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o | :S.TA‘TEMENT_ OF ISSUE ON APPEAL .
Respondent believes this appeal presents a single issue:
. Whetherthe \lVorkers Compensation Commission abused its discretion when ‘
- it declined to’ order .Ray Logan to attend an additional functional capacity -
| evaluat1on and a vocat1onal evaluat1on before adJ ud1cat1ng his: cla1m |
STATEMENT OF THE CASE
' ,This appeal is.abOut the Workers ‘ _Compensat1on Comm1ssion’sdis'cretion to manage '
a case:_. More to the polnt, 1t1sabout the: commission’s reasonable decision to deny a party’s )
late reduest for evaluations that did not relate to that party’s theory of the case or make sense.
E l{ay Logan wor:ked at Winthrop. University'.as the superyisor of a paintlng CTEW.
'(R p- 735) He hurt h1s back in. December of 2014 when he was unload1ng a ladder froma.
van. (R. pp 750 751). He expla1ned the ladder got caught ona 5- gallon bucket and that when- |
he reached to move the bucket he felt excruc1at1ng pa1n Id He sa1d he wrongly guessed the
bucket would be empty He later est1mated it we1ghed 60 -or 70 pounds Id.
| The core issue in the case was. whether th1s 1nJ ury aggravated a pre ex1st1ng problem
w1th Mr. Logan s hip. An employer-prov1ded doctor d1scovered a degeneratlve disease i in
M. Logan S hip wh11e rev1ew1ng an MRI in May of 201 5, five months after the i 1nJury
Mr Logan cla1med the 1nJury caused his h1p ) become symptomat1c (R pp.153- .
155). He sa1d he had no problems perforrmng his _]Ob before the injury but had severe
problems“- after the ln.]ury‘,’" yd; He support_ed his cla1m w1th an opinion from an orthoped1st.
| ’ Theemployerand1ts .insurance.carrier—the Appellants—denjed- any relationship
between Mr. Logan s injury and his hip. They cla1med Mr. Lo gan had noth1ng more than a

trivial and non d1sabl1ng back 1nJury (R p 730 lines 13 23)



| Appellants theory of the case is 1mportant | They “adm1tted” the cla1m by
vacknowledgmg that an incident occurred in December 0f 2014 and they. prov1ded a l1m1ted.
amount of medical treatme'nt when er. Logan asked to see a doctor the following May. In .
reality, hov_veyer, the substance of Mr. 'L‘ogan’s claim was denied. Appellants emphasiz'ed»
that the doctor they provided to treat Mr -Logan in May of 201 5 .had interpreted_ Mr Logan’s "
MRI as not showing any evidence of an acute injury. This doctor quickly released_l\/Ir. Lo gan'
to full duty yvork and recommended Mr Logan follow up on his own with an orthopedist.
The case for compensability was a battle of experts. Appellants relied heav’ily on the
opinion of the doctor who had recomm.ended Mr. Logan follow up on his own with an
orthopedist. f One of Mr.-Logan’s key yyltnesses turned out to 'ble.the orthopediSt he savy On
his own. This specialist repeatedly opmed Mr. Logan’s work- related injury had aggravated
. -his hip as well as his back (R pp. 330 351 450-451, 457-458). |
The case was set to be tried in Aprrl 0f2017. About amonth before tr1al Appellants
: asked the comm1ss1on to compel Mr. Logan to subm1t to a funct1onal capac1ty evaluat1on :
| (R.pp.126- 127) “The motion cited two statutes—sectlons 42 15 60 and 80—dealmg w1thv
: employer-prov1ded med1cal treatment and employer—requested evaluat1ons (R p. 126)
M. Logan opposed the mot1on to compel, explammg an FCE was not med1cal'
surg1cal or hosp1tal treatment, that an FCE was not performed by a qual1ﬁed phys1cran or
s surgeon, and that no phys1c1an had requested an add1t1onal FCE. (R pp- 136- 137)
A s1ngle commissioner issued a brief. order denymg the motion to compel w1thout
_ explanatron (R p-1). |

The case was tried with a single commissioner in August of 2017. (R.p.724).



