THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appcals

APPEAL FROM ORANGEBURG COUNTY g T
. Court of Common Pleas v 21 2019

Edgar W. Dickson, Circuit Couﬁ Judgec Court Oprpea!S

" CASE NO.: 2015-CP-38-01234

Tekayah Hamilton, mdlwdually and as parentand g guard)an ad ]1tem for Robert Lee M iddleton, Jr., -

a mlnox child under the age of eighteen,
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The Regional Medical Center

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Appcllani The. Regmnal Medlcal Center appeals the auaohed Order of the Honorable
Edgar W. Dickson dated October 25, 2019, and filed October 25, 2019. Appellant received
written notice of entry of this Order on October 25, 201 9. M f
o ' o ~ Michael C. Tanner :
Post Office Box 1061
‘Bamberg, SC 29003
(803) 245-9153 °
Attorney for The Regional Medical =~
Center

Other Counsel of Recbrd: .

J’énathan F. Krell, Esquire
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Charleston, SC 29402

--SVITd.NOWWOD - DHNGIONVYHO

12574 L08€d 0610¢#3SVO



™~

'ELECTRONICALLY FILED - 2019 Nov 19 1:52 PM - ORANGEBURG - COMMON PLEAS - CASE#201 5CP3801234

w0
o
= =
o
nmmx iy o]
2l - o
— =
< o & D
i ‘
g ™ L o
& P ~ &N
=W e
P o
C D el o P
- 3] £ e
Lo SN b o !
Lo D v )
Lo D oy L
TR W o =
SO REAA TR o foo]
<y Lo o [
ol = o) b
ety = =
: S-E 2 -2



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA -~
~ In The Court of Appeals

. APPEAL FROM ORANGEBURG COUNTY - N
Court of Common Pleas ' OV 21 2019

Edgar W. Dickson, Circuit Court Judge SC Court Oprpea[s

CASE NO.: 2015-CP-38-01234

: Tekayah Hamilton, 1nd1V1dually and as parent and guardxan ad litem for Robert Lee Mlddleton Jr.,

a minor child under the age of elghteen ........... Respondent
V.
TheRegionalMedicalCenter i APpellant.
PROOF OF SERVICE
~

\

) I certify that I have served the Notice of F111ng Appeal with Lower Court, by deposmng a
~ copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid; on November 20, 2019, addressed to the
attorneys of record, Jonathan F. Krell, Esquire, Post Office Box 299, Charleston, S.C.; 29402 and

DaV1dR W1111ams Esqulre Post Office Box 1084, Orangeburg, S.C., 291} :

Michael C. Tanner

Post Office Box 1061
Bamberg, SC 29003
(803) 245-9153 }
Attorney for Appellant The
Regional Medical Center

- November 19, 2019
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In The Court of Appeals
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Edgar W. Dickson, Circﬁit Court Judge
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- Tekayah Hamilton, 1nd1v1dua Iy and as parent and guardmn ad litem for Robert Lee Mlddleton Jr.,
a minor Chlld under the age of czghtcen ............ Respondent
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- copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on November 19, 2019, addressed to:her
: attomeys of record, Jonathan F. Krell, Esquire, Post Office Box 299, Charleston, S.C., and Davld

R. Williams, Esquue Post Office Box 1084, Orangeburg, S. C 20116

' Mlchacl ( Tanner
Post Ofﬁce Box 1061
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(803) 245-9153
Attorney for Appellant The
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_ Clerk of Court

MICHAFI C TANNER L.L. C
ATTORNEYS AT LAW'
Post Office Box 1061
-392 Second Street

i ey oo . Bamberg, South Carolina

R T 29003
Michael C. Tanner L ' 803-245-9153

o Fax: 844-269-8808
Joseph Shakibanasab
Mogan R. Long*
*Of Counsel
November 20, 2019

Jenny Abbott Kitchings

1220 Senate St.
Columbia, S.C. 29201

“URE:  Tekayah Hamilton, individ vally and as parent and guardian ad litem for Robert Lee
~~ - Middleton, Jr., -a minor child under the age of elghtcen v. The Reg10nal Medical Center .
Case No.: “OH CP-38-01234
Dear Ms. Kitchings:
Purzuant to Rule 203 (B), enc;osed . please find proof of filing the Notlce of Appeal with

) .fhu O rangeburg Coum\ Court of C ommon ‘Pleas on } \Jovembel 19,2019, via electronic filing.

