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v
Peter Wellin, Cynthia W. Plum and Marjdrie W. King,
*Individually and as Co-Trustees and Beneficiaries of the
Wellin Family 2009 Irrevocable Trust, u/a/b November 2, 2009, . K ,
L ‘ ‘ : - Appellants,

V..

Wendy C; H. Wellin, Individually and as Trustee of the Keith S. Wellin -
Florida Revocable Living Trust u/a/d December 11, 2001, Hamilton College, .
Keith S. Wellin Florida'Revocable Living Trust, Campbell Hart, and Heather Lane,

Respondents.

In the Matter of: Keith S. Wellin

RESPONDENT WENDY C.H. WELLIN’S
MEMORANDUM ADDRESSING
THE ISSUE OF APPEALABILITY

Respondent Wendy C.H. Wellin, individually, (“Mrs. Wellin”) respectfully submits this
meniorandum addressing the issue of appealability as requested by this Cdurt’s .May 23‘ 2019
correspondence to the partles following its prellmlnary assessment that the orders challenged on'

appeal may not be appealable (the “Appealablhty Request”). Prior to Mrs. Welhn s May 28,



2_OI9 receipt of this Court’s Appealahility Request, Mrs. Wellin filed'a Motion to Dismiss this .
appeal in her individual canacity, along with the other Respondent Beneﬁciaries, and she also
filed a Motion to Disrniss thi_s appeal in her ‘role as Special Administrator of the‘Estate of Keith
- Wellin (collectively the “Motions to Disr.niss”)' The Motions to. Dismiss, which crossed in the
_-marl with this Court’s Appealablhty Request outline why the orders challenged on appeal are
not appealable at thls tlme and Mrs.. Welhn 1ncorporates the arguments made in the Motions to
" Dismiss herel_n by reference_ To ensure compliance w1th the Court’s Appealablllty Request
Mrs. Wellin also separately’ submlts this mernorandum addressing the issue of appealablh_ty. |
| ‘The Court’s _‘pre’lintinary_ assessrnent is correct: The orders challenged en appeal are not
appealable at this time. The r)rimary‘order appealed by Appellants is an interlocutory order
issued by the Honorable Frank R. Addy, Jr. that addressedonly procedural »issues - speeiﬁcally _
discovery and hifurcation —— 1n order to position this case for an imminent; phased trial on the |
merits.! The case is not 'e_ver, and Appellants cannet further delay a trial of this matter by
pursuing an irnproper, premature ar)neat of interlocutory decisions. The provisions of § 14-3-330 . '
ensure judicial economy and dictate that the parties try this case and prdceed to res'olution on the

' merits prior to any appeal.

- PROCEDURAL HISTORY
."The above-eaptiened action began as a petition for formal probate following the
September 2014 passing of Keith S. Wellin, wherein Mrs. Wellin requested that the Probate

Court of Charleston County probate Mr. Wellin’s June 27,2014 Last Will & Testament.(“June

! Although Appellants’ Notice of Appeal also a_ttaehes prior circuit court orders (entered October
20, 2017 and August 24, 2018) which rejected Appellants’ repeated effort to stay the probate -
proceedings indefinitely while the Federal Action proceeds, Appellants admit those orders “are
not ordinarily immediately appealable” unless “there is another appealable issue before the
court.” (Notice of Appeal, p. 2, Exs. 2-3).. Because there is no other immediately appealable
issue at this time, as outlined infra, these orders are not properly on appeal either. '
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27, 2014 Will”) and informally appoint her as 4pe'rsona1 representative of her late husband’s
estate. As required by South Carotina law, all potential heirs of Mr. Wellin’s estate were named
as Respondents to the petition, including _"Appellants Peter Wellin, Cynthiab W. Plum, and
Marjorie W. King (collectiyely, the ‘fWellinA Children”). Shortly after the petition was filed, Mrs
Wellin was named,the Spec'ial Administrator of the Estate of Keith S. Wellin.? |