At the begrnmng of the hear1ng Appellants again sought an FCE and added the"
add1t1onal requests that they be allowed to re convene the deposmon of Mr Logan s treatmg
orthopedlst to cross examme the orthoped1st w1th the new FCE and obta1n a vocat1onal

) evaluatron (R. p 728 llne 25 p 730 11ne 13) The s1ngle comm1ss1oner had prev1ously

1ssued an order clos1ng the record to any further ev1dence beyond the ev1dence generated as‘ o

a result of the motlon to compel an FCE (R Pp: 3 4, 1[4) Even though Appellants had never |

ment1oned a: vocat1onal evaluatlon before Appellants argued the1r request fora vocat1onal o

) evaluatlon was con51stent w1th th1s order because the reason’ they wanted the FCE was' to
?[] obta1n a vocat1’onal‘ evaluatlon‘ (R p 730 llnes 3 4) Appellants never explamed how L
: the1r request to re. convene the orthoped1st s depos1t1on would be allowable
N “In January of 20187 the s1ngle comm1ss1oner 1ssued an order ﬁindm-g.Mr Logan s
'December 2014 1nJury aggravated a pre ex1st1ng cond1t1on in‘his r1ght h1p and that th1s
aggravat1on resulted in the need for med1cal treatment 1nclud1ng h1p replacement surgery |
(R p- 58 ﬂ67) The order is lengthy | It has an extens1ve summary of the ev1dence and the N
' heanng testlmony The ordeér also 1ncludes 76 ﬁndmgs of fact o
The order er(pla1ns the s1ngle commrss1oner chose to bel1eve the oprnlon .of Mr

Logan s treatmg orthopedlst rather than the opposmg op1n10ns Appellants had offered,‘ .

' supportlng the1r argument (R pp 53 54 ﬁ39 & 42) The s1ngle comm1551oner denled ' ‘7

: Appellants request for an FCE and vocatlonal assessment expla1n1ng Appellants were K -

¢
R

N deny1ng the 1nJury had aggravated Mr Logan s h1p, that no phys1c1an had recommended a: N

second FCE and that the treat1ng orthoped1st had already rev1ewed and adopted the prlor o

'FCE dur1ng hlS depos1t10n (R P 59 ﬂ76)




- Appellants filed a 'timély request ‘for revi'ew ‘o'f the single commissloner”s i»declsion.
L There as here they cla1med the record was under developed ” “cla1mant fr1endly,” and that

: they had been den1ed the opportumty to’ develop a record or put on an adequate defense

- Appellants also added more. to the1r request Just as they had done on the day of the tr1al In

add1t1on to an FCE and a vocatlonal evaluatlon the1r panel br1ef asked for the comm1ss1on
o | 10 order an add1t1onal med1cal oprn1on (R p ’817) . |

Mr | Logan explamed he had already been through one FCE and that the evaluatron
had been requested by the treatlng orthopedrst in order to help the orthoped1st determme Mr

‘rLogan s work restrlct1ons (R p- 849) Mr Logan contended there was no ev1dence a second

. AFCE was needed no phys1c1an had asked for an addrtronal evaluat1on (R p 852) Mr. Lo gan

B explamed why the FCE was 1rrelevant to Appellants argument An FCE i isa tool used by _

a phys1c1an to determme work restrrct1ons (R p 854) It has nothmg to do w1th whether Mr _. "

! Logan aggravated the pre ex1st1ng condrtlon in h1s h1p Id

“An appellate panel of comm1ss1oners heard the case 1n March of 201 8 (R p 857) o

In June of 2018 the panel fully afﬁrmed the smgle comrmssroner S: dec151on The A
panel 1ssued a lengthykorder Just as the smgle comm1ss10ner had done The panel explamed :

1t bel1eved the s1ngle comm1ssroners order‘was correct and then repeated the s1ngle‘ ‘ .,

o ;comm1ss1oner sﬁndmgs and‘con‘clus1ons verbatrm (R pp 95 lld) | |

T STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Adm1n1strat1ve Procedures Act supplles the standard for this Court s feview of -

" the comm1ssron s. dec1s1on Larkv Bz-Lo 276 S. C 130; 134 276 S E.2d 304 306 (1981) o

T Sectron 1 23 380 explams this Court may not substltute 1ts Judgment for the commrssron S |

'&’,..