Yours Trubs

Michael’C. Tanner
MCThs : ' -
enclosure ' '
e fonathan Krell, Esquire
David-Williams, Esquire



Courtesy NEF RE: 2015CP3801234

From: efiledonotreply@sccourts‘org {efiledonotreply@sccourts.org)
To: jrshakibanasab@charlestonlaw.edu
Cc Isweatman@bellsouth. net

Dater Tuesday November 19, 2019, 01:53 PM EST . |

**xxxr IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *+++*
NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING [NEF]

A filing has been-submitted to the‘c,o_’urt RE:\ 2015CP3801234 _

i Official File Stamp: ' 11-19-2019 01:52:56 PM

Court: : CIRCUIT COURT
Common Pleas
Orangeburg

Tekayah Hamilton , plaintiff, et al VS Regronal Medrcal Center
defendant, et al :

Document(s) Submitted: AppeaI/Notroe of Appeal to Court of Appeals
Filed by or on behalf of:  Michael C. Tanner :

" Case Caption:

This notice was automatically generatedﬁ by the Court's auto-notiﬁoation system.

The followmg people were served electronically: -
Joseph Reza Shakibanasab for Reglonal Medrcal Center
Virginia Watson Williams :
Michael C. Tanner for Regional Medlcal Center
David Reynolds Williams
~ Jonathan F Krell for Tekayah HamIIton

The following people have not been served eIectronlcaIIy by the Court Therefore they
- must be served by traditional means:

Robert Lee M, Jr. g

~—— CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may contain information - .

that is confidential. if you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain, or disseminate this message or any

attachment. If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of

the message and any attachments

11,



sburg Comma

~ Case Caption:. Tekayah Haniilion | plaintiff, et 2l VS Regional Medical Center -,
v ~ defendant, et a : . ; ) :
Case Number: ~ 2015CP3801234 : . ' \

Type: . O Idi‘ t/Other

" So Ordered

s/ BEdgar W. Dickson #2153

Rees}

. SN g
E!ectronical_ly’signcd on 2009-10-25 11.31.3%  page 106f 10
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA | ?}\I-:E"H!i COURT OF COMMON PLIAS
COUNTY OF QRANGERBURG Vo CIVIL ACTION NO 2015-CP-38-01234
. \ : . .
Tekavah Hanmulton, individually and as parent \
and guardian ad hitom for Robert Lee M. Ja ) :
munor child ander the age of 18, ) ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT'S
o ) MOTIONFOR REDUCTION TO ’
Plamiiff, ) STATUTORY CAP AND DENYING
‘ )  DEFENDANT'S MOTION X¥OR JNOV OR
Sovs. ) CINTHE ALTERNATIVE FOR A NEW
' » _ ) . TRIAL
- Regional Medical Center )
. : ) b
Defendant,

This case.,\&'as tried before a jury in this Court on or about May 9, 2018, The jury

returned a verdict finding Defendant was grossly negligent and awarded $1,127,280.00 to- the

minor plantiff Robert Lee M. Ir., and v$135:477.00 to Plaintiff Tekayah Hamilton.. Defendant
filed two, separate post-trial motions, one to reduce the award to the statutory cap and a JNOV or

in the altemative for a new trial.  Affer review of the motions, memoranda of counsel and

supporting documents, 1 grant in part Defendant’s Motion for Reduction to Statutory Cap and

deny Defendzuﬂ"sbM_oﬁon for INOV or i the Altemative for New Tnal.

PACTUAL-AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
- This case arises out of Dc_fé.ndant’s alleged failure (0 implement policies, procedures, and
' equipment to allow Defendant to prOpérIy“n’1oni10r an IV ‘with ampicillin administered o R on

or about October 28, 2014, while a patient at Defendant’s facility in Orangeburg, South Carolina.

