no documentation referencing a 

TRO or injunction by the trial court. In fact, none of the requirements of a TRO required 

by Rule 65 are addressed or considered in the order of the circuit court. The automatic 

stay provisions ofSCACR 241 apply and as a result, Appellant's Appeal of the Summary 

Judgment Order was timely made. 
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Conclusion 

Appellant has complied with the necessary timing requirements under SeRCP 

59( e) and SCACR 241. Appellant's notice of appeal regarding the order of summary 

ju~gment was filed on time, and Appellant respectfully requ"ests that this court deny 

Respondent's motion to dismiss the appeal. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

In the South Carolina Court of Appeals 

APPEAL FROM DARLINGTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

Michael J. Baxley, Jr., Circuit Court Judge 

CIVIL ACTION NO: lOlO-CP-16-0332 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Hugh S. Thompson, III, Louise 
T. Dailey as Personal 
Representatives of the Estate of 
Hugh S. Thompson, 

v. 

Appellant, 

Respondents. 

The undersigned hereby certifies that on the 14th day of December, 2011, a copy of Appellant's 

Amended Reply to Respondent's Motion to Dismiss Appeals was served upon the following by 

depositing a copy in the United States Mail, with first class postage annexed thereto, to the 

following; 

J. Rene Josey, Esquire The Honorable Tanya Gee 
PO Box 5478 Clerk, SC Court of Appeals 
Florence, SC 29502-5478 PO Box 11629 . 

Columbia, SC 29211 

John Jay James, Esquire The Honorable J. Michael Baxley 
PO Box 507 531 East Carolina Avenue 
Darlington, SC 29540 Hartsville, SC 29550-4311 

[courtesy copy] 
/1. 1(LiVj? 

Wade Dowtin l 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. . AFFIDAVIT 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 
lO-CP-16-0331 

NOW COMES James Goodson, FNP, Dep6nent,who first being duly sworn, heposes and says: 
.. \ 

1. 1 am an employee of Pee Dee Health Care,.Pa, and was so employed during the time Dr. 
. Hugh Thompson practiced ri1~icine and was employed at Pee Dee He~lth Care, PA. . 

I 
2. During Dr. Thompson's employment with POHe, I referred patients to him for pain 

management services, and discussed the treatments he provided to thes~ patients. 
These patients had many different insurance plans inCluding Medicare.j 

3. At no time did Dr. Thompson inform ine: 

1. that he was not able to see and treat Medicare patients; 

2 .. that he was barred from seeing Medicare patients .. 

FURTHER THE AFFIANT SA YETH NOT. 

