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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

. Whether the Appellate Panel correctly found Claimant’s current right shoulder condition
emanates from her original injury on October 9, 2015, making Appellants responsible for
her continued medical treatment.

. Whether the Appellate Panel correctly concluded that Claimant’s current condition is not
the result of post injury repetitive trauma nor an acute intervening injury: therefore, there
is not an intervening accident to break the causal chain from the original accident.

Whether the Appellate Panel correctly concluded that Claimant’s current condition is
merely a recurrence of Claimant’s original injury; therefore, pursuant to Geathers, the
original carrier should remain liable.

. Whether the Appellate Panel correctly overruled Appellants’ objection to the submission
of Dr. Pappas’ medical evidence into the evidentiary record.

. Whether the Appellate Panel correctly ruled Accident Fund General Insurance Company
c¢/o Accident Fund Insurance Company of America to be dismissed from the claim.



STATEMENT OF CASE

This matter came before the Single Commissioner pursuant to Claimant’s Form 50 and the
Forms 51 filed by all the Defendants. Claimant asserted she is entitled to medical treatment,
specifically surgery, as recommended by Dr. McCoy and Dr. Pappas. The Claimant asserted the
surgery is related to her original October 9, 2015 accident, and, therefore, Employers Preferred
Insurance Company (hereinafter referred to as “Appeliants™) has the burden of demonstrating a

new injury.

Appeliants asserted that the Claimant reached maximum medical improvement (“MMI”)
for her October 9, 2015 injury by September 28, 2016 based on the opinion of the authorized
treating physician, Dr. James McCoy. Appellants denied responsibility for Claimant’s further
medical treatment, taking the position that Claimant’s current condition is the result of a new tear
in the rotator cuff. Pursuant to Dr. McCoy’s deposition testimony, Appellants asserted that the tear
in Claimant’s rotator cuff likely occurred two to three months prior to the December 12, 2017
MRI. Dr. McCoy testified that the current tear likely occurred due to Claimant’s repetitive type of
work activities or some acute incident after the Claimant reached MMI. Appellants therefore

denied responsibility for providing Claimant with further medical treatment.

Accident Fund General Insurance Company c/o Accident Fund Insurance Company of
America (hereinafter “Accident Fund®) asserted that the Claimant did not sustain a new injury after
the initial October 9, 2015 work accident based on the Claimant’s own deposition testimony and
on the deposition testimony of Dr. McCoy and medical evidence of Dr. Pappas and Dr. Friedman.
Accident Fund asserted that the Claimant was deposed three times prior to the hearing with the
Single Commissioner, and, in all three depositions, the Claimant testified she did not sustain a new

work accident to her right arm. Additionally, she testified she limited the use of her right arm,



using mostly her left arm to close drawers and fold clothes in her new role as a supervisor. Accident
Fund additionally asserted that their defense is supported by Dr. McCoy’s testimony. Dr. McCoy
testified in his last deposition of April 4, 2019, that the tear is in the same supraspinatus tendon as
the initial October 9, 2015 injury. He additionally testified to a reasonable degree of medical
certainty that the current tear is causally related to the accident of October 9, 2015 since it is in the
same tendon and Claimant cannot say when or how it occurred. Accident Fund also asserted their
position is supported by Dr. Pappas whose opinion indicates that more likely than not to a
reasonable degree of medical certainty her current shoulder symptoms are due to her original injury
or alternatively result from a continuum following that surgery that was necessitated by the original

injury because her rotator cuff tear was incompietely addressed during surgery.

Accident Fund additionally relied on the medical opinion of Dr. Friedman who stated in
his report that her current symptoms are related to the original accident of October 9, 2015. As a
result, Accident Fund asserted that Appellants did not meet their burden in showing a break in the
chain to cause Accident Fund to be responsible, and that this is either the original injury and the
tear is related to the original injury or even if it’s a new tear, then it is the natural progression

resulting from the original accident that has never been resolved.

Hartford Accident and Indemnity Company (hereinafter “Hartford”) asserted that it is not
responsible for Claimant’s further medical treatment as the Claimant’s subjective symptoms
increased to the point that the Claimant sought medical care prior to Hartford’s coverage for the
Employer. Therefore, Hartford asserted that either Appellants or Accident Fund is responsible for

providing the Claimant further benefits.

In a Decision and Order dated August 20, 2019, the Single Commissioner found and

concluded, inter alia, that the fact that Claimant was placed at MMI for her right shoulder by Dr.