judgment asto jthe wel ght ofthe evidence but may reverse wh,en the cornrn_ission"s decision I
is affected: by an error of law, clearly erroneous, or a‘rbitrary. |

| Precedent also says the commission has “wide discretion 1n rnanaging acase,” Trotter-
v. Trane Cozl Faczlzty, 393 S C. 637 650 714 S.E.2d 289, 295 (201 1), and that dec1s1ons
concerning an injured worker S treatment or evaluation are usually rev1ewed for abuse of
discretion. Clarkv. Aiken Cty Gov't,3668S. C 102,114,620 S.E. 2d 99, 105 (Ct. App. 2005)
(discussing the “treatment” statute ; section 42-1 5-}6\0); Ward v. Dixie Shirt Co., 223 S.C_.-448,
455,76 S.E.2d 605, 608 (‘1953_5 (discussing the “evaluation”vstatute;v section 42-15-80).

ARGUMENT | | -
There are three reasons the cornrnission did not abuse its discretion.}

' First neither an FCE nora v_ocational evaluation were relevant to Appellants’ theory ‘
of the case. There was no d1spute over whether Mr. Logan’s h1p conditlon was seriously
d1sab11ng The ﬁght concemed whether Mr Logan ] h1p had been aggravated

| . Second, the c1rcumstances of the request were difficult to understand. Appellants

~ claimed they wanted to cross- examrne the treatlng orthopedlst with the addltlonal FCE yet

" , they d1d not request the additional FCE until five months after the orthopedlst had already

been deposed Appellants d1d not mentlon a vocational evaluation until the day of the ‘

- hearing, gfter therecord had been closed.. These requests were late anddid not make sense. o a
Finally, there is no plausihleclaim ofa constitutional viola_tion. Appellants availed
thernselves ofthe opportunity to.present evidence supporting their case.~ Appellants’ doctors _
did not request an FCE apparently they felt they did not need one. Appellants had a full day

in court and were afforded due process. This Court should afﬁrm



A, The comm1ss1on dld not abuse 1ts dlscretlon because ne1ther an
FCE nor a vocatlonal evaluatlon were relevant to Appellants
theory of the case : o

W ", J

There was no real dlspute Mr Logan s h1p cond1t10n left him ser10usly dlsabled He
was 55 years old by the t1me of tr1al had undergone a total h1p replacement and was found

dlsabled by the Soclal Securlty Admmlstratlon (R p 70 ﬂ3 p 75, ﬂ37 & p 80 ‘ﬂ60)

Appellants .¢ore theory of the case was that Mr. Logan ] h1p problem had no .

: relat10nsh1p to hlS work related acc1dent They called thls case an “adm1tted” case because o
they acknowledged an _on-the-y OI)ff_lncldent and authOrlzed. 1nrt1al treatment w1th‘a doctor,_ but
theii.r»po}sition;was that Mr Logan suffered a minor back 1nJ ury that resulte/d in‘no permanent -
dlsablllty and no need for future medlcal treatment (R p. 730 llnes 13 -23). . | |
Appellants belleved three experts supported the1r pos1t10n Dr Charlton McNa1r' .

.'l

| evaluated Mr Logan 1n May of 2015 and op1ned Mr. Logan s h1p was not related to hlS f
' injury; that Mr Logan had not suffered any permanent 1nJury, and he released Mr Logan to
full duty work (R p 533) Dr Ryan Wetzel evaluated Mr. Lo gan 1n December of 20 15 and
offered a 51m11ar (though not 1dentlcal) 0p1n10n he opmed Mr Logan did not seem to need -
. permanent work restrlctrons and ekpressed no op1n10n on Mr Logan S h1p (R p'72'0')
Frnally., Dr. J ames B‘ethea opmed Mr Logan s h1p problems were not related to h1s work-
| related acc1dent (R pp 722 723) Dr Bethea d1d not examme Mr Logan or speak w1th h1m -
He based h1s op1n10n solely on hlS review of the med1cal records. Id
Mr Lo gan responded to these arguments by p01nt1ng to his hlstory and to the opinion |

of hlS treatmg orthopedlst Mr Logan had a long hlstory of com1ng back from m1nor

f1nJur1es (R. pp 453 455) (summarlzmg thls hlstory) ThlS 1nJury proved to be d1fferent Id

I



Mr. Logan soughtit'reatment on his own f_or several nlonths. Id 'When that did not work, his
erhployer sent'him to VDr. McNalir.A Id As rioted aboue,.Dr; McNair foun'd‘no evidence of any | .
R permanent injury and suggested Mr Logan -jfollow up ‘with an orthopedist. Id. | The
orthopedist perl’ormed‘_a'hip replacernent andopined Mr. Logan’s December of 2014 injury
aggravated the preéexiSting ’art.h.ritis in Mr Logvan’shack and‘hip. (R.pp.459-46l).