~~""",_.--___ , 2011. 

~~~~7"--':~~~~~. (L.S.) 

My CommissiOn expires 
AUgust 10, 2017 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. AFFIDAVIT 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 
lO-CP-16-0332 

NOW COMES Warren Mark Matthews, Sr, Deponent, who firSt being duly sworn, deposes and 
says: 

1. I am an employee of Pee Dee Health Care, Pa, and was so employed during the time Dr. 
Hugh Thompson practiced at Pee Dee Health Care, PA. . 

2. In later September or early October, 1998, the Decedent approached PDHC requesting to 
be employed as a physician. PDHC agreed to hire Dr Thompson.· 

3. At the time he was hired, Dr. Thompson was enrolled in the Medicare program as a 
physician. 

4. Dr. Thompson did not inform me, nor anyone else that I am aware of, that he had 
received a letter from Medicare in September, 1998 requesting that he provide them a 
copy of his reinstatement letter from the Medicare DIG as it was needed to verify that he 
had been reinstated into the Medicare program after his disbarment from the program in 
1996. See Exhibit O. 

5. At the beginning of Dr. Thompson's employment with PDHC, I assisted him with 
completing the assignment of benefits fonn for Medicare. I reviewed the entire 
application for assignment of benefits, both prior to and after it was completed. Dr. 
Thompson provided all of the answers on the application and signed it without further 
comment, objection. or discussion. and verifying the answers as true and complete. 

6. At no time did Dr. Thompson tell or inform me that he was barred from participating in 
the Medicare program. Nor was I infonned of the matter by anyone else. In fact, Dr. 
Thompson asked me on multiple occasions to assist him in attracting new patients of all 
types [Medicare, Medicaid, private insurance, etc.] to build his practice. 

7. After we received the notice from Medicare in 2007 that they were recouping the funds 
from Pee Dee Health Care that were paid on behalf of Dr. Thompson during the time he 
was employed at Pee Dee Health Care, I spoke with Dr. Thompson and Dean Banks from 
First Choice Health Care in regard to the matter. Dr. Thompson told me he was 
experiencing the same difficulty at First Choice .. He further stated he was working with 
an attorney in Columbia to resolve the matters, aD:d that he would keep us intbnned as 
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matters progressed. He also told me that his attorneys were appealing the decision of 
Medicare to recoup the funds form First Choice and that he would provide PDHC any 
decisions or made by Medicare. During the next several months, 1 had a few 
conversations with Dr. Thompson in which he told me there were no new developments. 

8. Pee Dee Health Care was never advised by Dr. Thompson or others that the Medicare 
ALC hearing the First choice appeal had actually ruled in Dr. Thompson's favor; and 
PDHC was unable to use this decision to assist in the defense of the claims made by 
Medicare. 

9. I am not aware of any direct conversations that Dr. Thompson had with Tony Megna 
concerning these matters. In fact, all conversations were directed through me other than 
the one where Tony told me that Dr. Thompson cal1ed him and told him he was sending 
some documents. Also, Tony is in the Darlington office once or twice per week, and I 
work with him closely during these times. I am unaware of Dr. Thompson eve!: f!1eeting 
nor talking with Tony at any time since he left the employ of Plain tifT; and I was 
employed with Plaintiff prior to Dr. Thompson's employment. 

FURTHER THE AFFIANT SA YETH NOT. 

t---J~I(L£-.J....t:....:Ll""'::"'-' 2 0 1 I. 
~-A~~~~~~~~=--(L.S.) 

tJ~~~~J~ 
Warren Mark Matthews, Sr. 

My COmmIssion Expires . 
August 10, 2017 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. AFFIDAVIT I 

E,tate of Hugh S. Thompson, I 

Defendant. 1 
lO-CP-16-0332 

NOW COMES James D. McInnis, MD, Deponent, who first being duly swo ,deposes and says: 

1. I am an employee of Pee Dee Health Care, Pa, and was so employed hUring the time Dr. 
Hugh Thompson practiced at Pee Dee Health Care, P A. At the time, t was also the 
President of Pee Dee Health Care, P.A. 

2. During Dr. Thompson's employment with PDHC, I referred patients 0 him for pain 
. I 

management services. These patients had many different insurance plans including 

Medicare. . 1 
3. At no time did Dr. Thompson ask me to stop referring Medicare pati nts to him. In 

addition he never informed me that he was barred from seeing MedtlC e patients. 

4. Prior to Dr. Thompson being employed at Pee Dee Health Care, I h extensive 
conversations with Dr. Thompson about his past troubles with the sta e Board of Medical 
Examiners. During these conversations, and during his employ at P~ Dee Health Care, 
he never mentioned or suggested that he had any ongoing issues wi~lany insurance 
program or that he could not provide medical services to whomever ne chose. 1 had 
known Dr. Thompson may years prior to his employment at Pee Dee Health Care, and 
had no reason not to believe the statements he was making. Nor did I have any reason to 
~~:.tion his judgment, his honesty, or his ability to treat medically pat,ltients referred to 

5. At his request, I accompanied Dr. Thompson to the offices oftbe stat Board of Medical 
examiners in order to appear before the Board with Dr. Thompson so that he could work 
at Pee Dee Health, P.A. We spent several hours together that day anq discussed the 
matters that led to his having to appear before the Board in order to h1S license to practice 
medicine in the offices of Pee Dee Health Care approved. At no time did Dr. Thompson 
ever inform me that he was barred from the Medicare program or he ckuld not provide 
billable services to Medicare patients. NOT did I ever hear Dr. Thompson have any 
conversation with anyone that he was unable to provide medical servjces to patients with 
Medicare. Moreover, during OUT meeting at the medical board, Dr. Thomson very 
specifically informed me that he was able and willing to see and treatlany patient, 
regardless of insurance coverage. 
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6. I never heard Dr. Thompson, at any time, object to the billing of the medical services he 
perfonned on any patient. 

FURTHER THE AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 
) 

COUNTY OF ) 
COURT OF 

) 
) Docket Number: 

Plaintiff, ) 
) AFFIDAVIT 
) 
) 
) 
} 

Defendants. ) 
) 

NOW COMES Katherine Noyes, Deponent, who first being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am an employee of Pee Dee Health Care, Pa, and was so employed during the time Dr. 
Hugh Thompson practiced at Pee Dee Health Care, PA. as the Vice President of Business 
.Operations. In such capacity, I saw and spoke to Dr. Thompson on many occasions. 

2. At no time did Dr. Thompson infonn me that he wa.c; barred from the Medicare program 
or he could not provide billable services to Medicare patients. . 

3. My staffbilled Medicare on numerous occasions for serviced performed by Dr. 
Thompson and at no time did he object to the billing ofthese services nor infonn us any 
reason he was unable to provide medical services to Medicare beneficiaries .. 

FURTHER THE AFFlANT SA YETH NOT. 

his 

...f->":-r¥'1-"f-~'---~" 2011. 
~Ud.;~a..c:l~~~~ __ (,L.s.) 

otary Public for South Car9,lil}a / 
My Commission Expires: (~/ /'2L<zs.. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. AFFIDAVIT 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 
10-CP-l'-0332 

NOW COMES Eileen S.S~gers, RN, Deponent, who first being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am an employee of Pee Dee Health Care, Pa, and was so employed lidUring the time Dr. 
Hugh Thompson practiced at Pee Dee Health Care, P A. .. . 

2. During Dr. Thompson's employment with Pee Dee Health Care, PA. I worked with him 
as a nurse. A major component of his practice was patients who had Medicare as their 
insurance. During these encounters wtth the Medicare patients he dit not inform me or 
the patient's that he had been prohibited from participating in the Metlicare program. 

3. Dr. Thompson never told me in the presence or out of the presence o[patient's that he 
was barred from participating in the Medicare program. 

FURTHER THE AFFIANT SA YETH NOT. 

0&51h J&,~~.\=J I 
Eileen S. Segers, RN 

"-""7'l"-"~r----' 20'11. 
~~I.II.M~~~~If.dL..::..:.-.._.(L.S.) 

otaty Public for South Carolina 
My Commission Expires: MY COfiHi,b,sion expires 

AugUSt 10,2017 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLINGTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. AFFIDAVIT 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 
1 O-C P-16-0332 

NOW COMES Barbara Stokes, RN, Deponent, ·who first being duly sworn, deposes and says: 

1. I am an employee of Pee Dee Health Care, Pa, and was so employed during the time Dr. 
Hugh Thompson practiced at Pee Dee Health Care, P A. . 

2. During Dr. Thompson's employment with Pee Dee Health Care, PA., ] worked with him 
as a nurse. A major component of his practice was patients who had Medicare as their 
insurance. During these encounters with the Medicare patients he did not inform me or 
the patient's that he had been prohibited from participating in the Medicare program. 

3. Dr. Thompson never told me while in the in the presence or out of the presence of, 
patients or any other person, that he was barred or had ever been barred from 
participating in the Medicare progr3l:n. 

4. I am not aware of any direct conversations that Dr. Thompson had with Tony Megna 
concerning these matters. Tony is in the Darlington office once or twiCe per week, and I 
work with him closely during these times. I am unaware of Dr. Thompson ever meeting 
nor talking with Tony at any time since he left the employ of Plaintiff; and I was 
employed with Plairitiffprior to Dr. Thompson's employment 

FURTHER THE AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

--H-~~::L.(.....9--_~lOll. 
~t;...L.<~~~~,",""",,~.AU£~(L.S.) 

My CommISSion expires 
August10,2017 

~ ()k? I fh--/ 
Barbara Stokes, RN 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DARLI~GTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., 

Plaintiff, 

v. AFFIDAVIT 

Estate of Hugh S. Thompson, 

Defendant. 
I O-C P-16-033 2 

- -

NOW COMES Kiinberly We'atherford, Deponent, who first-being duly sworn, deposes and s'ays: 

1. I am an employee of Pee Dee Health Care, Pa, and was so employed during the time Dr. 
Hugh Thompson practiced at Pee Dee Health Care, PA. as the billing supervisor. In such 
capacity, I saw and spoke to Dr. Thompson on many occasions. 

2. At no time did Dr. Thompson inform me that he was barred from the Medicare program 
or he could not provide billable services to Medicare patients. 

3. My staff billed Medicare on numerous occasions for serviced perfonned by Dr. 
Thompson and at no time did he object to the billing of these services nor infonn us any 
reason he was unable to provide medical services to Medicare beneficiaries. 

. . 
4. 1 am not aware of any conversations that Dr. Thompson had with Tony Megna 

concerning these matters. Also, Tony is in the Darlington office once or twice per week, 
and I work with him closely during these times. 1 am unaware of Dr. Thompson ever 
meeting nor talking with Tony at any time since he left the employ of Plaintiff; and I was 
employed with PJaintiffprior to Dr. Thompson's employment. 

FURTHER THE AFFIANT SA YETH NOT. 

4J.~;;.a.:.~:::::..-, 2011. 
"f,..£,,,.4.4~~~~~~""'6'~'--(L. S.} 

\ 

MY COmmission Expires 
August10,2017 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
) 

COUNTY OF DARLINGTON ) 
) 

PEE DEE HEALTH CARE, P.A.) MARCH 16, 2011 
) 

PLAINTIFF, ) 
) MOTION HEARING 

VERSUS . } 
} 

THE ESTATE OF HUGH S. THOMPSON'> 2010-CP-16-00332 
) 

DEFENDANT. ) 

~----------------------------) 

BEFORE 

THE HONORABLE J. MICHAEL BAXLEY 

APPEARANCES 

Tony R. Megna, Esquire 
Attorney for Pee Dee Mental Health 

Jon Rene Josey, Esquire 
John Jay James, Esquire 
Attorneys for the Estate 
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1 (Whereupon, this hearing began 1:40 p.m. 

2 on Wednesday, March 16, 2011.) 

3 THE COURT: All right. Then the next matter 

4 we have is Pee Dee Health Care versus The Estate of 

5 Thompson. 

6 Please be seated, and let me begin with a bit 

7 of introduction, and then we will come across and let 

8 everyone introduce themselves, and tell us who you have 

9 with you, that is your client, so that we can make sure 

10 that our record reflects that. 

11 This case was set especially today for the 

12 hearing of certain motions. The Court began to discuss 

13 back in February with counsel about the outstanding 

14 motions that are still pending in this case. 

15 Back in mid February, we made the decision 

16 that we would go ahead and hear certain motions in 

17 March. Mr. Megna had a conflict with the month of 

18 March, but was able to rearrange his schedule so that we 

19 could be here today. There are certain motions pending, 

20 but the first motion we all agree that we would hear, 

21 because it may be dispositive as to Mr. Megna's role in 

22 this case, which is the motion by The Thompson Estate to 

23 disqualify Mr. Megna as counsel. 

24 

25 

Now,that is where we will start today. There 

are other matters as well that I know are pending. But, 
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let's come across arid let everyone introduce themselves. 

And we will start with the pla~ntiff, Pee Dee Health 

Care. Mr. Me9n~, please introduce youiself and anyon~ 

you have.with you. 

MR. MEGNA: My name is Tony Megna. I am 

generijt:counsel for Pee Dee H~alth Care, and this is Mr. 

Mark Matthews, he i~ Vice President of Op~rations for 

.Pee Dee Health C~re. 

THE COURT: Welcome. 

MR. MEGNA: Thank you. 

THE COtmT:' And, now t'? the other side. 

.MR. JOSEY: Judge,I am ReneeJo~ey. I 

represent the est~te of Dr. Thomp,son. Of course J. 

James also repiese~ts the estate. And here witl1 us 

t'odayare the two personal representatives of the 

estate, whl.chare Dr. Thompson's 'children, Louis 
.. . ', 

Thompson Dailey,. and Hugh Thompson, III. 

. THE COURT: Thank you. ,And welcome to, the 

courtroom. 

All right. I beli~ve that we are in agreement 

that the first matter is the 'question of the 

disqualification of Mr. Megna. I have received Briefs 

or Memoranda .on both sides'of that, including 

substantial exhibits. I have h~d the opportunity to 

review those; Yo~ are the moving party, Mr. Josey, or 
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Mr. James. I will be glad to hear from you. 

MR. JOSEY: . Than.k you, Judge. And Mr. James 

and I have kind of divided up our presentation. I don't 

know if you are under a time constraint with the jury 

coming back, or? 

THE COURT: No, .1 have next Monday, I've got 

to be in court. So, we are okay. 

MR. JOSEY: All right. We will try to meet 

that. 

THE COURT: All right. Very good. 

MR. JOSEY: I thought, Judge, I know that 

you have heard of or that they made an appeal from 

Probate Court, but I am not sure that we have ever 

briefed you on any kind of the background of the case .. 

THE .COURT: Yes, please.do. 

MR. JOSEY: I thought that 1 would tell you 

a little bit about the background of the case, to put 

our motioniri context. 

This case involves determining who should be 

responsible, after a decade of the events, and after the 

death of Dr. Thompson for an error in not confirming his 

Medic~re credentials, back when he worked at Pee Dee 

Health Care over a decade ago. 

Because the Medicare are contractors in this 

case, and you may have heard of Palmetto GBA, they are a 

394 



2010-CP-16-00332 6 

contractor for Medicare. They issued Dr. Thompson a new 

" 

Medicare Provider Number after he had been suspended for 

a while. He was suspended by the South Carolina Medical 

Board from 1994 until 1998. But after that suspension, 

he reapplied through a new employer, not Pee Dee Health 

Care, for a new Medicare Provider Number, and was issued 

a new Medica~e Provider Number. And that new employer 