“

~Plaintiff’s complaint alleges medical negligence, specifically the following:

The impression of the. treating physician was high fever and admussion to the
hospital was necessary in order to -work up CBC, LP, blood and unne cultures. It
I was decided to begin Ampicillin and Claforan.. P1.’s Complamnt par.11

NOV 19 2019
SC Court of Appeals
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ol care ang ¢

somilar condittons and

Plainiff asserts Defendants breache ; (
! careless, wiliful, wanton, and reckiess in the followir
2 1o use reasonable r-(:czul care i accordance wil _
sractice 1n medicine -durtng the care,

standards of acceptable professional p
diagnosis and treatment of Plantiff,

b) In faling to act with ordmary ‘and re: asonable care
recognized standards of acceptable professional practice in medicine;

¢) In faling to follow the Infusion Nurse Society: publication on Policies and
Procedures for infusion Nursing of the Pediatric Patien’; R '

d) In failing to pursue such appropriate medical modalities and treatments which
ceuld have avoided this type o"‘iniiiry and penﬁar ent damage;

e) In failing to act and behave in the same or similar manner that reasonably
bompetant doctors and healthcare facilities and staff would have behavéd or
acted in the same or similar conditions;:

f) In faling and neglecting to properly inspect 1he IV site on October 28, 2014,
al approximately 427 am. pror to the administration of antibiotic

1 accordance wath” the

medication; . 4
g) In faling and nsglcciil'xg to properly monitor the IV site after the

“administration of antibiotic medicaiion; _ .
h) Infailing to adequately tram and superviseits n 1emcc‘[ staff
1)- In farhng to provide the safest care and freatment © vl amtff; and
1) TForsuch other acts and omissions that may b(,(,OIsk more apparent through the

- - discovery of 1}115 matier.

PL7s Complamt par. 34, Plai nnffd Li ed an af.ﬁdavit’ o her (;Onu)l&ini’ by Mon ca cvlobbx, RN,

BSN, chufww and rem zatmo 1he breachies in Lm standard of care by DPfcnddr‘t TRMC, by and

. rhrough its employees, causing harm to RJ and Tekayah. ..Speciﬁcaily, P}aintiﬁf alleged

Defendant Regional failed to properly monitor RI’s TV site prior fo and- after administering’

medication. Plaintiff did not offer any testimony at trial as to any al]eged pbysici an malpractice.
This matter was filed pursuant (o South Carolina Tor{ ( laims Act, S,C. Code Ann
78-10, et. Seq. 1 find that defendant TRMC s a governmental healthcare facility and is aﬂ:brded

the proteciions of the South Carolina Tort Claims Act, as defimed by the Act.

nal Sununons and Complaifit was

endant Dowiting, a registered murse, swas disiaissed a3 a party after the origs

B
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S DeViia

Jamie Downme, RN

futire carve and PP Gl herself ook the stand. Plamnuff also called nu

s o Adnut o the ury - RI1%g

Sei of Reque

and nddant’s First

. PR - : : ] . . ; B P
medical records and bills were subnutted as evidence along with several pr rctures of his injury

and numerous pulmus and p&nuduxm of Dcicndam.Rtmoum;
| Defendam caHed Dr. Davis to dispx.ne RJ’s future-care. Nurse Jamie Doxxzning, testified
101,0 with Cynthia Hm]cy as 10 ':w}d;nd of care and expert 1ssues. Defendant also wbm.ii:te@
B pjct‘ures of RJI’s mjuries, select medical records and s ‘ elect policies and pxoccduz 23 .,'Defe_ndant
‘moved for a directed verdict at the end of Plaintiff’s éase anditsown.  The Court’ denjed

both motions {or directed verdict.
: . .

Defendant ﬂ{MC filed two separate post trial motions. The first post trial motion was a

reduction of the dama ge caps to reduce the child’s award to SS_O0,000.0C and the second was 1o
reduce the mother’s s jury award {0 fb)ﬁ 354.00 purwam 10 the T() Claims Act §15-78- 20(4) (
3 find thai Defendant IR’\/K s motion for JNO\ /New Tiial containcd Ihc,{ following grounds:

- Defendant asserted plamhr s wifness, Monica Stobbs, was not qualified to render pediatic

nursin 2 opinions, Dcfendanr TR_!\/IC asscfﬁed that Plaintiff did not establish gross negligence as .