Itis difﬁcult tolunderstand how an FCEora Vocational evaluation Would relate to the
dispute over v_vhose the,orj{ of cobmpensability wasmore believable . An assessment of Mr.
Log'an’s phys'ical al')ilities or irocatidnal capacit}f; has nothing to do with whether the, ‘
: 'orthopedist’s ‘opinion and Mr Logan’s _‘precipitoius vdecline sinc"e this incident are rnore
| persuasive than the. contraryv1ewpo 1nts Appellants offered. The commission made this e)ract ‘
point explaining the hip;: was‘:a:“deriied?"body part : riieaning it 'rnade'no sense for Appellants
to evaluate the extent of Mr Logan s d1sab1l1ty given their position that the- primary driver
of hlS disab111ty—h1s hip—was not related to his workplace 1nJury (R.p.108, 976).

~This reasoning is sens1ble and has ample factual support in the record. Appellants
E therefore cannot demonstrate the comrnission abused its discretion. An abuse of discretion
occurs when factual findihés lack any evidentiary support or when the decision is controlled
by an error oflaw Thompson v.S.C. Steel Erectors 369 S.C. 606 612 632 S.E.2d 874,878
(Ct. App. 2006). This is not that It was w1th1n the commission’s discretion to deny the
evaluations based on its reasonmg that they ‘were not relevant to Appellants® defense. |

B. Other things show‘theredues_ts‘ vs;ere .late and do not make "s"e‘nse.

- In addition tof,.the‘ rele\rance‘ ‘.problern" outlined abo_ve,‘ other circur'nstances of

- Appellants’ ‘re_q'uests.'for an FCE and a vocational evaluation are'difficult to understand.



in June of 2016 the.t_rettting ‘(_)rth(’)nediﬁst suggested an FCE as a way of better gauging
Mr. Logan’S physicetl reStﬁetibn§: (R.p.459, 14). His deposition oceurred in Septen}ber of
| 20 1 6. (R.p.6(5'}).. The Qrthe;.)_edist fefefenCed.the FCE during his deposition-and deferfed to
its aseeésntent of h/Ir.{LOgé.n’s phyeieé.l abilitie‘s.‘ (R.np.6-?,9;6'f10). ~ o |
| Anpellants attempted ’tc') set their own FCE in February of 2017—five months after
- the orthonedist’s.depeéitien. (Rpp 1 30- 13 1); .lYet, at the trial with the single commissioner,
- they said they thqnght they had the right to‘ cross-examine the erthopedist with the additiona]
FCE once it occurred. (R.p.'729‘,ﬂ lines 1'2-1"6). -
Appellants never des.cribed how this would - have been penniséible. " The
| Adnnnjstrative-Procedures Actexplains deposttions in adnlinietrative cases are subject to the
same rules as apply in civﬂ actions. S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-320(D) (Supp. 2018). The rules
of civii procedure eay the deposition of a witness may otdinarily be taken only one time.
Rule 30(a)(2), SCRCP. VThe time te cross-examine the orthopedist had come and gone.

" As for the vocational eValuation, Appellants did not mention this until the day of the
hearing. This request was hard to understand in light of the fact that the single commissipner
had already issued an order closing‘ the record to all further evidence e.xcept evidence
generatted ats aresult of the motion to compel 'an FCE. (R.pp.3-4). Appellants’ explanation
that they intended to. nse the FCE “as part of’Agetting a vocational 'evaluation is hard to
reconcile With the fact that they never s‘ehed‘u1ed. a vocational evaluation. It is aleo hard to .
teconeile with the fact that their motion to conllpel did not mention a voeatiqnal evaluation.

The commission has' a lot hf latitude' to"leave the record “onen.” - That is the

colloquial way"‘ of deseribing the ptoc'ess’of temporarily adjourning a hearing in order to



. \ ‘ .

admit eyidence that is not‘ available on the hearing.date.' The procedure is outlined in
Regulation 67-613C, .which e'xplains'a party may moye at a hearing.for adjournh1ent to
procure additional evidence or if .a Witness fails to appear. Thisisa discretionary decision,
and precede.nt explains [e]very reasonable presumptlon in favor ofa proper exercise of the -
trial court s d1scret10n w1ll be made ? T rotter 393 S.C. at 650 714 S. E 2d at 295.