started billing Medicare, an~ Medicare started paying. 

And then he moved 'to Pee Dee Health Care. And he 

actually went on to a third employer, First Choice in 

Florence. So he worked for three different ~mployers, 

all of whom were assigned Medicare benefits, and all of 

whom collected Medicare benefits after his, suspension, 

because he had a new Medicare Provider Number issued to 

him. 

THE COURT: And I believe when he wa~ first 

reinstated, he was required by the Medical Board to 

practice with Dr. Fowler. Am I correct in that? 

MR. JOSEY: 

THE COURT: 

MR. JOSEY: 

That's right. 

All right. I am familiar. 

Okay. And, it was only after a 

'period 6f time when he was actually with his t~ird 

employer that someone at Medicare realized that .he 

hadn't --- a second hoop hadn't been jumped through. 

That even though he had been issued a new Medicare 
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Provider Number, he had not been reinstated by the 

Medicare Inspector General, which is a different hoop 

that you are supposed to jump through. Two of Dr. 

Thompson's three employers managed to avoid liability to 

Medicare. Either through well done appeals, or through 

statute of limitation and not being pursued. But two of 

them managed to avoid liability Medicare. Pee Dee 

Health Care was not so lucky. They were assessed by 

Medicare. A little over $200,000.00 dollars that 

Medicare wanted to be paid back, and because Dr. 

Thompson was not fully credentialed through his period 

of his employment with them, and during the period he 

assigned benefits to them. Pee Dee Health Care, which 

was held liable by Judge Metry, in an order that we 

attached as Exhibit A to our Motion, primarily because 

Judge Metry found that there was an affirmative duty on 

any contracting employer to check out the credentials, 

and to make sure that the credentials were in place 

before they accepted assignment of benefits and started 

billing Medicare. And Judge, just so you know, I have a 

bulletin from Medicare that kind of reaffirms that. I 

know we are not arguing the merits today, but I just 

thought that I would 

MR. MEGNA: Excuse me, Your Honor. I think 

at this point in time, Mr. Josey has been here for a 
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while. I sent them an email on Sunday night asking to 

please give me any information they have. And I Object 

to them giving you any information at the last minute 

like this. That is an unexpected iurprise. I don't 

care what it says. It is inappropriate. He knows it is 

inappropriate. And I would ask the Court to not take 

judicial notice of it .. He should have had the good --­

just the good manners to have provided this to me before 

he hands it to you. I have nothing to do this. We gave 

them our information five days ago, and it is just bad 

manners. And I think this court, within its discretion, 

could say, no, thank you. 

THE COURT: Do you want to reply to that Mr. 

Josey? 

MR. JOSEY: Just to say .Judge, that Judge 

Metry's order was based on the fact that found an 

affirmative duty. This is baSically to promulgate the 

statute and the regulations you abide by. 

MR. MEGNA: I objection, Your Honor. Again, 

because I haven't had the chance to respond to it .. And 

I specifically sent Mr. Josey a email on Sunday night, 

and asked them to please provide.me any information. 

And I think it is inappropriate for him to do so now. 

And I think this court should take judicial notice of 

the fact that they totally ignored it. And that under 
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the Rules of Professional Responsibility --- And I know 

that is what I'm being accused of, I think they have 

absolute responsibility to be fair to the Court, and 

fair to opposing counsel, and fair to the opposing 

party, and this is not fair under any sort of 

cIrcumstances. 

THE COURT: Very good. I'll sustain his 

objection, and will not accept the documents, Mr. Josey. 

Go ahead with your argument, sir. 

MR. JOSEY: I understand, Judge. That's 

fine. And like I say we are not arguing merits, I just, 

kind of wanted to give you some background. 

Judge Metry's Order is attached to our motion 

as Exhibit A, and of course this litigation was brought 

after Dr. Thompson could no longer speak for himself, 

and died. And we are being asked to defend things that 

Dr. Thompson was involved with over a decade ago. Now, 

the basis of our Motion, of course, is that we think Mr. 

Megna is a central witness in this case. And he should 

not be allowed to wear two hats in the presentation of 

this case. 

Mr. James is going to tell you why we think he 

is a key witness. And I am going to address the law 

about that. 

THE COURT: All right. Go ahead, Mr. James. 
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MR. JAMES: May it please, The Court? A 

couple of preliminary matters. 

We have not accused Mr. Megna of professional 

misconduct. We are here today to avoid any possibility 

that there could be misconduct with him possibly serving 

at the trial as counsel and as a witness. He can't be a 

fact witness.and an advocate. 

In Mr. Megna's cover letter with his various 

returnS to motions that he sent last Friday, he said 

that we had refused to allow the personal 

representatives to be deposed. 

. In January, Mr. Megna noticed their 

deposition. We notified Mr. Megna's law partner that we 

thought the depositions would better be postponed until 

after various motions had been heard. And Mr. Megna, by 

letter addressed to me on February the 3rd
, said my 

suggestion is that we agree to suspend all depositions 

and other pending ~otions until the Motion to Disqualify 

has been heard. We have not refused to let our clients 

be deposed. In Mr. Megna's statement in his cover 

letter to the Court is in error. 

Getting' to the merits of whether Mr. Megna 

would be a necessary witness. Mr. Megna is the Chief 

Executive Officer, as well as General Counsel to Pee Dee 

Health Care. When we filed-our Motion to Disqualify, we 
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believed that to be the case, but we were not absolutely 

certain. We did find a record in Florence County, 

certain documents and other litigation that he had filed 

documents with Medicare claiming --- holding himself out 

to be the Chief Executive Officer of Pee Dee Health 

Care. Our purpose in attaching those Medicare 

application documents was not to interject the Lake City 

litigation into this litigation. In no way can our 

including documents that Mr. Megna himself filled out 

and submitted to the government be construed as an 

attempt by us to accuse Mr. Megna of being dishonest and 

untrustworthy as he said in his return to our motion. 

Nothing of the sort. He has now in his return admitted 

that he is the CEO of Pee Dee Health Care. 

This status creates the probability that in a 

case of this nature, he will be a necessary witness. 

And in the discovery and in the pleadings, he has 

admitted certain things, and has alleged certain things 

that make it very plain that he is a necessary witness. 

In his Complaint, ,he refers to an unsigned, 

undated letter that he said was given to him by Mr. 

Megna. I believe it is Exhibit HH, in the plaintiff's 

return. He says that this letter was given to him 

presumably around June 1, 2007, by Mr. Megna. And in 

the Complaint, this letter was said to be an exhibit. 
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It was not attached to the Complaint. In fact, there 

were three things that were.said to be exhibits to the 

complaint, and none of them were' attached; none of them 

were filed. But we understand that this undated, 

unsigned letter supposed}y given by Dr. Thompson tb Mr. 

Megna, is the exhibit referred to in the Complaint. 

And in the Complaint, the plaintiff alleges 

that this ~nsigned, ~nd~ted lett~r constitutes an 

admission by. Dr. Thompson that he has pot provided' 

accurat~ informationtd the: plaintiff upon and a~ri~g 

his employment. with 'plaintiff, or to Medicare,. or to his 

provider, an assignment of' benefit applications to 

Medicare ~ -So, this supposedly is the' smoking gun. . This 

14' i~ the document~that sho~s that the no~ deceas~d Dr. 

15" Thompson (idmitted that he had given bad· inforrr:tatio.n to 

16 ~ee Dee Health C~re. 

17 The letter inQ4estion --

18 'THE'COURT: I have it. It is attached to 

19 your Bri~f. 'I hav~it. 

20 MR~JAMES: It is attached tq their brief. 

21 THE, COURT: All right. Very good. 

22 MR. JAMES: It is Exhibit HH. 

23 THE COURT: Do you want to make it'an 

24 exhibit to this hearing today? 

25 MIL JAMES: We can~ Your Honor. 
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1 THE COURT: Any objection? 

2 MR. MEGNA: No objection, Your Honor. 

3 THE COURT:' Let's just take a moment and 

4 make that what would be Defendant's 1. 
, 

5 WHEREUPON, DEFENDANTS EXHIBIT 

6 NUMBER 1 IS MARICED AND ADMITTED 

7 INTO EVIDENCE WITHOUT 

8 OBJECTION. 

9 THE COURT: Go ahead. 

10 MR. JAMES: The letter in question is 

11 addressed, Dear Tony. Presumably, Tony Megna, but don't 

12 know for sure. If the Court would look in the lower 

13 right hand corner of th~ letter, it will see a not~tion 

14' that did not completely copy out. That our pending 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Motions to Compel, we have asked for a copy of this 

letter that would show completely the notation in the 

bottom right hand corner .. But they have resisted that 

motion~ and they say that everything that we havi asked 

for is attorney client privilege, or attorney work 

product. Assuming that this letter came from Dr. 

Thompson, and we certainly do not admit that. Assuming 

that it came from him, it appears that this refers to 

facts that were going on in 1999 when Dr. Thompson's 

medical licenses were briefly suspended, because of his 

failure to take a urine sample. And the notation in the 
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lower right hand corner appears to substantiate that 

this had the date of December the something 1999. But 

without being able to see the full thing, we don't know. 

But we think this was probably generated in 1999, not in 

2007. But in any event it does not constitute the 

smoking gun admission that the complainant in this case 

alleg~s. 'We believe that Mr. Megna would be a n~cessary 

witness in discovery, and possibly at trial for us to 

find out the circumstances of this letter. 

On page 14 of the· plaintiff's return, and at 

several other places in the plaintiff's return, Mr. 

Megna expresses himself with great indignation that we 

have indicated that he should be ~ witness on this. He 

14 says that we are referring ·to --- that he doesn't need 

15 to be a witness, because the document in question came 

16 from us. Well, he is referring to a 2004, two page 

17 memoranda that Dr. Thompson prepared I think, for his 

18 employer First Choice, and he met with them about his 

19 Medicare eligibility. And we provided that document to 

20 the plaintiff in discovery. That is not the document 

21 that we want to examine Mr. Megna on. Mr. Megna has 

22 even said that we are engaged in virtual misconduct in 

23 connection with wanting to ask him about well, their own 

24 

25 

document. We want to ask him about Exhibit HH, Your 

Honor, which is his exhibit in his complaint. 
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And in answers to .the Plaintiff's 

Interrogatories, which we have listed relevant 

information in Exhibit C to our Motion, Mr. Megna or Mr. 

Matthews has indicated that Mr. Megna is a party with an 

economic interest in the outcome of this. That he 

attempts to disqualify himself as being a fact witness 

because of the Dead Man Statute. We will address that 

in more detail later. 

He indicates further that Dr. Thompson 

communicated to him by telephone, in addition to this 

letter, concerning the adverse Medicare determination in 

the late spring or early summer of 2007. 

And finally, in the Answers to the 

Interrogatories, Mr. Megna says that he was the only 

person involved at Pee Dee Health Care with the 

Administrative Appeals of the Medicare determination, 

which unfortunately turned out unsuccessful for Pee Dee 

Health Care, but turned out successfully for First 

Choice. 

The Chief Executive Officer of an organization 

such as Pee Dee Health Care would also be a witness in a 

host of other ways, which are clearly elaborated in our 

Motion. And many ·of those would not involve the Dead 

MaA Statute, or other issue of privilege. 

There would be issues about administrative 
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policies and procedures, including employment 

applications, employment contracts. 'There would be 

issues about records keeping. For example, in this 

case, we have been advised that any personnel records of 

Dr." Thompson were destroyed pursuant to, personnel 

instruction policies of Pee Dee Health Care. We ha~e 

asked for certain documents such as, job application, 

employment contracts, employee evaluations to be 

provided to us, and they say they are not available to 

be provided to us. We would have questions about 

employee screening, employee credentialing. What 

questions do' you ask an employee to find out, does he 

have a valid, and' in force medical licenses? Does he 

have all of his credentials up to date with Medicare, 

Medicaid. What about due diligence procedures to see 

that they do everything that they should do? We would 

want to know what happened with their Medicare appeal, 

~nd why. We have been trying to get information from 

'them including their filings with the ~arious levels. 

There are four levels. They claim to have gone to all 

four levels. We still do not have the Medicare Appeals 

Council decision~ which is the fourth. They say that is 

Exhibit S of their return. Exhibit S instead, is the 

key to Administrator's decision. That is step number 2. 

We have previously been provided that. But we need to 
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ask questions about that. We want to know what they 

argued and why they lost. We want to know about their 

alleged damages. They are saying in their Complaint 

that there are huge consequential damages. That because 

they have had to pay Medicare back somewhat more than 

$200,000.00 dollars, that their organization has been 

crippled, Your Honor. . That they have not been able to 

afford to hire additional doctors that they need. We 

have asked further to show what their income is, such as 

income tax returns for the years in question. Again, we 

have been told that we are asking for attorney work 

product, or attorney client privilege information. But 

we need to know what is the basis for the damages, and 

the CEO of the organization would be the best person to 

get·us that information. 

We are entitled, Your Honor, to depose and 

discover these facts from any witness. Not just the 

witnesses that they want to proyide to us. They say oh, 

Mr. So-and-so, or Mrs. So~and-so can tell you thiS, or 

can tell you that. Well, they are not entitled to pick 

and choose the witnesses that we want to find out the 

facts from. We think the CEO, who is the chief accuser 

in this case, should be subject to deposition. We 

should be able to find out what we need to find out, so 

that we can advise our clients properly. And so we can 
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'-' 1 discharge our obligations to our clients, and to this 

2 court, and to our justice system. 

3. We think that Mr. Megna's credibility on 

4 various issues will be imp'ortant in this case, Your 

5 Honor. They have acc~sed Dr. Thompson, a dead man, of 

6 fraudulent, geceitful, dishonest conduct. We are 

7 entitled to see what the credibility of the accusers 

8 are, and show that to a court, and to a jury. 

9 At' the time that Mr. Megna alleges that ,Dr. 

10 Thompson had a conversation with him in the late spring 

11 of 07, about the Medicare determination matter. He says 