maumd by the Tor{ Claims Act; Ddem fant iR‘\’i(, c‘liaSr,ﬂS 1 owas ch judiced by photographs
submitted 1o i‘héj ury; Defendant "i"Ri\ﬁ’C asserts é.z’-was error to not allow 118 expm’ to _tesﬁfy to an
opinion on gross neglgence when Plaintif’s ex xpert was allowed to render “such ._ opinion;
Defen(dani TRMC asserts vitbwa.s: an eri‘or fo publish its answers 10 Reque;t' to Admit 1o tﬁe‘j ury;
De fendam JRM(, allcgcq it should be granted a new trial as certain jury charges were not grven
“I JmaM\, Ddendant s motion :,tau,d that the verdict was excessive. In mlmc on all of lheso

motions, the court has reviewed 1he motions submiﬁed by Dafen dant TRMC, the memorama of
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POMIGT dnf A

ndant’s mobons ¢

ed m Def

STANDARD OF REVIEW

A motion for | judgment notwithstandmg the verdict hséi}’ anl E\ be granted Ifno reasonable

jury could have reached the challenged verdict RET Managenignt G, Lk v Tinsley

Adams, LLP, 399 S.C. 322,332, 732 SE2d | 171 (2 01“) A ¢ verdict must be upheld

unless no cvidence ;eaconabl» \up; sorts the juiy’s ﬁrf‘

Cwrcio v, Cateipillas, Ine.. 355

- S.C316, 320, 585 S.Ev’ld 272,274 (2003). In ruling on a motion for judgment notwithstanding

’

the \:crdvct the tnal cournt musr view rhc evi d\,uce and all inferences reasonably drawn therefrom

m the light most favorable to the opposing party. Law v, S{C( Deptof Corr., 368 S.C: 424, 434,

29 S .24 642, 648 (2006).

o7

The {hu ucmh Juror docm’a is the method used by the t’riai court to grant a new trial

' upon a jmdnﬂg that the ewdem, presented at trial did. not su; port the juﬂ s verdict. Curig v
Blake, 392 S.C. 494, 508 ’709 S.E.2d 79_,‘85 {CL A'pp_ O 1. ihe amount of the xuomt 15
grossly .inadeqﬁafe'i or EXCessive SO <s 1o be the result of'pass'ion; impulse, prejudice, or some
other mﬁuence outside thc evidence; the trial court must gfant a new trial absolute. Id. at £ 500

709 S.1E.2d at 87 C ompdhnc reasons mlast be prcam”c* to support the 1 ‘na} jludg_’e’s irxvaﬁion of
the jury’s proyince, n-xerely highlighting that the verdict is gr.eater than the amount of m&mté@

'damaggls 1s not enough as such other non—moncf.ary.factor:s must_be'cénsidemd as well. lgat
501, 709 S.E.2d at 83, | |

ANALYfi

First, thlc Court.finds that the statutory cap on damages pursuant to the South Carolina

Tort Claims Act (§'15—78-»10, et seq.) 15 applicable to this case. 'T his actzon against }RM( is

Q3714 ATIVOINOYLD3 T3
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ce hundred thousand dollars because x‘»‘.?ga fGss ans

subdh

otherwise pi "\de“” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-120(a)(1). . :

In ths case, the Jury returned a verdict for the minor, Robert I_ . Middleton Jr. (RIS }

the amount of $1,127.280 00 and separately 'foz' his mother, Tekayah Hamih‘on, in the amount of

$'E'35;4'7‘7;00'."Defsndaut‘ believes that the, dwa‘d to RJ should be xt‘dubvd 1o the statutory cap oi
$300,000 and further argue« i‘}iaﬁtl‘i'hé award to 'l:‘ekayah Hamilion should be r educed 1o $20,854.
In 'res;ponisc_;. Plaintiff’ s p@sits. that since this single occm:rez:ce involved the tot.ality of
Defenidant’s conduct, which encompasses the aﬁeged conduct of Defcj_ldant"’s physicians, then
the app;jcab]e recovery cap of §1 ,EOO;QO0.00 contained 1:,3,1 sect onll 5}—78%120(&)(3} apphes o

Plaintiff’s (ﬁ?omp}ajnf did not contamn any aH egations of physician ma;pmwcc and I do

“not find that Plaintiff offered any 1’esmn_on}; th af a p1 ssiclan br eached 1} e standard of care and
alleged dewiation of same. P mmxﬁ offered no cxme testimony as to l}ns issue al Irjal.-