On October 20 2014, the Wellin Children contested Mrs. Wellin’s request to probate the
June 27, 2014 Wlll by ﬁhng an Answer Counterclaims, and Counter-Petition in their individual
| capacities (‘_[he"‘Will Contest™) and requesting removal of the matter’ from Probate Courtto _
Circuit Court. The Wellin Children’s Will Contest named Mrs. Wellin,.individually; Hamilton
College; the Keith S. Wellin Fiorida Revocable Living Trust; Campbell Hart; and Heather Lane
as “CounterfRespondents.;" The Wellin Children clairned that the June 27,. 2014 Will should be -
declared invalid on the basis of incapacity, unriue inﬂuence-, duress, fraud, and mistake, and
instead sought to probate Keith Welhn s August 2011 estate plan. |

~ Shortly - after the Wellin ‘Children filed thelr Will Contest in thls matter they also
launched an attack agamst Mrs. Welhn personally by filing in personam claims against her in the
District of South Carolina '(the- “Federal Action”). Then in January 2015, the Wellin Children _
moved to stay the Will Contest hecause they claimed that “resolution of the broader, Federal

Although the motion to stay was

"Action will resolve the issues in this Will-Contest Action.”
contested, the Circuit Court granted the motion in July 2015, and this matter was stayed for

several years.

2 At this time, no personal representative has been appointed to represent Mr. Wellin’s Estate, so
Mrs. Wellin has continued to serve as the Special Administrator.

-3 The removal was granted on October_ 23, 2014.
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On October l20, 20l7, theCircuit Courtlifted the stay of this matter, (l\lotice of Appeal, |
Ex. 2), after which the Wellin Children sought to amend their -Will Contest to include the same in
personam claims .against Mrs. Wellin that were already pending in the"separate Federal Action. |
Even though the Wellin Children- had prev1ously assured the federal court that the in personam
claims did not affect the Will Contest (and therefore did not implicate the probate exception to
federal jurisdiction) and over obJe.ctro.ns from the other parties, the Wellin Children convrnced
the Circuit Court that their previously-pending in personam claims 'also needed to be included as
part_of the Will Contest as “mandatory counterclaims.” On February 6, 2018, the Wellin
Children ‘ﬁled their' amended Answer, Counterclaims', and Counter-petition, adding their in
personam claims, along with their representative capacities as “newi’parties,” to this probate
litigation. _ o

vIn May 2018, the Wellin Children ﬁled another Motion to ‘Stay all proceedings in this |
now-expanded rnatter. = theprobate portion of which had been pending by that time for almost
four (€)) years. The Wellin Chi‘ldr'en again argued to the Circuit Court that this matter should be
stayed to permrt resolutlon of the Federal Action first. That motion to stay was denied by
interlocutory order 51gned by Judge Addy on August 24, 2018, and the order noted “No further
delays in this case. ' Chief Admin Judge should set for trial (2 weeks max) as soon as
practicable.” (Notlce of Appeal Ex. 3)

In August 2018, the Estate of Keith S. Wellin (the “Estate”) filed a Motion to Blfurcate or
~for Separate Tr1al seekmg bifurcation of all va11d1ty issues associated w1th.Mr Wellin’s June 27,
2014 Will and the amended and restated Keith S. Wellln Florida Revocable Living Trust v
executed June 27 2014 (2014 Revocable Trust”) to 1nclude ¢)) whether Mr. Wellin possessed

sufficient mental capacity to execute both documents; and (2) ‘whether Mr. Wellin’s execution of



‘the June 27, 2014 Will or the 2014 Revocable Trust was the result of undue influence, fraud,

duress, or mistake (hereinafter collectively, the “Validity Issues™). -The Estate moved to
bifurcate because the Validity Issues undergird many — if not most — of the major allegationsbin
this litigation, such that bifureating the Validity Issues to be tried first would promote efficiency, |
economy and faimess. “Moreover, trial of the Validity Issues ﬁrst'ensures that the state court
fulﬁlls the exclusive j_uris'diction granted to it by the General Assembly to decide competing
petitions forformal testacy — matters which could not .e\_/er be reSolved in the Federal Action.