12 on page 6 of his return, that·at that time the 

'-- 13 undersigned, being Mr. Megna, closed any further 

14 discussions with the decedent, and advised the decedent, 

15 the undersigned, to not discuss the. matter with him, and 

16 that was the length of the conversation. Well, we need 

17 to find o~t more about those kinds of alleged contacts. 

18 At that same time, Mr. Megna now says that the decedent 

19 gave to hi~ miscellaneous records, which I believe are 

20 Exhibii 0 of his return. At an earlier time Mr .. Megna 

21 gave those to me last July. He said that these were 

22 records that Dr. Thompson apparently delivered to them, 

23 at some point in time, but not indicated that they were 
o 

24 delivered at a very important time, and presumably being 

_. 25 met by Dr. Thompson to be helpful in this matter. The 
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records in concern have nothing to do with this matter. 

One of them is a personal real estate contract on 

property in 1999. Others are copies of the diplomas, 

and certificates, professional certificates and that 

sort of thing. None of them have anything to do with 

the Medicare determination. We need to ask Mr. Megna 

about those documents, to see where they came from. 

The response of Pee Dee Health Care to our 

Motion to Disqualify Mr. Megna, confirms in other ways 

that he is a witness. Exhibits P andU, are served to 

constitute agreements by Dr. Thompson and First Choice, 

but they undertook an affirmative duty to keep Pee Dee 

Health Care advised of the progress of their Medicare 

appeals. 

Well, if you look at Exhibits P and U, each is 

an email.' Exhibit P is an email from Mark Matthews, an 

e~ployee of Pee Dee Health Care to Tony Megna. Exhibit 

U, is an email ·from Tony Megna to Dean Banks, who is the 

Chief Executive Officer of Firs~ Choice. Neitheremail 

is supportive of the contention that they constitute 

agreements by Dr. Thompson and/or First Choice to Pee 

Dee Health Care advised. Mr. Megna --

THE COURT: We need to take just a little 

break here for our court reporter. 

(PAUSE. ) 
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THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. James. Go ahead. 

MR. JAMES: Mr. Megna is the presumed receipt 

of one of those emails. And he is the apparent sender 

4 of the other email. Both of these are said. to 

5 constitute important pieces of evidence by Pee Dee 

6 Health Care. We think we are entitled to ask 

7 appropriate questions of Mr. Megna as to the content of 

8 th~se emails, ihe contex~s of the emails~ etcetera. 

9 Your Honor, that concludes my portion of this 

10 presentation. And I will turn it back pver to my co-

11 

12 

13. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

counsel, Renee Josey. 

Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you. Mr. Josey, do you 

want to speak on the law? 

MR. JOSEY: Yes, sir. I do have one more 

factual addition to add. In Mr. Megna's response, he 

mentions that --- in a footnote, I think. It is 

footnote six, that my firm had been admonished for some 

discovery abuses somewhere. He doesn't identify what 

litigation he is talking about. 1 kind of polled my 

office by email, and nobody knows what he is talking 

about. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. JOSEY: But, if the Court wants to hear 

any consideration of that, I will be glad to address it. 
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Let me address the law, Judge. Again, we 

haven't accused Mr. Megna, of anything unethical. We 

are trying to prevent something unethical from 

happening. Rule 3.7, of The Rules of Professional 

Conduct, which I am sure you have had a chance to look 

at, indicates that a lawyer can not be both an advocate 

and a witness' in a matter. And it does give three 

exceptioris. The first exception being, if it is an 

uncontested issue. Well, as you heard from Mr. James, 

the things that we want to depose Mr. Megna about, and 

examine Mr. Megna about, are definitely contested. 

Number two is, if it has to do with the nature 

or value of legal services rendered. That is not what 

this is about either. We are not interested in legal 

services, and the value thereof, like in Family Court 

cases when we are trying to collect fees or something 

like that. 

Or number three, if there is a substantial 

hardship. We don't believe there is a hardship here, 

because early on in this case, early that summer before 

I was even associated with the case, Mr. James raised 

this concern with Mr. Megna, and with Mr. Matthews, who 

is Mr. Megna's partner. And as you will see in our 

Motion, we don't claim that Mr. Matthews is 

disqualified. Because, Mr. Matthews, as far as we can 

410 



'-

'-

1 

2 

3 

2010-CP-16-00332 22 

tell, wasn't critically involved in these communications 

with Dr. Thompson. So, Mr. Matthews would not be 

disqualified. Mr. Matthews has been involved in this 

4' case. He, in fact,' signed the Complaint originally. 

5 So, he is familiar with these m~tters, and copied with 

6 these things, and it will not be a hardship for Mr. 

7 Matthews to assume the fore-role, [sic] if you will, 

8 ' instead ~f just a shared role representing Pee Dee 

9 Health Care. 

10 Mr. Megna's response does raise the suggestion 

11 that maybe the Court can split hairs and say that he 

12 couldn't be the lawyer at trial, but maybe could be the 

13 lawyer for som~ pretrial functions. And, Judge,that 

14 may be possible.~' Let me'tell you what our concerns are: 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Our concerns are two fold. First of all, we 

don't want Mr. Megna wearing two hats in front of a 

jury. And I think that is clearly covered by the rules. 

But, we don't want that to occur, whether it is at a 

trial, or whether it is in a deposition. Whether it is 

in Mr. Megna's deposition, or the deposition of other 

witnesses. Because, we don't know now what deposition 

testimony might be used, or might be needed at the trial 

in front 6f the jury i~ this case. So, that is a 

concern. We'don't want Mr. Megna to wear two hats in 

front of a jury. And we think that is what the rule is 
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meant to address. 

Our other concern is that we don't want the 

plaintiff, Pee Dee Health Care to use Mr. Megna as a 

sword when they want to by saying, he received critical 

communication from your client, Dr. Thompson, and he is 

the one that these affirmative duties ,were manifested 

to, but. So, we are going to use him as a sword, but we 

are going to use him as a shield. If you want to depose 

him, if yo,u want to make him a witness, it is all 

privileged, it is all work-product, and you can't ask 

him about it. And they can't have it both ways, Judge. 

That is why it was somewhat preempted, but we went ahead 

and Briefed that in our Motion. And we are not asking 

him about litigation strategies in this case. We are 

not going to ask him about confidential matters. We 

want to ask him what happened on the public record. We 

want to ask him what happened to that fourth level of 

appeal. Because, if they have succeeded at that fourth 

level of appeal, we wouldn't be here. We want to ask 

him about his communications with our client before 

employment; during the employment application process. 

All of the things that Mr. James told you about. The 

employment application. What are your procedural steps 

in your policy manual, what do they say about 

credentialing? Because, we know what Medicare 
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regulations says, and the statute says. We want to know 

what they did to comply with the Medicare regulations 

and statute. And those are all things that don't call 

for privileged information. We also wen~ ahead and 

addressed the Dead Man Statute, to the extent that we 

are asking him about Medicare compliance, and Medicare 

credentialing. That doesn't involve any dead man 

testimony. And, as I think we made clear in our 

Briefing, the Dead Man Statute is an evidentiary 

objection that these clients can raise if they want to 

at trial. It is not a tool for the plaintiff, who has a 

financial interest to use. It is a tool that we, our 
, . 

clients can use. It is somebody with.a financial 

interest in the' matter is 'going to claim that the dead 

man said 'something in front of a jury. It doesn't mean 

16 ,that those people are insulated from discovery. ,In 

17 fact, as I'i~dicated in the Brief, we don't know how' 

18 extensive the Dead Man's Statute might apply until we 

19 take depositions to see what communications did you have 

20 with a dead man~ and who had them? Until we do that, 

21 we don't know exactly what we might' have the option of 

22 raising the Dead Man Statute too. 

23 And there is a case ---Judge Sanders authored 

24 an opinion abo0t discovery not being hindered by the 

25 Dead Man's Statute, because it is the type of objection 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

that is reserved for trial, and it is not raised in 

di~covery. But, again, I think Pee Dee Health Care is 

trying to use it as a shield to hide any weaknesses that 

10 

11 

12 

13 

might exist in their case, while at the same time 

asserting that Mr. Megna is a sword that can't be 

discoVered or inquired into. 

So, Judge, that is why we are here. We 

haven't accused anybody of anything wrong yet. But, we 

don't think Mr. Megna needs to wear two hats. 

THE COURT: 

reply, Mr. Megna? 

MR. MEGNA: 

All right. Thank you. And in 

Your Honor, I ce~tainly feel 

accused. It certalnlycame across to me as accused. I 

14 certainly think the tone is accusatory, first of all. 

15 . Second of all, the letter that they r~fer to is 

16 excuse me. Is a letter that my office received in the 

17 mail from Dr. Thompson. I fully disclosed it to them. 

18 Fully and completely. I, at the time we were doing 

19 this, yes I am the CEO and General Counsel of Pee Dee 

20 Health Care. We had well in excess of a hundred 

21 employees. I have a business manager who handles --- a 

22 Vice President of Operations. And quite frankly I 

23 handle none of that, and I don't know of many CEOs that 

24 do. I don't know how they can. I just don't understand 

2S it. I never did it .. I don't do it. Period, end of 
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1 discussion. The orily thing that I have done here today 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

is, since day one fully and completaly disclosed to 

these folks what I have. Dr. Thomps·on did in fact call 

me. I fully disclosed it. As soon as he told me· that 

he an attorney representing him, or he told me--- I 

said, I can't talk to you~ I'm not going to talk to 

you. I'm not goin~ to do it. He sent some documents in 

the mail t9 ~y offiqe. I fully disclosed them. They 

know anythirig an~ evet~thing about those documents t~at 

I know. I know nothing .. As far as critical testimony 

goes, they have not described one thing here today. that 

can poss~bly be considered critical informatio~; 

nothing. They hav~ this one letter that Dr. Thompson 

14 voluntarily sent to my office that ended up on my desk. 

15 • When I received it, I put ina file .that I kept, and 

16 that I disclosed it to them when .they asked for it. 

17 That wa~ all there was to it~ 

18 As far as Medica~e goes/ and I think,this ~s a 

19 

20 

21 

critical distinction. Medicare did not sue Dr. 

Thompson. Medicare sued Pee Dee Health Care. I 

defended Pee Dee Heaith Care. I was general counsel to 

22 Pee Dee Health Care. Anythirig that I did in thatrol~, 

23 

24 

25 

speaking with my partners or my employees, is absolutely· 

privileged information. Now, do they have access to the 

--- Can they have access to the orders? Your Honor, I 
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honestly don't know how this QIC exhibit got in there, 

and I apologize for that. If we have that document, we 

are happy to give it to them. As a matter of fact, my 

recollection is, I have provided that document to them 

during discovery. That was the decision. But, as far 

as my personal work product goes, I think it is just 

outlandish that they would sit here and say that they 

can look at my personal work product that I discussed 

~ith the principals of Pee Dee Health Care, and because 

it is critical information reg~rding what they consider 

the fact that I didn't do my job, and that is what they 

eluded to in here. I didn't do my job. That they would 

somehow say that that gives them the right to then cross 

examine me. Well, that is not true. That is not true 

at all. The Supreme Court has made it absolutely plain 

that attorney work product is privileg~d. Now, the 

results of that, they want to go get the documents from 

Medicare, I don't care. As a matter of fact, I know 

that I gave them that. But, if I have it again, I will 

provide it to them. And I apologize to the Court that 

somehow another this QICdocument got in here. I have 

no problem with them having the decision. The other 

documents that they refer to was because it evidences 

that Mark Matthews, exactly who he said, had everything 

to do with this, not me. He dealt with Dean Banks. He 
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dealt with Di. Thompson, not me. And they promised, and 

he will testify that --- He is welcome to do it today, 

because his Affidavit is in there. He testified that he 

put in his Affidavit that they promised to provide him 

information. And the irony is that the decision that 

they got, that was in favor really of First Health, and 

Dr. Thompson by proxy was disclose --- they didn't 

disclose to you was provided several weeks prior ---. . . , 

several months, several weeks prior to a decision being 

issued in our case. If we had had that, it would hav~ 

probably been coll~teral ~stoppel, res judicata, I can 

corne up with something. There is no doubt about it. I 

could have provided that 'opinion to the LLC, who was a 

different judge, who came up· with a different opinion. 

That is the whole, thing in a nutshell. But we are not 

suing Dr. Thompson oveithat. We know what the ~edicare 

Statute5 requir~ of us. And, yes, they said that by 

proxy we basically have --- I guess you would call it 

some type of complete liability in the case, regardless 

of the fact that Dr.' Thompson --- and I hate this --- He . , 

lied. Dr. Thompson did not tell the truth. We were 

provided exhibit after exhibit. Mr. 

MR. JAMES: James. 

MR.. MEGNA: James, excuse me. He said in his 

answer repeatedly the duty of loyalty that Dr. Thompson 
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1 had to us. We provided three letters from Medicare 

2 prior to him coming to work for us that I had never 

3 seen. That I had no knowledge of. Where Medicare had 

4 asked them for information, and he came to our office 

5 and never provided them to us. The Dead Man Statute, 

6 the Dead Man Statute does not say what they say it says. 

7 It says, it bars examination .. It doesn't say 

8 examination ,at trial. It doesn't say examination at 

9 depositions. It says it bars examination. It seems to 

10 me very, very simple. The case that he has cited did 

11 not say that they could take a deposition. It recited 

12 deposition testimony. I don't know, and neither do 

'- 13 they, whether or not any objections were made to that 

14 deposition. But, our Supreme Court has done everything 

15 they could to restrict what the Dead Man's Statute says, 

16 and'it doesn't apply to documents. No problem. But it 

17 applies to examinations. They can't have it both ways. 
, 

18 There is nothing that says that it is shield used for 

19 their purp6ses. It is a shield period. The Supreme 

20 Court has said, if you are going to apply it in one 

21 direction, you apply it in both directions. It is not 

22 so that they can go take depositions Willie-Nellie. 

23 That they can go take depositions of whoever they want 