The commission’ S denial of App_ellants request for these eyaluat1ons is bolstered' by
the fact that the requests themselvesdo not make sense. If Appellants, wanted'f to cross-
examine the orthopedist with an FCE they _.should have requested one in Ati,rne for his -

deposition. If they wanted;ayocvational eyal_uation they would have sche‘duled one and they
would have mentioned,itin their :motionto compel Appellants d1d none of thlS ‘The
.comm1ss1on had the discretion to conclude that the treating orthoped1st had already reviewed
an FCE during his deposition. (R.p. 108, q76). It also had the discretion fo close the record.

C. There is no plausnble claim of a due process or equal protectlon
v101atlon Appellants real complamt is that they lost.

Due process is ﬂexihlebut _its .fundamental cornponents generally 1nclude notice of |
the issues to' be decided ina case ari‘op'por‘tunity»to' be heard, and the right to cross-examine
witnesses. T all T ower V. S C Procurement Review Panel 294 S.C. 225 232- 233 363
S.E.2d 683, 686- 687 (1987) A party must show substantial preJud1ce to establish a due.
process cla1m Id. at 233 363 S.E.2d at 687.

Itis hard to follow the argument that the commission’s decision to close the record
violated Appellantsf cOnstitutional rights. Appellants presented the opiniOns of three

doctors. They argued that those opinions showed Mr. Logan’s injury did not affect his hip



o

and that he had no perrnanent disability. Appellants cross-examined Mr. Logan.' He was the |
'only live witness at the trial.’ Appellants questioned the orth'Opedist during his deposition.
Accepting Appellants’ argument 'would mean that the eommission has no discretion to deny
a party s request that they be allowed to get a p1ece of ev1dence opposlng every p1ece of
ev1dence presented by the other s1de The comm1ss1on would lack this d1scret10n even when :
the requests‘ are late -and when the explanations do not make sense, as was the case here

Appellants support thelr argument by c1t1ng this Court s unpubhshed dec151on in .
Tedder v. Darlzngton County CommumtyActzon Agency No 2018 UP 349 (S C. Ct. App
ﬁled Aug 1, 2018) Thls c1tat10n 1s 1mproper under Rule 268(d)(2) SCACR

In falmess, there is some uncertainty about the commission’s ab111ty to order an |
“injured worker to submit toan FCE or avocational evaluation. The “treatment”l statute refers
to "‘medical,” “surgieal,”'“hospital,”'jand “other treatment or evaluation.” SC Code Ann.
§ 42-15-60(A)‘(2015)‘. -The' “e_valuation.” statute requires the injured worker to submit to |
evaluatlons “by a quahﬁed physi01an or surgeon as requested by the employer or the
.‘comm1ssmn S C. Code Ann § 42 15 80(A) (2015) FCEs and Vocational evaluatlons are
not any of .these An FCE is often performed by a phys1cal therapist as 1t was here
(R..p.SSl). Vocatlonal evaluations are usually performed by certlﬁed rehab111tat1on
counselors. (R.p.5 80). None of this is “treatment” and none of it is done by a physician.

Sometime's a physician requests an FCE as part of evaluating a patient’s WOrk
restnctions That occtirred here: the treat1ng oi'thoped1st recommended an FCE in June of

2016 to help. h1m gauge Mr. Logan s physical limitations. (R.p.459, 1[4) Other phy51c1ans

may not feel they need an FCE.. None of the phy51c1ans Appellants offered as witnesses

10



requested one. As this brief has :alreadg/ -hoted, these physiciaﬁs aiap‘arehﬂy 'diq not nee.d an
FCE befere opining Mr Lo gan did ﬁet ﬁave ahy permanent work restrictions.