ISSUES DECIDED BY THE PRIMARY ORDER ON APPEAL

The primary order Appellants seek to appeal is Judge Addy’s mterlocutory dec1s1on to
bifurcate the trial of thls matter, which establ1shed that the first phase of trial will be comprised
) of the Va11d1ty Issues for all changes to Kerth Wellin’s estate plan from 2013-2014. (Notice of
'Appeal Ex. 1, at 3- 4)(the “Bifurcation Order”) Although the Bifurcation Order ruled on six (6)
motions in total - four (4) motions seeklng protection from certain deposmons a motion by
' Appellants for a status conference, and the Estate’s Motlon to Blfurcate — the Notice of Appeal |
| singles out only the bifurcatt'bn decision for this interlocutory appeal with its citation of Morrow
v. Fundamental Llong-Term Care Holldings,-LL‘C, 4l2 S.C. 534, 537-40, 773 S.E.2d l44, 145-47
‘(2.0l5). and accompanying parenthetic'al “holding order granting motion to bifurcate was
imrnediately appealable because it affected_ a substantial right of appellant.” (Notice of Appeal,
p: 2 n.1 (also citing- generally to S.C. Code Ann § 14-3-330)). It is for good reason that
Appellants have not tried to appeal the other discovery and status conference decisions by Judge
Addy contained in the Bifurcation Order as the la.W: is well-settled those decisions are not
immediately appealable. See, e.g, Grosshuesch v, Cramer 377 S C. 12, 659 S.E2d 112

_(2008)(hold1ng that “dlscovery orders in general are interlocutory and are not 1mmed1ately



_appealable”); Ex parte Wi_lso,n,‘367f S.C. 7, 625 S.E.2d 205 (2005)(ﬁnding an order quashingua
subpoena duces tecum issued to a non-party is not immediately appealable because it neither
involves the merits nor affects a substantial right); Waddell v. Kahdy, 309°S. C 1, 419 S E. 2d 783
(1992)(hold1ng an order requ1r1ng a party to submit to depos1t1on is not 1mmed1ately appealable) '
Fulmer v. Cain, 380 S.C. 466, 670 S.E.2d 652 (2008)(hold1ng that the “mode of tr1al”except1on
to the general rule that only final orders are imm_ediately appealable is confined to orders which
‘abridge a party’s constitlitional right to trial by jury). As outlined below, this appeal 1s premature '
because Jodge A.ddvy’s bifurcation decision to try the Validity Issnes first is not immediately ’
appealable either. | | | | | |

 THIS APPEAL 1S PREMATURE

The Bll"urcatron Order is a non- ﬁnal 1nterlocutory order, and the law is well settled that “
bifurcat10n is not an 1mmed1atelyv appealable issue. Flagstar Corp. v. Royal Surplus LGes,.34l '
S.C. 68,' 533 S.E.Zd 331 (2000) (holding order bilfurcating issue of e'xclusion.under insuranoe '
contract from issue of occurrence was not appealable) Senter v. Pzggly Wiggly Carolma Co
341 S.C. 74, 533 S. E 2d 575 (2000) (holdlng order bifurcating issues in contract case between
l1»ab111ty and damages was not immediately appealable). Nevertheless, Appellants attempt to
appeal the Bifurcation Order, citing § 14-3-330 andIMorrow for their assertion that “the order
iaffects a substantial right of Appellants;”'}(Notice of Appeal, p. 2, n.l). Appellants have not
endeavored to explam What substant1a1 right”™ they believe was impacted by the Bifurcation
Order, and as outlined in more detail below, their citation to Morrow‘ is inapposite because the
“substantial right’; lllorrmtz soiught to protect is not at stake here. As outlined. in the Motions to
Dismiss,{ dismissal of Appellants’ 'premature appeal of the Bifurcation Order is neoessary

because there is no statutory basis for their immediate appeal in this case — under Morrow or any



other” case law -interprey_tirrg -the General Assemb'ly’s § 14-3-330 deﬁnitiorr of »ap.pealable
interlocutory orders “
“Generally only final Judgments are appealable ” Tzllman v. Tillman, 420 S.C. 246 248-
49, 801 S.E.2d 757, 759 (Ct. App 2017) see also Doe v. Howe, 362 S.C. 212, 216, 607 S.E.2d
- 354, 356 (Ct App 2004) (‘“Fmal Judgment is a term of art referrmg to the disposition of all the
issues in the case.”). An order llke the Blfurcatron Order in this case’ which “reserve[es] an issue, |
-or leav[es] open the p0551b111ty of further action by the tr1a1 court before the. rights of the partles
are resolved is mterlocutory ? Tlllman 420 S.C. at 248 49, 801 S E. 2d at 759 (citing Ex parte
Wilson, 367 S'._C. 7,12, 625 S.E.2d.205_,- 208 (2005)).‘ The_only interlocutory orders that may be
appealed are those deﬁnedwih‘the rrarrow ,exceptions .of S.C. Code Ann. § 14-3-330:'