24 to take, so they can decide whethe~ or not they can use 

'- 25 information against us in some manner. The Dead Man's 
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Statute says, th~t if a party has an interest in the 

outcome of the judgment, he cannot be examined. I 

Admitted that I had an inter~st in the outcOme of the 

judgment. leannot be examined as a matter of law .. It 

is not a question of --- It is a question of 

admissibility. What could they,possibly gain from 

taking my examination, when it is not admissible. And 

on top of that, it doesn't bar the admissibility of. it, 

it bars 'the examination of it. I cannot be examined. I 

didn't make that law up. The legislature did. This 

court, respectfully; is bound by it. _ As am I, as are 

the defendants. On top of that the Pee Dee Health Care 

is complaining about, is not the fact that we had to pay 

Medicare baek ~er se, but the fact that Dr. Thompson 

admittedly owed us a duty of loyalty to tell us, the 

truth. We are not suing Medicare. We are suing ,them 

- him unfortunately for not telling the truth. We did 

wait until he passed away; and we did that on purpose. 

I would be the first to admit that I did that on 

purpose. And the reason I did it on purpose was because 

I didn't want to cause him further agony, and 

humiliation, and damage, knowing what I knew. And I 

knew that he was not going to live. It ~as an act of 

mercy, and it was an act of calmness. It is 

inappropriate, and it is wrong for them to now say ---
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and I understand that it was the only string that they 

had available. Well, Pee Dee Health Care didn't deal 

with Medicare, so sorry. It is Pee Dee Health Care's 

fault. We are suing him for indemnification. Where is 

the Complaint please? Several, but mainly 

indemnification. The inability of --- his lack of 

ability of telling us the truth. Whether or not he 

forgot br not, there is a duty of loyalty to us. A duty 

of truthfulness. They have admitted in their Answer, 

which I put in my Return. 'This is a case that is right 

for Summary Judgment. They had no discernable defense. 

And they know they had no discernable defense. So the 

only thing that ,they could do was to come up with 

reasons to bar. Reasons to tell this Court well, Mr. 

Megna knows this. Mr. Megna knows that. Mr. Megna is a 

necessary witness. What one piece of evidence have they 

produced? Evidence that they produced that I am a 

necessary witness? None. Because, there is none. Like 

I said, I have not given them a decision. Well, if I 

have it, and I know I have, I will give it to them 

again. There is no evidence before this court, none. 

And, yes, sir. I apologize if I sound a little outraged, 

because I am. Because, you had better believe this is 

an issue of character assignation. This is an issue of 

honor. And yes, sir, you had better believe the Lake 
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City litigation plays into it, because what they didn't 

tell you is they also asked me questions on the 

interrogatories, please explain to us what the claims 

were that were filed by Lake City on behalf of Dr. 

Thompson. Lake City did not get evolve until seven 

years after Dr. Thompson left our practice. Xf you 

think for a second --- if this Court thinks for a second 

that their issues,are not insidious, it is just wrong. 

They are. And it would cause undue hurt to our 

organization. We are not financially able to bring 

somebody else up'to date. And, yes, Mr. Matthews and I 

do 'practice together, because my partner saw fit to ,let 

me do something to assist somebody else. That he would 

have to bring himself up to date, not knowing a thing 

about this case. Just on accusations, and in~ppropriate 

accusations. 

THE COURT: Well, ,the disqualification would 

go to the entire firm; would it not? 

MR. JOSEY: No, sir. And we addressed that. 

As I said earlier, it would not disqualify Mr. Matthews. 

MR. MEGNA: Talk about splitting hairs. 

MR. JOSEY: It is in our Motion. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

MR. MEGNA: In other words they want to have 

it both ways. 'But they have to show some evidence, some 
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evidence that I am a necessary witness. All the cases 

that I have cited indicated that every Court just 

about every Court that has considered this issue, has 

said a Court needs to view this issue with great 

suspicion, because it is a litigation tactic, and an 

inappropriate litigation tactic. And it is used to do 

exactly what they are trying to do, undermine our 

efforts to be indemnified for the wrongs that were 

committed against Pee Dee Health Care. I had a Director 

of Business Operations ,. who can testify as to damages. 

I don't know about the damages. I didn't do that. I'm 

the CEO of the organization. I admit that I am the CEO 

of the organization. But, I am also the general counsel 

to the organization. I have a right to bend over to 

defend my client. And Pee Dee Health Care is my client. 

If they had a fact that would show this court, or 

demonstrate to this court that this court could hang its 

hat on, that I was a necessary witness, which the cases 

have said you can't get it from some place else, that 

may be one thing. But the truth of the matter is, they 

don't have a defense. We have fifteen to sixteen 

different causes of action. But they all basically come 

down to the same thing. He didn't tell the truth. Now, 

I understand that he says that he forgot. That is what 

the documents show. We have given this court over five 
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hundred pages of documents, or seven hundred pages of 

documents that were produced during discovery. One of 

them is a letter that Mr. J~mes referred to. We didn't 

see until it was produced to us during discovery from 

First Health and by Mr. James, where Mr. James produced 

it to us as an admission against Dr. Thompson and what 

he said. Yeah, I didn't do it. I forgot. This case is 

right for Summary Judgment, which is why we made the 

Summary Judgment Motion. This case should never go any 

further; However, I understand them wanting to take 

depositions on the issue of damages. I have no problem 

with that. I don't know what I could offer as a fact 

wit~ess, if this court ordered me to. But, I ca~ tell 

the Court right now that I would claim attorney client 

privilege. Because, my only contacts were wit,h Dr .. 

Matthews and Dr. Cohen. Now, 'r may have had other 

discussions with Mr. Matthews, but I guarantee you I 

would claim attorney client privilege. And Mr. Matthews 

would tell you that he 'handled everything, not me. I am 

happy to tell them, I am happy to put him on the stand 

right now, if the Court would like. I had nothing to do 

with this. Dr. Thompson called me. I disclosed that. 

They have now turned it around and said somehow or 

other, and go on to say that I have done nothing 

improper yet., The accusations are of impropriety ~ They 
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are wrong. He sent documents to our office that came to 

my desk, that I have fully produced to them. Does it 

have any relevance? I looked at them, and I didn't --­

they appeared to be when Mr. James was discussing it. 

Bets me? That is what he sent me. I put them in here. 

That is what he sent me. The rest of the information is 

information that we sent out subpoenas for. We provided 

it to them during discovery. They sent out Freedom of 

Information Request. They provided to us during 

discovery. Mr. James' answer reads like the Court 

should just give Summary Judgment per se. They admitted 

to the issue of loyalty. They admitted several factors, 

which I have named in this --- in my Return. And, 

again, I apologize, because I am inflamed about this. 

And I do feel attacked. And I do hope that this court 

at least understands why I would feel attack~d. 

THE COURT: All right. Let me ask you 

counsel, how many employees does your company have now? 

MR. MEGNA: Seventy-five or eighty at least. 

THE COURT: Well, let's do this. I don't 

think it is necessary --- Is there anything further in 

your argument? 

MR. MEGNA: 

THE COURT: 

take a reply. 

No, sir. 

I don't think it is necessary to 
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1 What I am going to do is, I am going to stand 

2 down and consider this for a few moments. I will be 

3 back and tell you whether I need to take it under 

4 advisement, or whether I am prepar~d to rule. 

5 We will be at ease now for approximately ten 

6 minutes. 

7 MR. MEGNA: Thank you, Your Honor. 

8 MR. JOSEY: Thank you, Your Honor. 

9 THE COURT: Thank you.' 

10 (Whereupon,. a recess ~as taken from 

112:32 p.m. until 2:45 p.m .. ). 

12 RULING OF THE COURT 

13 THE COURT: All right. I have had an 

14 
, ' . 

opportunity to review this. Thank you for your patience 

15 while I was doing so. And th~ Court is prepared to rule 

16 at this time. It is not necessary to take this matter 

17 under advisement; 

18 Mr. Megna,iespectfully, sir; Rule 3.7 is 

19 clear in its terms. It says that a lawyer shall n9t act 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

as an advocate in a trial in which he is likely to be a 

necessary witness. 

While you dispute the fact, that there are 

certain issues, questions that need to be asked of you 

because there is an exclusion by either the Dead Man's 

Rule, or perhaps 'other evidentiary policies; the Court 
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is not persuaded by that. The Court cannot require one 

party, who happens to be the defendant here, that is 

the party being sued, to somehow limit whom they may 

call as a witness"or what they may ask of those 

witnesses. I think that Document HH alone, and the 

circumstances that surround that letter, tell me that 

you may be a witness, and for that reason, the Court is 

going to grant the Motion to Disqualify you. 

r am persuaded bY, the argument that Rule 1.7 

and 1.9 under the Professional Conduct Rules, which have 

to do with conflict, would not prevent your partner from 

representing the plaintiff in this case. But, I do find 

that you are likely to be a necessary witness. 

14 Also, I asked you during this prior argument 

15· what the size of your company was. I simply don't find 

16 that it is too great of a hardship upon your company to 

17 have other counsel, which of course could be your law 

18 partner. This case is early in its process, although it 

19 has been pending for while: And thus, I don't find that 

20 there is any disadvantage to your party that cannot be 

21 overcome. It appears to m~, Mr. Matthews, from my 

22 review of the file, as well as the probate proceedings 

23 downstairs has been involved in this, if not directly, 

24 certainly tangentially from early on. 

25 So, for all of these reasons, the Court grants 
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the Motion to Disqualify you as counsel. 

38 

MR. MEGNA: Is the Court granting the Motion 

Your Honor, just for at trial, as the rule says, or just 

period? 

THE COURT: No, sir. Period. It begins 

now. And that was the next point that I wanted to 

raise. 

I don't know ~hether we want togo forward, 

with any other hearings today, or just by switching out 

and let Mr. Matthews 

MR. MEGNA: 

THE COURT: 

courthouse? 

MR. MEGNA: 

This is the wrong Mr. Matthews. 

Is the othe~ Mr. M~tthews in the 

No, sir. We would probably,· 

respectfully, Your Honor, ask two things. 

Number one. We would request if the Court 

took into consideration the exhibit that they attached 

to their Motion, that there is nothing in there --- it 

is about a different organization completely. And the 

second thing is, we would ask the Court not to take up 

anything further, because the Supreme Court has said 

that this is an immediately appealable issue. And that 

I would need to talk with my partners whether or not we 

are going to appeal the issue. 

THE COURT: Well, I think it is a better 
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course regardless of what response you may make to this, 

is to not go forward today any further, because you are 

not able to argue it. And Mr. Ben Matthews is not here. 

They were not able --

MR. MEGNA: Right. I agree with that, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Very good. Then I 

am going to conclude this matter. 

Now, let's do this though. In case there is 

an appeal, which is certainly your right and your 

prerogative --

MR. MEGNA: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: I am going to ask that the 

prevailing party here prepare an Order, which basically 

will memorialize what I just said. 

Mr. Josey, if you would prepare an Order 

within ten days of today's date. Forward it to me 

electronically at jbaxleylc@sccourts.org. That will 

come to Ms. O'Neal, my law clerk. Please put it in Word 

format, that is the only one they give us. And we will 

of course, review it, make any changes we believe are 

necessary. Please give Mr. Megna the courtesy of 

looking at it in advance. And, of course, this decision 

will not be final until the formal Order is served on 

you, thus there is no beginning of an appellate period -
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-- appeal period today for you. 

MR. MEGNA: Right. 

40 

THE COURT: It will be when the formal order 

is 

MR. MEGNA: 

itself is signed. 

THE COURT: 

MR. MEGNA: 

THE COURT: 

MR. MEGNA: 

THE COURT: 

concludes this matter. 

Yes, sir. Until the Order 

And served on you. 

And served on me. 

Yes, sir. 

Right. 

All righ~. Very good .. ~hat 

Have a good day. 

MR. JOSEY: 

MR. JAMES: 

MR. MEGNA: 

Thank y~u, Your Honor.' 

Thank you, Your Honor. 

Thank you, Your Honor. 

(Whereupqn,' this hearing was 

concluded at 2:53 p.m. on Wednesday,March 16,2011.) 

-- END OF TRANSCRIPT 
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(Whereupon, this hearing began 4:22 p.m. 

on Tuesday, July 21, 2011.) 

3 

1 

2 

3 THE COURT: All right. Let's let the record 

4 reflect that we are now in the matter of PDHC that is 

5 Pee Dee Health Care versus The Estate of Thompson, which 

6 is case number 2010-CP-16-332 on the Court's docket. 

7 We have today, cross motions for Summary Judgment, 

8 as well as Mr. Megna's Motion for me to reconsider 

9 disqualifying him as counsel. 

lOWe also have Dutstanding Motions, one from the 

11 plaintiff, which is to, leave to amend complaint, and 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

one from the defendant, which is to. compel discovery. 

It will be, my intention, that we will proceed in 

the following way. 

First. We would hear from the parties. If there 

is some objection to this Court having this hearing 

today, and structuring the hearing as it has been 

structured. That is, the Summary Judgment Motions 

coming before'the Reconsideration Motion. And, whether 

or not we will get to the other two outstanding motions 

I 'am not certain at this point. But, that would be my 

intention to proceed in that fashion. 

Is there an objection to that from Plaintiff? 

MR. MEGNA: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: . All right. From Defendants? 

433 



","-' 

"-

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2010-CP-16-00332 

MR.. JOSEY: No, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. Very good. Then let me 

first ask either party, if there is some objection to 

this hearing being scheduled today, or the way in which 

the Court would intend to proceed. From Plaintiff? 

MR.. MEGNA: Your Honor, the only thing --- the 

4 

only comment that I would have, is that the Plaintiff's 

certainly apologizes if there was any inconvenience 

caused, because of some kind of miscommunication between 

our offices. And, I just want you to know that it 

certainly was not intentionally. And, I have canvassed 

my office, and they say they have not received anything! 