McCoy on September 28, 2016 (APA p.390) is dispositive of nothing. The Single Commissioner
also found that Claimant’s current condition is not the result of Post Injury Repetitive Trauma nor
Acute Intervening Injury. The Single Commissioner also found that, based on the greater weight
of the credible evidence, including the Claimant’s testimony and the opinions of Dr. Pappas and
Dr. McCoy, shows that Claimant’s current condition emanates from her original injury of October
9,2015. As a result, the Single Commissioner found and concluded that Appellants are responsible
for ongoing medical care for Claimant’s right shoulder as recommended by Dr. Pappas and Dr.
McCoy. Appellants timely requested Full Commission review though filing of a Form 30 dated
August 30, 2019. Oral arguments were subsequently heard before the Appellate Panel on
November 19, 2019, and the Appellate Panel affirmed the Single Commissioner’s findings in a
Decision and Order dated May 4, 2021. Accordingly, the Appellants served the Notice of Appeal

to the Court of Appeals on May 28, 2021.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Administrative Procedures Act supplies the standard of review for workers’
compensation cases. Lark v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 2767 S.C. 130, 132-35, 276 S.E.2d 304, 205-06(1981).
Under the APA, the Commission’s findings of fact are binding unless they are clearly erroneous
in the view of the reliable, probative, and substantial evidence in the record. See S.C. Code Ann.

§ 1-23-380(5)(e) (Supp. 2020).

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

A. Testimony of the Claimant

Claimant was the only witness to testify at the hearing. She testified that Griffin Stafford

was the employer at the time of her original accident along with the fact that she continues to work



there. She even left work early to be at the hearing. Hr. Tr. p. 16 1. 20-22. She’s not worked for
any other employers since the time her accident through today’s date. Hr. Tr. p. 17 11 5-7. She
described her accident occurring when she was coming out of the bathroom and the floor is wet so
she slipped and she tried to grab the handle of the door so she would not fall but the handle moved
so she fell on her right side. Hr. Tr. p. 17 1. 8-18. She was a housekeeper at the time of the
accident. Hr. Tr. p. 17 Il. 21-25. She was given treatment with Concentra and sent to Dr. McCoy
who performed surgery in February 2016. Hr. Tr. p. 18 1l. 1-3. Before her surgery, Claimant
testified that she had pain in the entire part of her arm along with her neck hurting a little bit. Hr.
Tr. p. 18 1L 9-13. She was indicating the pain went down her arm from her shoulder into the upper
arm. Hr. Tr. p. 18 11. 14-20. She had physical therapy after surgery but it did not help. Hr. Tr. p.
18. When asked about her symptoms being different after finishing surgery and physical therapy,
Claimant testified that it was the same pain and that nothing changed after surgery and it was the
same pain before and after the surgery. Hr. Tr. p. 19 1l. 1-6. Claimant also testified still having
pain in the same place as she pointed to in the hearing. She also testified that her pain is now more
than the neck and the numbing of her hand and fingers. Hr. Tr. p. 19 1. 7-10. She does not
remember when she went back to work but it was a few months later with restrictions. Hr. Tr. p.
19 1l. 11-15. At that time, she was promoted to housekeeping supervisor. Hr. Tr. p. 19 1. 19-23.
She’s been a supervisor ever since she had surgery. Hr. Tr. p. 20 1. 2-14. She goes inside the
rooms that the housekeepers have been cleaning checking that the bathroom has all the towels and
the trash bags and it’s completely clean along with making sure the bed is made well, the closest
is empty and kitchen is clean. Hr. Tr. p. 21 11. 2-9. If she finds a problem, she doesn’t have to do
the actual cleaning. Hr. Tr. p. 21 1I. 10-16. Her physical activities include folding the small towels,

wash cloths and hand towels, but not big towels. Hr. Tr. p. 22 1. 2-12. She does not have to fold



every day. Hr. Tr. p. 22 II. 22-25 and Hr. Tr. p. 23 ll. 1-4. Claimant testified she does have to
open and close drawers which there are three drawers and two small ones and she typically uses
her left arm to do this. Hr, Tr. p. 23 1. 5-20. When asked if she has any activities at work that
cause increased pain, she testified she does not do it because she knows she has the restrictions.
Hr. Tr. p. 23 1. 21-25 and Hr. Tr. p. 24 1l. 1-6. Claimant testified that she’s not had any new
accidents since she returned to work. Hr. Tr. p. 24 11. 7-9. She would like to have surgery. Hr. Tr.