/ - Inthe run-of.-the-mill case there ivs nothing for an injured worker to‘ gain by refusiag :
to submitto an FCE ora v'ocational eizaluatien aﬁaﬁged by tﬁe employer or carrier.‘ Refusing
gives the impressi_on' that the injﬁred WOfker has soraethjng te hide. It also ﬁsks the very
thing that occurred in T edder. There, thefsi'.ngle e_emmissioner decidea te exclude the injured
worker’s FCE after telli.ng’the injured Wc_ﬁrk_et the FCE would be.excluded unless the worker
attended the employer—requested FCE Itis easy to expiaiﬁ that ruling as a pro'per‘exer'cise
of discretion. "The cof.nn:lissiof‘i i's tasked w1th vy_eighir}g the evidence. The 'raling in Te dder
g reﬂects the co'mrhissien’s decision tc.).ass.ig‘rl”no \évlei,ght‘to the ipjuréd'worker’s FCE.because
the inj ured Worker appeared te be duckmg anaddltlonal eaaminatioﬁ. -

This case is not tilat. “ Here, Appellants offered afﬁonsensical e>'(_planation. for an
additional FCE, claiming they needed itin erder to cr_dss-‘examine an expert th had already
‘been deposed. Tflen, they‘ requested a'vocational'evaluation after the record. had been closea.
Appellants had ether avenues available. 4They 7c01.11‘d have‘requested an independent medical
evaluatioa—an evaluati(v)n'plainly within the scope of section 42-1-80—and they could ha§e
asked the IME doctor whether an FCE would be advisable. They could have sentone 6f their
existing experts a questionnaire with~the same inqairy in'an effort to put “their” FCE in the
‘same pesture asthe FCE the (').fthobedist ret‘luesf;ed. None of th1s »was done. ‘The commission
§ does not violate the constifuﬁqﬁ every. tlme i‘_c gives a'party an adverse’rulAing en evidenee. .
This Ceuﬁ’s decision i\r.liAar‘or';v._, Vzro Group summanzes several cases confirming

the commission’s role as having the ultimate authority to decide who will be the ihjuréd

no



worker’s treating physician and to decide whether an injured worker must submit to an
evaluation or treatment. 344 S.C. 321, 543 S.E.2d 574 (Ct. App. 2001). Sometimes the
commission concludes the claimant ought to submit to a requested evaluation. E.g.,

Wardlaw v. J.G. Ridgeway Construction Co., 212 S.C. 116, 46 S.E.2d 662 (1948)

|
(commission concluded the claimant’s fear of a procedure was not good grounds for refusing
to undergo the procedure). Other times the commission reaches the opposite conclusion.

E.g., Ward v. Dixie Shirt Co.,223 S.C. 448, 76 S.E.2d 605 (1953) (commission declined to

order an additional test after a test had already been performed by a specialist at the request

of the primary treating physician the employer had chosen). Each of these cases recognize

that this sort of decision is committed to the commission’s discretion. The commission does

not violate the constitution when it exercises its discretion and finds, as the commission did

here, that there is no need for a further evaluation.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons this Court should affirm.

Respectfully submitted,

February 1, 2019 d\, P V/me\.,{

Tyler A. Bathrick # 74944 Blake A. Hewitt # 73674 ©* ™ Proubs. o
STEWART LAW OFFICES, LLC BLUESTEIN THOMPSON SULLIVAN, LLC

P.O. Box 670 P.O. Box 7965

Rock Hill, SC 29731 Columbia, SC 29202

(803) 338-5600 (803) 779-7599

tyler@stewartlawoffices.net (803) 779-8995 (facsimile)

blake@bluesteinattorneys.com

Attorneys for Respondent

12



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA
WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSION ,42. %
Sep. 904 D
000 " 20/‘9
WCC File Nos. 1401997, 1422134
Appellate Case No. 2018-001274 40'09
%
Ray K. Logan EMPIOves, ..o ... 0. ciivvmnrvoiscmang satess Respondent,
V.

Winthrop University, Employer,
and South Carolina State Accident Fund, Carrier, ................ Appellants.

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

Pursuant to Rule 211(a), SCACR, I certify that the Brief of Respondent complies with
the provisions of Rule 211(b), SCACR, and with the August 13,2007, Supreme Court Order
regarding personal data identifiers.

Respectfully submitted,

\
February 1, 2019 %\ // w i perassvA td an beia [For
Blake A. Hewitt # 73674
BLUESTEIN THOMPSON SULLIVAN, LLC
P.O. Box 7965
Columbia, SC 29202
(803) 779-7599
(803) 779-8995 (facsimile)
blake@bluesteinattorneys.com

Attorney for Respondent