But, I have spoken to them about the need that when a 

court calls our office, that it is to be dealt with 

immediately. So, I just want you to know to the extent 

there was that type of issue, that you know, we offer 

our apologizes. 

THE COURT: Very good. And that was not my point 

in asking you. But thank you for the courtesy of that 

comment. We did have a little bit of communication 

difficulty, but that is not a problem in any way. 

What I really was focusing on was the fact that in 

order to allow you the benefit of your institutional 

knowledge of this case, is to take the summary Judgment 

Motions before we take the Reconsideration Motion on the 
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Order to disqualify you. And, I will hold that Order in 

abeyance for purposes of the Summary Judgment Motions, 

and then decide afterwards about the reconsideration~ 

Is there an objection to that Mr. Megna? 

MR. MEGNA: Your Honor, I don't think ,there would 

be an objection to that. Although, we would .like to 

point out one thing --- and I will think about that as I 

mention this to the court. 

And, we have already provided a copy to counsel, 

the defendants, about an hour prior to this hearing. I 

was in our conference room, and provided --- a letter 

came in the mail indicating apparently that Turner 

Padget has been representing our office for a number of 

years on a Workers' Compensation claim. I only had 

about three minutes to discuss this with Dr. Cohen. 

{sic.} It was not sent to ,me. It was given to me this 

afternoon right before the hearing to ask what they 

wanted to do with it, and I had not seen it prior to 

that time. And he says, Dr. Cohen is the President of 

the P.A., and he indicates that he does not wish to 

waive any conflict of interest, particularly without 

having time to consider it. Mr. James indicated that 

Turner Padget was willing to pullout of that Workers' 

Compo case. I don't know if that is true or not true. 

I know that this case has been going on for a number of 
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years, and I do not know if that would be appropriate 

under the circumstances. But, I would bring that 

6 

attention --- that matter to the attention of the Court, 

and for the record. 

THE COURT: All right. That of course is the 

first I have heard of that. Mr. Josey, do you wish to 

respond? 

MR. JOSEY: Yes, sir. ~nd to answer your 

question you were asking to begin with; we have no 

objection to you proceeding in the fashion that you 

suggest. 

THE COURT: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. JOSEY: We have no objection to making 

argument on Summary Judgment Motion before you hear the 

59 (e) . 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. JOSEY: This conflict issue was apparently 

raised in the hall while I was getting water for our 

client. Mr. James, brought it to my attention. I 

called my office, and my office has checked the computer 

records, and we show no open files, or that we represent 

Pee Dee Health Care. I can tell you that when I opened 

this file, we did a conflict check as anytime we open 
. 
any file~ we go through a conflict chetk. When I opened 

this file, the computer records did show that in the 
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past we had represented, I believe; Pee Dee Health Care 

on Workers' Compo matters, through a Workers' 

Compensation insurance carrier. Those matters were 

closed, so they did not present an ongoing conflict. I 

suspect that this is a closed matter, because like I 

say, during ~-- while you were concluding your criminal 

matter, I called one of the Workers' Compo lawyers, who 

checked our computers, and he is not seeing it .. 1'11 be 

glad to check it again.when I get back. But I suspect 

that is a closed matter. 

THE COURT: All right. Do you want to just note 

this for our record, Mr. Megna? 

MR. MEGNA: Yes, ~ir. The only thing I would say 

to that is, that I do have personal knowledge and Mr. 

Matthews does also, that has been going on for several 

years. And I had, quite frankly, forgotten about it. 

But, it is an issue that Mr. Josey will need to address. 

And again, Dr. Cohen does not waive.the conflict. 

THE COURT: Well, let's'do this. I am going to 

mark it as Plaintiff's' Exhibit Number 1 for this 

proceeding. And we will take that up, as this matter 

progresses, as to whether there should be or will be a 

. disqualification of Mr. Josey as well. 

WHEREUPON, PLAZNTIFF'S 

EXHIBIT NUMBER 1 IS MARKED 
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AND ADMITTED INTO THE 

RECORD. 

8 

3 MR. JOSEY: Judge, since I don't have the benefit 

4 of a copy of that letter, it might help if you would 

5 just give me the --- or I can get it from the court 

6 reporter --- maybe the file number and I can l~ok it up 

7 by the file number. 

8 THE COURT: Ms. O'Neal will make a copy for you. 

9 MR. JOSEY: Thank you. That will help. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

THE COURT: Thank you. All right. Which of the 

summary judgment motions were filed first? 

MR. MEGNA: I'm not sure, Your Honor. 

MR. JOSEY: The Plaintiff's Motion for Summary 

Judgment ~as filed first, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's proceed in this 

fashion. Of course, both of you have Summary Judgment 

17 Motions pending. So, what I would like to do is, begin 

18 with the plaintiff arguing their Summary Judgment 

19 Motion,' give the defendant's an opportunity to respond 

20 to that, and at the same time,' argue their Summary 

21 Judgment Motions, and then come back to Mr. Megna to 

22 respond to the Defendant's Summary Judgment Motions. 

23 So, we will hear from you first, Mr. Megna. 

24 MR. MEGNA: Yes, sir. I mean --- I tbink that 

25 would be appropriate. 
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THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MEGNA: That we would hope the Court, at some 

point in time, would al$o consider the reconsideration 

of the disqualification issue. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. MEGNA: Your Honor, the Plaintiff's Motion 

for Summary Judgment --- First of all on the side there 

has been no, if I am correct, no Affidavit's filed. 
. . 

Nothing that would contravene any of the statements made 

by the plaintiffs. There has been, several Affidavits 

filed by the plaintiff that indicates Dr. Thompson, the 

deceased, came to work with Pee Dee Health Care in 

approximately Se~te~ber of 1998.. At that point in time, 

he had already been enroll~d in Medicare, and that 

document has been provided to the Court. And that he 

had enrolled sometime earlier in 1998. That is just my 

recollection. We can find· the exact document for the 

Court. 

All of the Affidavits indicate that when he came to 

work for Pee Dee Health Care, and after he came to work 

for Pee Dee Health Care until he left Pee Dee Health 

Care, no one knew anything that he had been disqualified 

or disbarred from Medicare. Nobody. We have 

uncontested Affidavits, and that is the only information 

before this court other than their denial. Period. 
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That is the only indication. So, from that standpoint, 

we would ask for summary judgment as to those facts, 

just starting off, because they are uncontested. There 

is no issue whatsoever as to those issues. They have 

not contested those Affidavits. And that is, to the 

Affidavits of Dr. McInnis, who indicated that in his 

Affidavit --- Mark, if you can tell me what those 

Affidavits are? We have provided those exhibits to the 

Court. We have that. We provided this to the. Court. 

We have Dr. McInnis' Affidav~t, which is Exhibit Y, that 

we provided to the Court. We have Dr. ~atthew's 

Affidavit, which is Exhibit Z attached --- I'm sorry, 

Mark Matthew's exhibit that was dated 3/9/2011 provided 

to the Court. Exhibit AA, which is Mr. James Goodson, 

who is a nurse practitioner in our office. Exhibit BB, 

Exhibit ec, Exhibit DO, EE, and they are all saying 

basically the same thing, except for EE, which is the 

Affidavit of Ms. Noyes, indicating also the amount of 

the money that Pee Dee Health Care paid back to Medicare 

as a result of what we content was Dr. Thompson's breach 

of contract and breach of fiduciary duty: Those are 

uncontested Affidavits. They have been presented to the 

Court. There has been absolutely no information 

whatsoever presented to the defendant, contrary to those 

Affidavits, or to oppose those Affidavits. 
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In addition to that, Your Honor, when he came to 

Pee Dee Health Care, Dr. Thompson, if I remember 

correctly, it has been a while, it was 1998. He was 

11 

4 doing ~ain management, and mostly pain management. ,'And 

5 he was a paid employee of Pee Dee Health Care. That is 

6 all here. Apparently, there is no contest to that. And 

7 in the Defendant's Answer, on several times, they 

8 indicated that on or about October 25, 1998 --- this is 

9 in their Answer, they agreed or stipulated or admitted 

10 that the decedent entered into the relation~hi~ with the 

11 plaintiff providing medical service to his patients, 

12 ' including Medicare patients. That is on page 3" 

13 

'14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

paragraph 12 of the defendant's anser, filed June 17, 

2010. And this is outlined on one place in my letter 

that has ,been filed with the Court,dated July 15,,2011.' 

It 'says they admitted that the defendant the decedent 

Dr. Thompson had a 

'MR. JOSEY: ' We don't have a letter dated July 15, 

2011. 

MR. MEGNA: I don't understand that. It was 

'certainly provided to you. 

Do we have another copy? 

MR. JOSEY: 

THE 'COURT: 

get you a copy. 

I 'haven't received one. 

All right. Just a moment, we will 
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Well, it was certainly copied to him. 

I would point out at this poin~, 

Judge, ·and I have written Mr. Megna about this. He 

continually sends mail to myoId street address, and I 

have asked him to send it to a P. O. Box. We.are not 

even at that street address anymore. That may.be part 

of my delay, but --- You haven't received in the mail a 

July 15 ili , letter have you? 

MR. JAMES: Your Honor, I have not received it in 

the mail. I will tell the Court that late yesterday 

afternoon, I went downstairs to check the original file 

for something else. This was between 4:30 and 5:00, and 

14 I came upon the July lS th letter, which had been filed in 

15 ·the Clerk of Court, I think, at 9:52 a.m. Friday morning 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the 15th • It said --- it had on the top of it that it 

had been addressed to you, and had been hand delivered. 

It was not hand delivered to me. Apparently not hand 

delivered to Mr. Megna, nor had it arrived at my Post 

Office box. I did make a copy of it yesterday about 

4:45. 

THE COURT: All right. Do you have a copy? 

MR. MEGNA: I don't have any additional copies. 

MR. MATTHEWS: I know they have a copy of it. 

MR.' JOSEY: Mr. James has a copy. 
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THE COURT: All right. Very good. 

MR. MEGNA: They say they have a copy of it. 

MR. JAMES: We did not get a copy of it at the 

same time that apparently you got a copy of it, Your . 

Honor .. 

THE COURT: All right. This is noted for the 

record. Go ahead, Mr. Megna with your argument. 

MR. MEGNA: Relationship with the plaintiff 

had a pecuniary interest. They admitted it. He was 

paid as a physician. They admit that the decedent --

THE COURT: Let me get you to slow down --

MR. MEGNA: Oh, I. apologize -.-

THE COURT: for our court reporter. 

13 

MR. MEGNA: They admitted that Dr~ Thompson had a 

relationship with the plaintiff such that he had a 

pecuniary interest since he was paid by the plaintiff as 

a physician to provide medical services. 

At Page 5, paragraph 2~, the defendant's answered. 

They admit that to that to the extent that the decedent 

was an employee of the plaintiff, which is opposed, that 

he had a duty of loyalty to the plaintiff. 

They admit that he was bound to act in good faith 

and with due regard to the plaintiff interest. 

They admit that he was obligated to communicate 

truthfully with -the plaintiff. 
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They also admitted that he had not been reinstated 

by the Office of the Inspector General at the time he 

worked with the plaintiff. 

They admit that his medical licenses were suspended 

by the South Carolina Board of Medical Examiners on or 

about May 31, 1994, and his licenses to practice 

medicine was reinstated on April 14, 1998. 

They admit that he was disbarred from Medicare on 

or about March 31, 1996. 

In another place they admit again that as an 

employee of the plaintiff, he had a duty of loyalty to 

the plaintiff. 

They admit that following the decedent's, Dr. 

Thompson's disbarment from Medicare, by the Medicare 

Office of Inspector General, provisions of Federal Law 

provide that his Medicare privileges be suspended. 

They admit that he failed --- I'm sorry. That he 

be suspended until the Office of Inspector General 

actually readmitted him. 

They admit that he failed to be reinstated to the 

Medicare program. And that he was not reinstated by the 

Office of Inspector General. That is Page 2, paragraph 

11 of their Answer. 

They admit that the 'Medicare Provider Application, 

and a reassignment of benefits applications was prepared 
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to permit Dr. Thompson to treat Medicare patients. 

They admit that Dr. Thompson had a duty to be 

truthful on any and all applications, .certifications, 

and affirmations to Medicare and/or the Plaintiff. 

They admit, in Paragraph 10, that Palmetto GBA, 

which is the Medicare contractor for South Carolina, 

oversees the Medicare program. But they inadvertently 

issued the decedent, a Medicare provider number. 

15 

All of the Affidavits indicate, like we said, that 

we had no knowledge of it, at all. Period. We were not 

told about it under the Affidavits and ·all the documents 

in this record, until 2007, if I· remember --~ 2008, 2007 

or 2008. During this entire time we kn'ew nothing about 

it· until we get a letter from Medicare indicating that 

Pee Dee Health Care owed Medicare $226,000 plus 

interest, I believe. 

Under federal law, we are basically stickily Pee 

Dee Health Care is stickily liable for the fact that Dr. 

Thompson did not have a had been disbarred from 

Medicare; That was our independent liability to 

Medicare. Period. There is no doubt that --- and we 

appealed that. Pee Dee Health Care appealed that 

obligation the whole way through the office the 

final Office of Appeals, Office of Hearings and Appeals 

through Medicare. There is no doubt that the Office of 
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Appeals --- Hearings and Appeals indicated that we were 

stickily' liable for that amount, regardless of what Dr. 

Thompson did, and we paid it to the tune of $226,000 

plus accrued interest. 

There is also no doubt that after Dr. Thompson left 

from us he went to work for someone else, First Choice 

of Columbia --- Florence, I'm sorry. And that they also 

filed claims to Medicare for Dr. Thompson. That at some 

point in time Medicare also sent him a letter. They 

appeal~d it; and they got the opposite result. There is 

no doubt about that. There were two different judges, 

and they came up with two different results. 

Now, I know that we have heard from Mr. Josey that 

much of it had to do with apparently my inability 

apparently to properly represent Pee _Dee Health Care, 

which I find amazing. He hasn't looked at any of the 

information that I sent them. We sent the same thing, 

and got two different results. Imagine that. I cannot 

explain why they came up with two different results. I 

can explain that the record indicated that we contacted 