(1) Any intermediate judgment, order or decree in a law case involving the merits
in actions commenced in the court of common pleas and-general sessions, brought
. there by original process or removed there from any inferior court or jurisdiction,
and final judgments in such actions; provided, that if no appeal be taken until final
judgment is entered the court may upon appeal from such final judgment review
any intermediate order or decree necessarrly affecting the judgment not before
appealed from; Co '

(2) An order affecting a substantial right made in an action when such order (a) in
- effect determines the action and prevents a judgment from which an appeal might
be taken or discontinues the action, (b) grants or refuses a new tr1a1 or (c) strikes
‘out an answer or any part thereof or any pleadmg in any action;

(3) A final order affecting a substantlal right made in any special proceedmg or
upon a summary apphcatlon in any actlon after Judgment and

(4) An mterlocutory order or decree in a court of common pleas grantmg,,
‘continuing, modifying, or refusing an injunction or granting, contmumg,
modifying, or refusing the appointment of a recelver

- S.C. Code Ann. § 14-3- 330 (1976 & Supp 2014); Hagoodv Sommerville, 362 S.C. 191 194, -
607 S.E.2d 70_7, 708 (2005)(“An order generally must fall into one of several categorles set forth
in that statute in order to be immediately appealable.”); see also Tillman, 4720.’S.C. at 250-51, 801
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S.E.2d at 760 (ﬁndiri‘g that “[t]o avoid circuitous litigation and needless ‘appealsi, we coilstrue
: section 14-3-330 narrowlvy”l)v. Narrow construction of § 14-3-330 furthe'rs judicial economy by .
avoiding “pieceineal appeals.” Hagood, 36‘2—'S.C.' at 196, 607 S.E.2d at 709 |
The. Soutii Carolina Supieme Court has repeatedly held that bifurcation orders are not

iinmediately appealabie under § 14-3-330, -qugstar and Senter, supiia, yet Appellants claim
Judge Addy’s Bifuroation ().rdervis‘imme.diately appealabie because it “affectsa siibstantial right
of Appellaintsl”' (Notice of Appeal, p. 2, n; 1)(citing generally to § 14'-3-330).' The Appellants™
Notice of_ Appeal fails to diffei‘entiaté Judge Addy’s Bifurcation Order from those preyiously
rejected for immediate appeal, and the Notioe of Appeal fails to identify which of the § 1.4-3-330 '
“substantial right’ subsections Appellants have invokéd to support their appeal in this'case. A
- plain reading of the statute reveals Su.bseiction (2)(21) to be the only “substaritial rigilt” provision
of the statute even potentiaily .app‘licable to the Bifurcation .Order,4 and Subsection (2)(a) was the
only provisiori rélied oii by the Court 1n Morrow; to iivhich Appellants have citoci. (Notice of
‘Appeal, p. 2,n.1 (citing‘Morrow, 412 S.C. at 539; 773 S.E.2d"at _146)). |

_ For an order to qualify as having impac_ted a substantial right under § 14-3-330(2)(a)-, it
must be “[a]n.o'rder involtzing the‘ merits . . . [tliat] ﬁnaliy determine[s] some substantial matter
. forming the whole' ora part of some cause of action or defense in the case in whioii the ordor is
entitled.” Duncan v. Gov't Emps. Ins.:Co., .331 S.C. 484, 485, 449 S.E.Zd 580;_580 (1994)
(quoting Knowles v Standard Sav. & Loan Ass'h, 274 S.C. '5"8, 59, 26‘1‘ S.E.2d 49, 49 (1979)).