This C ouﬁ agrees lhgi the $1,127,280.00 award to RJ sl uld be reduccd to %300 ,000.00
pﬁrsuéni o section 15- 78 ./,O(a)(l) As set Ix)r'@ abow the § Jury ve rdict for RJ must be rcduccd
Pln:suan{' to fhe Tort Claims Act Although a doctor Qrdered the n‘}ediczﬂion and 1ts
adminié%raﬁon, the .crux of j:’iaintiff:” s case and the evidence presented af trial was that a nurse
breached the appi licable standard of care- 1 find that Planiif{f Offt‘”’dﬂ() evidence shoy.w‘ng a
physician @13 involved in am' of the allwanom n this matter. - Furthermore, Defendant is
cqrrecf thar the évidence ét‘ trial showcd RJ’s mother incurred 320,8514-‘_00 in past medical

expenses. However, the jury was presented evidence that Ms,-]}]fan'nl‘ton would be required 1o

bear the fnmn,-d bu;dcn to take time (,H of fwork and travel for any fu unecxpu.x:“ Bec ause she

~INDiZSi 6L AON 6102~ AT NATIVIINOYLDT T

TQUNEIONYHO
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1 finds the award veasonabie

R
CIan s

suvardian for ot least fiftean maore vears, thy

Therelore, this” Court finds that the award of $1,127.280 00 1w R} shouid be sreduced: (o
$30G,00C.06 Further, the award o Ms Hamiton wo"iﬁ remam withoit

9

altcration. The Court denjes Defendant’s motion to reduce Ms. Hamilion’s verdict to $20,854,00

pursuant 1o the Tort Claims A L‘

Next, Defendant asserts 1ha1 Kdomca %mob\ was 1ot }amliﬂé to give an opron on the
s‘i‘aﬁdard of (gare‘ of pcdjau:ic nursing and pediatiic IV administration. Nu rse f.iiobbs' testified she
n‘evc:r z'nanéged, 1‘1‘):_ai1}‘i'ained or started Pediatric 1V’s, ndr did she r 7#\*« any li iua ure on these
iséﬁes She ‘dié testify she did these tasks é_n adult pai@enf.‘si Onée quatified, she testifie d that the

<oz

assessment, flushing and other procedures for monitoring and inspecting an 1V site prior to the

administration'of medicine and after the administration of medication are the same regardlgss of

the patient’s age 'j[}xcrkiorg ‘?ln'.s Court sees no reason 1o d(ﬁ‘:j)'aﬁ‘l' from 118 earlier rL‘lnm that
Mao ch Stobbs was properly quali fied as an expert 1 nursing, bui not as a pedia’:ﬁc nurse. The

| 'C(_)ur‘i denies the Defendan s m fion ﬂnscd on this ground.
Sinularly, Defeizdam argues that this Ciom't shouid have directed a verdict in m favor
“because Luoss Nowhgauc was not cst.avl. blisi 1Acd Th de_tcrmmahon of gross negligence 1s a mixed

question of law and fact and should be presented to thuymy whcn evidence supports it. Staubes

v. Ci{x;'vof PoHv Beach;?fﬂ S.C 192, 205. 500 S.E.2d 160, 168 (("i App. 1998 ) &ff‘d 339 8 A C.
v:-’l()()', 529 Q] 2d 54» (7000‘) In ilm case, an mfexen(c that \4& Downing failed to flush the
child’s I\"_is an inference that she fai led to use siwhi care. I*unhor Plaintiff pr esented evidence
that at leasi 20 mirmi.s:}s passed between RI’s rel.aci.ion to i‘hea;ﬂpibillin and the time Defendant’s

employees responded 1o Ms. Hamilton’s requests for assistance,

~'z,V,\l,d;_;3;9;
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Fypdence of soveral fan

o

YA ceias
O COUIE give

1O

ihe IV 1 que

infentional conduct ds that the evidence
s N . . )

wesented supported the defendant’s Motion on this ground

1
i

18 demed

)

Defendant nexi argues that the probative value of the photographs of RY's injuries was.

substantially outweighed by unfair prejudice. Photographs may be admitted coiroborating -

tesiimony, however, photographs calculated to arouse the sympathy or prejudice -of the jury

“should be excluded if they are irrelevant or not necessary to substantiate material facts or

. conditions. -State v. Jac

[ photographs prior to their publication.