First Choice prior to that time, and they promised to 

send us any information on their case while ours were 

pendin~ before The Department of Hearing and Appeals. 

We've got an email from Dr. --- that was sent to Mark 

Matthews confirming it, and that is Exhibit --- Mark 
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will tell us in a minute. It indicated that he --­

excuse me? 

MR. MATTHEWS: P . 

17 

MR. MEGNA: Exhibit P, indicated that they would 

send us that Order, or any information they qat. They 

got that Order prior to an Order being entered against 

Pee Dee Health Care. If we had had that Order, as they 

promised, we would have sent that to the Department of 

Office of Hearing and Appeal~, and said that it was 

whatever it was, res judicata, collateral estoppel,­

issue preclusion, you know, they had already made a 

determination. They decided however not to do that, for 

whatever reason. We don't know what happened. You 

know, we've not been --- we've not been able to complete 

discovery. And that is one of the concerns that I have, 

because we have not been able to take the depositions of 

the defendants, which we have asked the Court on a 

number_of occasions to. So discovery in that context is 

incomplete. 

However, at the time that we filed this Motion, we 

had their Answer. We had all the documents that we 

provided to the Court. We had also provided, to the 

Court, that we made a request that depositions be made. 

They wanted to postpone that until after the Court 

determined the Rule 59 --- not the Rule 59, but the 

447 



- 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

-' 25 

2010-CP-16-00332 18 

Motion to Disqualify, which was, quite frankly, not 

inappropriate. But that we are still missing 

information in the context of what else they know that I 

have no idea of. I have no idea of, and I have not been 

able to take their depositions of First Health, since, I 

believe it was when this Court held its hearing on March 

16 th
, this Court at this time disqualified me. And, I 

have not been able to take any action, because I filed a 

Rule 59(e) Motion shortly thereafter. The Rule 59(e) 

Motion did not stay the Court's order, but did stay the 

time for the appeal process to proceed. So, in some 

ways, while I certainly agree that the Court ,should 

hear, I have no problem with the Court hearing these 

Motions in this context. I want the Court to understand 

that the information that we are giving the Court, and 

are able to give the Court on these motions are 

incomplete. And that Dr. Cohen has provided an 

Affidavit pursuant to Rule 56(f) ~hich requested that 

this Court provide additional time to complete the 

discovery process. And, I don't know what they are 

going to say on their depositions. I can only say what 

it says now, and what the documents say, and what the 

answers say. 

The latest issue, and what the defendant has argued 

all along, is that somehow the plaintiff had a duty to 
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prevent Dr. Thompson from hurting himself. From not 

telling the truth, which is in complete with their 

Answer. 

First of all, we have provided the case law to this 

court that said in South Carolina prevention is not a 

defense to breach of contract cause of action. Mr. 

Josey, if I remember correctly, wrote ,back to the Court 

and said this~isn't a breach of court action. However, 

he filed a Memo that indicated that it was a breach of 

contract action a while back. And ,our Complaint 

specifically indicates, I believe it is in cause of 

action number 5, that we are requesting relief based on 

breach 6f contract. So; on that one iisue alone, ,that 

one i~sue alone, Pee Dee Health Care has no duty to 

these folks. They say the duty springs somehow from the 

fact that we had an independent duty supposedly to have 

Medicare and to make sure he was --- he was reinstated 

properly before he did this~ 'This was 1998. They have 

made no showing whatsoever that we had that capability 

that the data base even existed that there was any place 

to even get that information other than from Dr. 

Thompson himself. At best it would be purely 

speculative to say that, oh yeah, they should have 

prevented this. Well, the Cpurt of Appeals had already 

ruled that prevention is not a defense in a contract 
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case. 

In addition to that, they have already admitted 

that he has breached his fiduciary duty. That he owed a 

fiduciary duty to the plaintiff'. They admit that he 

basically did not tell us, that he owed a duty of truth 

to us. All the Affidavits indicate that he told no one, 

zero, no one. 

We paid, we actually paid out his salary --- we 

paid him, like he worked for us, .and then Medicare went 

back and we paid'them another, I believe, it was 

$226,000. We are entitled respectfully to a judgment 

against them simply on these facts. And the Court 

doesn't even have to get into breach of fiduciary duty, 

but he has already admitted it. There is enough here 

in the Answer by itself, plus the unopposed Affidavits. 

All you are going to hear on the other side are 

arguments of counsel. The Supreme Court, The Court of 

Appeals have repeatedly said arguments of counsel are 

not testimony. They are not evidence. None of it 

matters. They can say whatever they want to. They can 

try to convince you as a Court, they can try to talk to 

you about the law. All of that is fine with me. But 

they have no facts other than saying that somehow we 

were supposed to prevent him from doing what he did, 

even though, if the Court will look at Exhibit A, Dr. 
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Thompson himself signed all of these documents, and 

certified to Pee Dee Health Care, certified to Medicare, 

certified t~ anything that he was telling the truth. 

And none of these applications indicate that he had been 

disbarred from Medicare. They all say that he had lost 

his licenses from The South Carolina Medical 

Association, but he didn't tell the truth. I don't know 

why Dr. Thompson didn't tell the truth. Personally, I 

always liked Dr,. Thompson. I have nothing as a person 

to say but nice things. I don't know why he did this. 

I have not been able to take depositions to understand 

if anybody knows why he did this. They have presented 

no testimony at all before thi~ Court; zero. T~ere is 

nothing for this Court to consider in from of testimony 

or evidence, except for the documentary evidence that 

has been showed.· And the· most that they can show for 

that is that somehow we had an obligation to prevent. 

And the question is, what obligation, what duty do they 

base our obligation on? They have never identified a 

duty that an employer has to an employee, or --- they 

also maintain he was an independent contractor. If he 

~as an~ndependent contractor, what duty did I have to 

make sure that he was telling me the truth other than 

taking his word that when he signs his name, and 

attested to the truth, that he told the truth. The only 
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argument is that we have an independent duty under 

federal law, which they have not shown. We have a 

individual liability under law, which is a strict 

22 

liability in effect. But we do not have there is no 

duty that I am aware of, no common law duty, no 

statutory duty state or federal that an employer has to 

go try to figure out if a defendant is telling them the 

truth. It is bazaar. All that we want is our money 

back. This is money that he's collected twice. We paid 

him. Then we paid out another $226,000 plus interest, 

plus all the lost income we had, and we just simply want 

a chance to prove that. And in the mean time,.as this 

Court considers this, I think it is well within this 

Court's jurisdiction, and well within this Court's 

concept of reasonableness; to take this, whatever is 

said here under advisement, and allow us to take these 

peoples' depositions. I just want to find out what they 

have to say. 

You know, they are also arguing here a Motion to 

Amend. I have no idea what these folks have to say 

about a Motion to Amend. None. I have a veer argument 

of counsel here that they want Amend, and basically 

strike out what Mr. James has already admitted. I have 

never heard of such a thing. How do you admit something 

and then un-admit it? How do you do that? If nothing 
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else, my question to Mr. James, and I think I should be 

allowed to take his deposition. Did you file that under 

3 Rule II?, You asked me the same question. I ask the 

4 same question. He had a duty to tell the truth.' And 

5 the truth of the matter is, I think Mr. James did tell 

6 the truth. I think that. is the real conundrum here. 

7 Mr. James did tell the truth. When he did that Answer, 

8 it is a financier, and he told the truth. They want to 

9 'now amend that answer and make us, the plaintiff, now go 

10 prove issues that they have already previously admitted' 

11 and then somehow tell us that we had a duty to prevent. 

12 Again, as you consider the argument of counsel, my 
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only request is this. It is very simple. There is zero 

evidence before this court to oppose the Affidavits in 

the record. They have not filed a sin~le Affidavit. 

None. They have' taken no depositions~ None. The only 

evidence of record is ,the documenta~y evidence. The 

documentary evidence, Exhibit A, shows Dr. Thompson 

signed a Medicare application under ,oath, and attested 

that he was telling the truth. He did the same thing on 

the reassignment of benefits. Mark, would you find 

which exhibit, that is, please. 

MR. MATTHEWS: B. 

MR. MEGNA: Exhibit B. He has done it repeatedly 

through here. And somehow another, we are suppose to go 
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1 back and figure out he is not telling the truth. That 

2 is their only sliver of hope that this Court will 

3 somehow believe that we did something wrong when we did 

4 not determine that he had been disbarred by the Office 

5 of Inspector General, and that he had never been 

6 readmitted by the Office of Inspector General, because 

7 he never decided to do it. 

8 In addition, we have Dr. Thompson's own statement 

9 which is Exhibit C, --- E, I'm sorry. Where he explains 

10 what had happened, and where he thought that he was in 

11 
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good order. But he didn't follow up. He did nothing to 

follow up. He admits it by his own hand. He said he 

has executed all government forms with as much accuracy 

as possible. But he is not here today. He can't 

testify. ' I can't put' up my clients because of the Dead 

Man's Statute to testify to the conversations he had 

with him. There is only evidence that shows one 

conclusion. Dr. Thompson regardless of the reason, and 

lam telling the Court now, and I would tell his 

children, I liked your father. He was a good man. For 

whatever reason however, whether it is negligence, 

recklessness, forgetting, I don't know. He didn't tell 

the truth. And it is not just me he didn't tell the 

truth to, everybody at Pee Dee Health Care that worked 

wit him, the Affidavits are in here, and I have already 
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mentioned them. He never mentioned it to them. They 

are uncontroverted. He signed his application to 

25 

3 Medicare, an swore he told the truth. I won't bore the 

4 Court with all of the things that he attested to. But 

5 his attestation is in the exhibits. And there are about 

6 ten different attestations, all of the indicating the 

7 same thing. Tell the truth. Ne never told anyone. 

8 That is it in a nutshell. We suffered over $226,000 in 

9 real money that we sent out .. This is not some ·kind of 

10 speculative damage. That is real money thai ~e wrote a. 

11 

12 

13 

check to Medicare for~ after paying him as an employee 

of Pee Dee Health ~are. He knew, one way or the other, 

and he was the only person of record with that 

14 knowledge. Any 6ther evidence that they decide to put 
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up or discuss or any other arguments I would have to 

object to, because there is no evidence of record, zero 

evidence of record that we had access to anything from 

the Office of Inspector 'General. There is no evidence 

of record that we did not check anything from The Office 

of Inspector General. They have put up nothing. We 

deserve summary judgment. This is not a case for a jury 

to determine liability. There are several causes of 

actions here, and any of them and all of them could be 

encompassed in thissurrunary judgment, including 

indemnification, including equitable relief, including a 
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trust --- a constructive trust. All of the causes of 

action. It is nonsensical to me that any person could 

make that kind of mistake, turn around cost a third 

party that kind of money, when the evidence is 

uncontroverted that he never told that third party. And 

that he affirmatively made statements that omitted the 

pertinent information deliberately. Exhibit A, Exhibit 

B, and if he even explains it on Exhibit C. I don't 

understand. The only issue is one of prevention. The 

only other issue is perhaps we should have done a better 

job in the way we prepared for some judge 

Administrative Law Judge. However, there is no evidence 

before the Court to that. No evidence whatsoever. In 

other words, when the Court looks at this, I only ask 

they look at the record. 

THE COURT: 

MR. MEGNA: 

to the record. 

Very good. 

And that Mr. Josey, confines himself 

Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. NoW, let's hear from the 

defense. And, Mr. Megna, we have a microphone on your 

table, and there are some papers on top of them. 

MR. MEGNA: I apologize. 

MR. JOSEY: I might need to move mine over? 

MADAME COURT REPORTER: You are good. Thank you. 
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1 MR. JOSEY: Judge, I do have some comments 

2 prepared, and I did kind of interlace our Counter Motion 

3 for Summary Judgment with our opposition with theirs. 

4 THE COURT: . All right. 

5 MR. JOSEY: The same way that I did my 

6 memorandum. 

7 Before I get to that, let me respond to some 

8 specific things that Mr. Megna said. 

9 First of all, the issue· of whether his Sununary 

10 Judgment Motion is right, because he hasn't had an 

11 opportunity to take depositions . 

. 12. . As I pointed:out in my Reply to the Memoranda, 

,13 depositions have not ,been re-noticed since there was an 

14 agreement to delay the depositions. 

15 And, we have no objections to Mr. Megna withdrawing 

16 his Motion for Summary Judgment without prejudice, if he 

17 feels it is not right at this time. Of course, I think 

'18 you invited him to object to it being held today, and he 

19 declined to do so as well., 

20 The other thing that I wanted to respond, and I 

21 think the Court probably understands it. Mr. Megna said 

22 at one point in his argument that Dr. Thompson had 

23 . collected the money twice.. First as his salary, and 

24 then as the $230,000 that was repaid. Of course, that 

25 $236,000 that they repaid didn't go to Dr. Thompson, it 
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went to Medicare. So, he has not collected any money 

twice. 

28 

And then the certifications that Mr. Megna 

repeatedly references. The certification in Exhibit A, 

his Exhibit A, is a certification made to Medicare by 

Dr. Thompson, which may have been in error. But, that 

certification was made at a time when he was working in 

Marion for Dr. Fowler, and the plaintiff has admitted, 

and we referenced it in a footnote in our Memoranda that 

they didn't have that certification wheri they hired him. 

They didn't know about it until discovery in this case. 

So there is no way the relied on that certification 