Section 14-3-330(2)(a) does.not permit the immediate éppeai of just any pretrial order affecting a

4 The Bifurcation Order did not “grant[] or refuse[] a new trial” or “strike[] out an answer or any
part thereof or any pleading in any action,” to invoke Subsection 2(b) or 2(c), respectively. Nor
is the Bifurcation Order “[a] final order” that qualifies as immediately appealable pursuant to
Subsection (3). Subsection 2(a) is the only potentially applicable statutory grant of immediate -
" appealability here. a o g B
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_ substantial right. Rather, the statutory language makes clear that an ordér aiffecting a substantial
right is immedia‘teiy appealable oﬁly- “when such order Would disco_ntinue. an action, prevent an
| appeal, ... or strike out an éction or defense.” :Mid-State Distribs. v. Centii_ry Imps., 310 S.C.
330,334 n4,426 S.E.2d 777, 780 (199‘3-). |

None of these c‘i.rc-umstances' apply to the Bifurcétion Order in this case, which simply
'drders the preseﬁtation of ‘iAssue;s to thvevfactA-_ﬁnde'r for decision, éxtracting salient determinations -
over which the sfatg court h'as- exélusiVe_,jurisdiction - to be d¢cided first. No claimé or defenses
. have been struck or pfetérrhitted; the‘ ~I.Bifu'rc'ation Qrder merely establishes the' fréﬁaework in
which those claims and defenées will be presented. Importantly, the Vajidity Issues. that Jﬁdge ,
Addy slated to be tried ﬁrét are the fundaméntal probate -deterihinations that, ac_cording to fhé .
' Gengrél Assembly, can (i)n‘l_yz be deterrﬁiﬁeci Within the exclusive jurisdictiqn of Soufh Cé.rolina
'staté courts. The fact éahnot be ‘_ighoréd that Appel.lantsi have.chosen to pursue portions of this
underlying litigation in'vtwoi different cases procéeding Simultanéously in state and fédéral court.
Judge Addy’é Bifurcation Order simply streamlines trial of th¢ state court maﬂer by ensuring the
state court tries first that portion of the litigatioh fﬁat only it can: The vvalidity of testarﬁentary
documents. As the Bifurca‘iioni Order notes, “bifuréat.ioh of the [Validity I]ssues will promote
. ‘convenienc_e,. '_efﬁc'iency, a.nd- ecoﬁorﬁy iﬁ that these issueé can only bé decided in state court'and_
resqlutioﬁ of these issues'will_likelly'r.e'sult in résolution_ of much of the federal ‘litigation.”.
(Bifurcation Order, p. 3). T‘ﬁe Bifurcation Order .doe_s not impact a “substantial‘ right” of
Appellants as required by § 143-330)(). |

Nor caﬁ Appellants seek solace in the Supreme Court’s Mérrow opinion, which only
fqund that the bifurcation .‘Orvde; entered in tvhat_“case was im.m'ediately appéalable because it

impacted the “‘[t]he [substantial] right of the plaintiff to choose her defendant.”” Morrow, 412