. .. ( o AT T I g gl
- Although, given the nature of the injury and the child’s age, they are hard to leok at, there

15 little doubt the phoiographs z-i_re:rclévzm»t_m con‘ob&atc the in_iux"y. The photographs weré
admiited for the purpose of proving ﬂ'l_@ injury and this Court sees no reason ?0 depart from. 1ts
earliér ruling permutuing the pictures because they accurately rgﬂeded the'facts;i of the case.
bef&ndant"s Motion is denied as to this ground.

Defendant also argues that Defendant’s expert,. Cynthia’ Hurley, should have been

-permitied fo testify as to whether or not she believed its’ employees were grossly neghigent or

negligent. Defendant: asserts this evidence was proper under Rule 704, SCRE. In general, an

expert’s testimony on issues of law is inadmissible but not because it simply embraces the

ultimate issue. Dawkins v. Dields, 354 S.C. 58 (2003). The Court declines to grant the

Defendant’s miction on this ground.

yent the condition of

' ks:‘m; 364 S.C..329, 613 S.E.2d 374 (2005). This Court reviewed the,

¥€24088dDS) 0ZH#IASYD, S\ﬁﬂd NO
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motion for INOV/New Trial the argument that 11 has Leen

HEERRE BN

- Nieferidant vaise

suant 10 Rule 3 s, SC R( P The Cour

;,,zx,,u' ced by the publication or Request to Produce pur
having considered this motion, dechines (o order a new m‘a] on this ground.

Defendant moved for a new trial as (o cerfam | ury cl

INOV/New Trial, which are mcorporated herem b) reference, were nof ch ng:d o the yary. The -

Coust dc—:ciin es (o grant Defendant’s motion on this ground, which 1s demed.
The Defendan% requested a new trial based upon the view th_at.i_'he. jury verdict was

grossly excessive and confrary fo the evidence. Defendant asserts 1S ‘mmomnda that the

verdict was 54 times the amount of the a actual damages and was a zesvdt of passion, caprice, or

..Q

prejudice. The Court has considered the argument of _the Defendant in 1ts memoranda as set forth
~ above, which is incorporated by reference. The Court denies Defendant’s motion for a new trial

baséd upon this ground. -

Defendant additionaily raised that if the Court d cmfc‘ its JNOV or new tnal absolute

motions it should grant a new trial nisi remittitur as it asserted the damages for excessive

compared to the evidence presented at trial. After considering this argument, the court denies (o
.grant the Motion on tlus ground.
The Court has cons ldmcé al the 1ssues ralscd by Thu I)efcndfmt m its post tnal motions

md denies the motion for JNOV/’NLW Trial as set forth above and pamaH grants Defendant’s

;f\ccordingly, and for these

~,
.

motion to reduce the verdicr fo the Tort Claims Act liability cap.
©reasons.

IT IS IHERFORE ORDERED, that Defendant’s M’oﬁ on for post-trial reliefl of 1) INOV

and 2. ) anew trial absolu 19 are DENIED. The Defendant’s mohon of reducuon of damages to the

charges set forth m 1s motion of .

67A0N 6102~ @34 ATTVOINOY LDF T
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ANDITIS SO ORDE RED.

August ;2019

Orangeburg, South Carolina

¥ Dickson

~Wd 264161200N 6107 - @314 ATIVOINOYLOT T3
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Certificate bf Electronic Notiﬁcaﬁdh

S

ATIVIINOHLO3NT

| Recipients

5

Michacl Tanner - Notificarion transmitted on 10-25-2019 11:43:28 AM.
* Jonathan Krell - Notification 'trzulqsmm'edpn 10-25-2019 11:43:28 AM.
Joseph Shakibanasab - Notification transmitted on 10-25-201911:43:28 &’\4,
Da{iid \*.;:’i_lliz;msv - Notification transmitted on 10-25-2019 \] 1:43:28 AM

| Virginia Williams - Notification transmitted on 10-25—2019 11:43:28 AM.
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' &i'écha’c’i C. Tanner, LLC
PO Box 1061
392 Second Street
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5% 0 »  $000.800
0000756066 NOV 20 2019
MAILED FROM ZIP CODE 29003

lenny Abbott Kitchings
‘Clerk of Court
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- SC Court of Appeals

12206 Senate St
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