found in Exhibit A, and it wasn't made to this. 

The Exhibit B, which I think is where he signed to 

reassign the benefits to Pee Dee Health Care does not 

represent his certification or his credentials at that 

point. 

Judge, I want to speak briefly, kind of an 

introduction about our Motion to Amend. I understand 

that you are not going to rule on that right now. You 

are hearing the summary judgment first. But they 

overlap in their history. 

On Thursday, December 9, 2010 this past December, I 

sent out an email to counsel for the plaintiff, that 

said that we had decided that we thought that we needed 
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to amend our answer. That email was sent at 1:57 in the 

afternoon on December 9th • It had attached to a 

proposed Amended Answer using what is called the red­

line. feature, or the blue-line feature on the computer, 

so it showed what we were changing. What we were adding 

to make it easy. I'd like to submit that as an exhibit 

today, as Exhibit 1, just for the background, judge. I 

have ·a copy. here for Mr. Megna, and I have a copy for 

the Court and an extra one for your law clerk. 

THE COURT: 

MR. JOSEY: 

Thank you. 

WHEREUPON, DEFENDANT'S 

EXHIBIT NUMBER 1 IS MARKED 

AND ADMITTED INTO THE 

UCORD. 

NOW, that email was sent Judge, 

December 9th at 1:57 in the afternoon. I received· an 

email back that same day at 7:01 p.m. from Mr. Megna, 

advising that the plaintiff could not consent to our 

p~oposed ~mendment, because coincidentally; the 

plaintiff had already filed a Motion for Summary 

Judgment.' That email I have, and I would like.to mark 

it for the Court as Exhibit 2. And it had attached to 

it the Motion for summary Judgment of the plaintiff that 

we are arguing now. 

WHEREUPON, DEFENDANT'S 
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EXHIBIT NUMBER 2 IS MARKED 

.AND ADMITTED :IN THE 

RECORD. 

Now, the Motion attached as Exhibit 

30 

2, to that 7:00 email on December 9 th , was stamped/filed 

at the Clerk's Office that same day, December 9th at 4:21 

in the afternoon, which, of course, was after our email 

of 1:57 requesting that they allow us to amend the 

answer. 

Mr. Megna's email suggests that that is a 

coincidence. That it was coincidental, and that their 

Summary Judgment Motion was already done. In fact, if 

you look at their Summary Judgment Motion, the 

certificate of mailing says it was mailed the day 

before. But, when Mr. James and I received· our mailed 

copies, and the certificate saying they were mailed on 

December 8th
, they in fact were stamped by the Clerk's 

Office December 9th
• So they couldn't have been there, 

December 8th as indicated in the Certificate of Mailing. 

NOw, all of that seems important to Mr. Megna, 

because he thinks his Summary Judgment Motion is 

important that it was conceived before our Amendments, 

because he thinks our Answer has all of these 

despositive admissions in it. The reason why I think it 

is important, and it is impo~tant to these defendants is 
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that good time and money are being spent in a game where 

Motions for Summary Judgment are being submitted that 

are not signed by lawyers. Certificate of Service 

indicates that they were served on days when they were 

not served. Putting all of that aside Judge, let's turn 

to the merits of that Motion. 

It is predicated upon facts and duties which were 

admitted in the Answer, and they are still admitted. 

They are not denied.' They are not denied in the Amended 

Answer. What are those admissions? 

·One.· Dr. Thompson was an. employee. 

Two. Dr. Thompson, like any employee, owes a duty 

of good faith, fair dealing, honesty" and loyalty to 

their employee. 

Three. Dr. Thompson was in fact not reinstated by 

the Medicare OIG, at the time he worked for Pee Dee 

Health Care. Those are the admissions .. There is no 

admission that he owed a fiduciary duty. There is no 

admission of anything else. But, those are the core 

admissions. 

Now, we. believe that that reinstatemerit failure of 

the OIG was simply an oversight or a misunderstanding 

th~t carried over, in fact, to three different 

employers. It is not: just Pee Dee Health Care. That 

oversight~ that misunderstanding carried through to Dr. 
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Fowler that he worked for, Pee Dee Health Care who he 

worked for, and First Choice who he worked for. Of 

course out of those three employers, the only one who is 

not trying to blame Dr. Thompson, is Pee Dee Health 

Care. 

Now, we agree with Mr. Megna that probably Exhibit 

E, which he references, is probably the most reliable 

summary of what Dr. Thompson would have to say. And, of 

course, it is not a signed document. We believe that it 

is a summary that was prepared while he was working with 

first Choice, or right after he worked for First Choice, 

in conjunction with their request t0at he work with 

their lawyers, Nexsen Pruet in their effort to fight 

repayment of Medicare. 

Now, Mr. Megna likes to pick and choose the 

sentences out of this exhibit. But if you read 

Paragraph 2, of this --- the second paragraph of section 

I, I'll say, in its' entirety it ~eads: 

I can see that I relied on office 

personnel who, I believe, were conversant with 

Medicare regulations and procedures through 

daily contact with Medicare and other third 

party carriers, and whose specific duties were 

to deal with the operational details of 

billing, coding, and credentialing. I further 
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concede my ignorance of such details. With 

this help I executed what I believed to be the 

appropriate documents for re-credentialing. I 

have never had a reason to think that the 

persons assisting me had any reason to 

deliberately misreprese~t me, or take clerical 

shortcuts in the process. I do know that 

. during the process the' office manager had 

several conversations with people in the 

·offices involved--- in the process in order 

ta get instructioris, and to insure that the 

process was correctly completed. 'I had no 

reason to think that the process that we went 

through was not a properon~, or was 

incomplete. 

Now, the reason that is important, Judge, is 

because it is not strict liability to Medicare. 

Medicare would let a assignee off the hook if that 

assignee can show that they were without fault in taking 

the Medlcare benefits. , What has happened in this case, 

and is the basis for our Summary Judgment Motion 1s that 

this party under these circumstances has been 

adjudicated to be with fault. It is not strict 

liability. They were found to be with fault in not 

doing their Dwn proper credentialing, which an employer 
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and assignee has a duty to do. 

34 

Now, even if you take the admissions and the 

Answer, and even if you assume the worse case scenario. 

If you assume that Dr. Thompson intentionally 

misrepresented his credentialing status to Pee Dee 

Health Care, the plaintiff is still not entitled to 

Summary Judgment, because it has absolutely no right to 

rely on Dr. Thompson. Not only because it is the common 

law of' South Carolina, but it is the adjudicated for Pee 

Dee Health Care in the Federal Courts, or in the Federal 

Administrative Law Judge in the appellate process. This 

particular litigant, these particular facts. 

Now, of course, again that is the Motion --- our 

Motion for Counter Summary Judgment. 

Let's look at South Carolina Common Law first. 

South Carolina Common Law is seen in a long line of 

cases, and I was going to recite for you --- South 

Carolina Common Law has seen in a long line of cases, 

Judge, does not allow unj ustified reliance. And ·that is 

what we have here. 

First of all, I would read from Kirig versus Oxford, 

1984, this is Judge Randy.8ell. Now, Judge, I am going 

to skip --- I am not going to read you the entire 

opinion. But Judge Randy Bell writes in parts: 

It is the policy of the courts not only 
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to discourage fraud, b~t also to discourage 

negligence and inattention to one's one 

interest. Courts do not sit for the purpose 

of relieving parties who refuse to exercise 

reasonable diligence or discretion to protect 

their own interest. A party must avail 

himself of the knowledge or means of knowledge 

open to him. The Court will not protect a 

person who ~ith full opportunity to do so will 

not protect ~hems~lf~ 

That is exactly what the Meqicare court said Pee 

Dee Health Care under these circumstances failed to do 

is to protect themself. 

35 

Now, Mr. Megna and his argument says, we haven't 

proven that they had access to the,.database. Wedon't 

need to prove that. It has been adjudicated. It has 

been adjudicated in a case where they had an opportunity 

to fight. They had an opportunity to present an 

innocent payee defense, just:like First Choice did. 

They could have explained why they didn't have a data 

base. But it has been adjudicated that they did have 

access to a data base. 

Now, not only Judge Bell, but Judge Ralph King 

Anderson has similar language. This is in the Regions 

Bank versus Schmauch.- These are all in OUr Memorandums 
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Judge. This is from 2003. 

Judge Anderson said: There is no right 

to rely as required to establish fraud where 

there is no confidential or a fiduciary 

relationship, and there is an arms-length 

transaction between mature educated people. 

This is especially true in circumstances where 

one should have used precaution and protection 

to safeguard his own interest. The principle 

on the right to reliance upon representations 

is closely bourid up with the duty on the part 

of the plaintiff to use some measure of 

protection and precaution to safeguard its own 

interest. 

Finally, Judge, one other case that is even more 

recent. This is from last year. 

36 

Justice Beatty on the Supreme Court in the case of 

Quail Hill verus Richland County. This is a case where 

a Richland County employee misrepresented the status of 

zoning on a piece of property, and somebody relied on 

it. 

Justice Beatty writes for the Court and says: 

Even if the doctrine of estoppel --- now these cases all 

deal with either fraud, estoppel, misrepresentation, 

most of them deal with a combination of them all. He 
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says: Even if the doctrine of estoppel were applicable 

to the county, and he has gone through this discussion 

ot how e~toppel ts usually not applicable to a 

governmental entity. He says, even if it were 

applicable ~o a governmental entity, we find that Quail 

Hill failed to establish the requisite elements. 

Admittedly, Quail Hill had an experienced, prejudicial 

change of position due to the erroneous zoning 

. information. However, Quail Hill had the means of 

. knowledge to determine the correct zoning 

classification, and could not justifiably rely solely on 

information provided by staff members. He goes on later 

to di~ctiss the negligence cause of action.' We agree 

with the county that Quail Hill's,claims of negligence, 

and negligence misrepresentation should be treated 

solely as one for negligent misrepresentation, .which are 

consumed together which ,we have here as well. And he 

says, we find this claim is controlled by the question 

as to whether Quail ,Hill could have justifiably relied 

on representations of county staff. As ,previously 

stated Quail Hill could have reviewed the official 

. zoning map to ascertain the correct zoning 

classification. 

Moreover, given the fact that Brown, as agent of 

Quail Hill was an experienced real estate broker. Of 

467 



'- I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

·17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2010-CP-16-00332 38 

course, here we have experienced medical administrators, 

it would be difficult to conclude that hls reliance 

solely on the statements of Gosline and the tax 

assessor's records was reasonable. It is our view at 

the conclusion that Quail Hill's negligence and 

misrepresentation claims fail as a matter of law. 

Of course, Judge, it is not only South Carolina 

Common Law, that requires that any reliance be 

justifiable. In this case, we have adjudicated federal 

law, binding on this party, this pla~ntiff, Pee Dee 

Health Care, that has already held that this plaintiff 

had access to the information that it needed to check 

the true credentialing and thus.could have not avoided 

Medicare liability by feigning reliance on this point. 

They litigated that. They tried to say our employee 

told us wrong. And the Federal Administrative Law Judge 

and the Medicare Appeals Counsel said, you cannot rely 

on your employee. You have your own duty. You had 

access to the information. That has all been 

adjudicated. 

Now, the plaintiff is trying to ignore that 

precedented part now by suggesting that there is 

something unique about the employment relationship. 

That either employers and employees have a fiduciary 

. relationship, or that there is something that gets them 
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around that Medicare precedence. 

39 

But the truth is, the employment relationship 

generally is not a fiduciary relationship. And in this 

case, there is no evidence to suggest that, it is a 

fiduciary relation'ship. We, have not admitted a 

fiduciary relationship. And in fact it can't be a 

fiduciary relationship, and I will tell you why, Judge. 

Judge- Anderson, Ralph King Anderson, in that Schmauch 

--- th~t Regions Bank v~rsus Schmauch case pOints out 

that you cannot unilaterally stumble your way into a 

fiduciary relationship; It has to be the kind of 

relationship where one, reposes trust in the other. The 

other knows he is reposing trust, does something to 

encourage that reposition of trust. It is a bilateral 

arrangement for expectation. You cannot have a 

plaintiff here say that they relied on the fiduciary 

duties of this employee when federal law tells them they 

can't make them their ,fiduciary. Federal law'says you 

'cannot'make your employee your fiduciary, because you 

have your own duty to do cr~dentialing. You can't 

delegate it to some employee that you want to later 

claim his fiduciary. 

And, of 'course, South Carolina Common Law says, you 

cannot claim somebody is fiduciary when you have equal 

access to the information. How can the rely on the 
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special position of Dr. Thompson, when they are in an 

equally good position? 

40 

Now, in their latest twist, and Mr. Megna mentioned 

this today. They want to say well maybe forget all of 

the Tort stuff. This is simply a contract claim. And 

they do allege a contract claim. It is addressed in our 

Memorandum. Our Memorandum addre"sses all twenty of 

their causes of action. But, if you look at it from a 

contract standpoint, Judge, and you say well, 

justifiable 'reliance, or unclean hands, is not a key 

component of that contract cause of action, they are 

still charged in a contract cause of action with 

constructive knowledge the second that contract begins. 

The second that contract began in 1998, the day,that Dr. 

Thompson went to work for them, they are constructively 

charged with knowledge that he lacked credentials. How 

can I say that? Because, a federal judge has already 

held it against him. They are charged with the 

knowledge that he was uncredentialed. So, they want to 

say well he breached our contract by coming to us 

uncredentialed. Well, they are charged with knowledge 

that he was uncredentialed. And if they knew he was 

uncredentialed, as the federal judge says, they should 

have known in 1998, they should have brought that breach 

of contract claim within three years of 1998. They 
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