S.C. at 539; 773 S.E.2d at 146,(parénthetiéally -quot'i'n.g Ne_gztec Enters., Inc., v. Long, 397 S.C.
563,566, 725 S.E.2d 926, 928 >(2012)); This cése 1s not Morr:ow, where the triél court’s order
was plagued by a “miaterial '_'rhisunder.standing” of the Morrows’ »claims ‘and improperly :
“cpnﬂate[d] the theories of vi’ca_riou's liability and direct liability by determining the Morrows
‘can move forward on their'clairﬁs a‘g‘ai'nst the corporate defendants only if they first recovér '
against Mégnolia Plaée.’-’ '4.1.218.(..3. at 538; 773 S.E.Zd at 146.. There was no material
-misunderstanding of Appe}lant_s’ claims by Judge Addy in.thislcasé, nor does the Bifufcé.t__ion |
Order make the séCbnd ﬁhase_of trial_cdntingeﬁt on the :«ﬁrst bhase as did the triai-court in
Morrow. Thé Bifuréation Order merély establisheé the order of issues ‘to be tried; it does not
.treat certain claims as “dependent” upbn other claims, “effe'ctively grant[ing] . - . potenﬁal
~ summary j_udgment” ‘on g:ertain _AiS‘Sllle.S like in Morrow. 412 S.C. at 5‘39;.773 S.E.2d at 146. Judge |
‘Addy’s order‘ contemplates that all of the issues will be trjed ét- some pbiﬁt; ho‘wever, some will
be t-rie‘d béfore,ofhers. |
Perhaps ;ﬁost significant to theduestion of a.ppealab.ility iﬁ,this case is what.the. Court
explicitly refused to do in Mbrfow: It “decline[d] the . . . invita‘;ion té base [its] decision on thé
manner in.which the fndtion was characterized—one of bifur;:a;cion” and set apart the bifurcationv
order in Morrow as -?‘quite di;tinct fropi other orders of bifurcgti()n which ha?el come béfo_re this
C(')urt.”‘412..S.C. at 539-40;, 773 _S.E.id at. 14_7 (comparing Morr_éw to Flagstar and Sentér,
sup;a).- The narrow tail‘oring‘ of vthe Morrow opiriion prevents it from vserving as a vble.llnket
authorization to immediately appeal é.ny bifurcation order, yet that is exactly the result that
Appellants’ ‘Noticé of Appéal iirges in this case with its cursory citation to Morrow as authority
to appeal aﬁ “or<>ie'r‘ g_rantihg motion to: bifurcaté.” ‘(Notice of Appeal, p- 2,'n.l)‘. Morrow offers

no reason to abrogate the Court’s rejection of bifurcation as an immediately appealable issue in
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Flagstar and Se_ﬁter, and it ddes not elevate Judge Addy’s Bifurc_ationOrder for an. Vimmediaté
appeal. | |
Allowing Appellants qtbo nppeal the Bifurcation Order would irnpermissibly expand the
reach of § 14-3-330(2)(a5 tn encompass a c.ategory ’of procedural orders that-fall squarely within
the frial court’s discretion fo,r‘ trial management. - See Rule 42(b), SCRCP (“The vcourt, in
furtherance of convenience . . . may order a separaté trial of any . ‘. . separate issue . . . ;o
Durham v. Vinson, 360 SC 639, 644-45 n.2, 602 S.E.2d 760, 762»n.2 (2004) (ﬁnding the circui;t
cnnrt has discretion to bifurcafe e.l.tri_al)-;) If bifurcation decisions are immediatély appealablé, no
judge will ever consider bifurcating issues for trial even if it would s'ervé‘ the ends of jnstice;_
ordering bifurcation would \;irtually guarantt?evt»hat a piecefneal‘ ap‘peali thwaﬁs any 4forward
progress of a case toward resolution. It is forv this verj}_reason that immediately appea_l_able
interlocutory orders are the exception and not the rule under § 1‘4‘-3-3’.36. This case has nlready
be_en delayed several years due to App'elllalnts’ efforts to stay the 'nrobaté proceédings’. Brelaﬁd V.
Love Chevrolet‘Ol.ds, Inc., 339‘ SC at 94, 529 SE2d at- 13-14"‘(“[W]e believe avoiding
piec_er_neall‘ l‘itigati.on.is the best po‘licy to follow.- The current case reveals why snch- appeals ére
-disfavored. Already the nfogress of thin case has; been _delayed éeveral yéars.’;)'. No ﬁnther
delay is wananted, and this Court’s observation in T illﬁan is equally npplicable here: |
Appellant's rights have yet to be finally determined by the circuit court. Appellant
has not reached the end of the road, however long and w1nd1ng he may have made
it. The order is not 1mmed1ately appealable -

Tillman, 420 S.C. at 251 801 S.E.2d at 760.

CONCLUSION-

For all of these reasons, as well as the reasons presented in both the Beneficiary
vRespondents’ Motion to Dismiss and the Estate’s Motion to Dismiss, Mrs. Wellin respectfully

submits that the ordefs __challénged on appeal are not appealable at this time.
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- Respectfully submftted, '
%N/V/FE & BOYD P A.

_ JohnT Lay, Jr (S.C. Bar No 64526)
Gray T. Culbreath (S.C. Bar No. 11907)
John D. Hudson, Jr. (S.C. Bar No. 68646)
Lindsay A. Joyner (S.C. Bar No. 77437)

1201 Main Street, Suite 1200
. Post Office Box 7368
Columbia, South Carollna 29202
(803) 779-1833
(803) 779-1767 (f)

. jlay@gwblawfirm.com _

geulbreath@gwblawfirm.com -
jhudson@GWBIlawfirm.com
ljoyner@GWBlawfirm.com .

Attorneys for Respondent
Wendy C.H. Wellin, Individually
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F SERVICE

I, the undersigned Paralegal of the law offices of Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A., éttomeys

for Wendy C. H. Wellin, indiv‘idually,' do hereby certify that I have served all counsel in this

action with a copy of the pleading(s) herem below specified by malhng a copy of the same by -

United States Mail, postage prepald to the followmg address(es)

RESPONDENT WENDY C.H. WELLIN’S MEMORANDUM

ADDRESSING THE ISS

Counsel Served:

UE OF APPEALABILITY

Attorneys for Appellants -
Robert H. Brunson, Esq.
Patrick Wooten, Esq.
Merritt G. Abney, Esq.
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough
- | P.O. Box 1806 -
Charleston, SC 29402

Attorneys for Wendy C.H. Wellin, as Special
Administrator and Trustee for the Keith S.
Wellin Florida Revocable Living Trust
Robert H. Hood, Esq.

James B..Hood, Esq.

" |- Molly H. Craig, Esq.

Virginia Rogers Floyd, Esq.
Hood Law Firm, LLC

| 172 Meeting Street
Charleston, SC 29402

Attorneys for F. Patricia Scarborough, Esq.
and Edward G.R. Bennett, Esq.

M. Dawes Cooke, Jr., Esq.

| Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms LLC -

PO Drawer H

Charleston, SC 29402

Attorneys for Hamilton College

John Beach, Esq.

| Lyndey Bryant, Esq.

-Adams and Reese, LLP

11501 Main Street, 5" Floor
Columbia, SC 29201

Attorneys for Heather Lane and Campbell

Attorneys for the Estate

Hart

Marvin D. Inﬁnger Esq

Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms LLC
PO Drawer H

Charleston, SC 29402

'F. Patricia Scarborough, Esq.

Edward G.R. Bennett, Esq.

Evans, Carter, Kunes & Bennett P.A.
PO Box 369 - '

-1 Charleston, South Carolina 29402

June 3, 2019

Melissa Lee Urch
Paralegal
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JOHUNT. LAY, JR.

A member of the South Carolina Bar

~ Direct Dial: 803.724.1800

GALLIVAN WHITE BOYD , jlay@GWBlawfirm.com

Complex experience for comp]ex matters

June 3, 2019
|  ECRIVES
VIA HAND DELIVERY 0 1D
Clot of Contt S Contt ot Appest . ~ JUN 03 20y
1C20213n81§$t§os§lele(t:arolina 29201 - SCCour OfAPPea!s

Re:  Wendy C. H. Wellin v. Peter Wellin, Cynthia Plum and Marjorie W. King v.
Wendy C. H. Wellin, Hamilton College, Keith S. Wellin Florida Revocable
Living Trust, Campbell Hart and Heather Lane and Friendship Management, LLC
v. Wendy C.H. Wellin
C/A No.: 2014-CP-10-7038
Appellate Case No. 2019-000833

Dear Clerk Kitchings:
Enclosed herewith for filing, please find the original and six copies of Respondent '
Wendy C.H. Wellin’s Memorandum Addressing the Issue of Appealabilty regarding the above-

referenced matter. Please file the original and return a clocked copy to our courier.

By copy of this letter and attached Proof of Service, we are hereby serving all counsel of
record with a copy of same. ’

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concerns.
Very truly yours,

GALLIVAN, WHITE & BOYD, P.A.

JTL,JR/mlu
Enclosures

cc: Robert H. Brunson .
Patrick C. Wooten
Merritt G. Abney
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M. Dawes Cooke, Jr.

F. Patricia Scarborough
Edward G. R. Bennett
Marvin D. Infinger
Robert H. Hood

James B. Hood

Molly H. Craig
Virginia Rogers Floyd
John F. Beach

Lyndey Bryant