p.24 112,

On cross-examination by Defendants Employers Preferred, Claimant was questioned
regarding her return to work date on light duty of August 15,2016 . Hr. Tr. p. 25 1. 1-4. Claimant
was questioned regarding telling the therapist in August 18, 2016 that she was doing better but the
Claimant testified the therapies were not helping her and that the pain was still there. Hr. Tr. p. 25
11. 6-10. Claimant admits to being released from Dr. McCoy on September 28, 2016. Hr. Tr. p. 1L
11-15. Claimant did not remember how much time had elapsed between the visits with Dr. McCoy.
Hr. Tr. p. 25 1. 11-19. Claimant admitted to only taking Tylenol for headaches during the one
year between doctor visits. Hr. Tr. p. 25 11. 20-23. In addition, Claimant admitted during her second
deposition on March 14, 2018 that she was worse in regard to her right shoulder and neck pain and
that she had movement with things like opening drawers which was making her pain worse. Hr.
Tr. p. 26 1l. 1-7. Further, Claimant admitted that she testified she was folding towels for around
two hours per day. Hr. Tr. p. 26 11. 8-11. Claimant did not recall when she stopped using her right
arm to open drawers, but she did stop using it and now she only uses her left arm. Hr. Tr. p. 26 1L
12-15. Claimant further admitted that the third time she was deposed she did indicate her

symptoms were worse since the last time she been deposed. Hr. Tr. p. 26 1. 16-20. She also



admitted that she continuously gotten worse over the last six months since she was deposed in

March 2018. Hr. Tr. p.26 11. 21-24.

On cross-examination by Defendants Accident Fund, Claimant admitted that she testified
that her accident occurred when she tried to grab the handle of the door and felt pain in her right
shoulder, right arm, and the side of her neck in October 2015. Hr. Tr. p. 27 Il. 12-18. Claimant
further testified that she had not had any new accidents while working for the employer and has
not had any accidents at home since October 2015. Hr. Tr. p. 27 11. 19-25. Claimant further testified
that the surgery done by Dr. McCoy in February 2016 did not help her pain and that she had the
same pain before the surgery that she had after surgery. Hr. Tr. p. 28 1. 4-7. Claimant also testified
that she told Dr. McCoy when she went back in September 2016 this information about her pain,
but she was released from treatment. Hr. Tr. p. 28 ll. 11-18. Although the Claimant did not go
back for a year to Dr. McCoy, she testified she did not have any new accidents at work and did not
go to her supervisor or boss to indicate she been hurt again at work. Hr. Tr. p. 28 1l. 19-24.
Claimant testified that she was a supervisor what she went back to work after surgery and never
had to do the actual cleaning again. Hr, Tr. p. 28 11. 25 and Hr. Tr. p. 19 IL. 1-5. Further on cross-
examination by Defendants Accident Fund, Claimant confirmed that all she did was check on
housekeepers, pull out some drawers and then fold the small square hand towels and that’s what
she does at work, Hr. Tr. p. 29 1. 6-9. Since 2015 over 3 1/2 years since her accident, Claimant
testified that her pain has gotten worse. Hr. Tr. p. 29 1l. 12-16. When questioned if it was worse
because the doctor told her she had a tear and hasn’t had had surgery, Claimant testified the pain
she’s always had it and it never went away after surgery and now she feels that it’s worse but she
does not know whether it’s because of the time that’s lapsed. Hr. Tr. p. 29 1. 17-22. Claimant

testified that she relates the pain now that’s worse back to the original accident that occurred in



October 2015 as she does not recall anything else happening to her shoulder. Hr. Tr. p.29 11. 23-25

and Hr, Tr. p.30 11 1-4.

On cross-examination by Defendants Hartford, Claimant was asked if she remembered
deposition number three in October 2018 and that she testified she’s no problems or difficulties
doing her job and that she was able to perform all of her job duties. Hr. Tr, p.30 1. 11-18. She
stands by that testimony today because she does it with her other hand. Hr. Tr. p. 30 11. 19-21. She
was further questioned in regard to her deposition and saying her current pain in her neck, her right
arm and her right hand is more than it was at the time of you’re her deposition and she confirmed
yes. Hr. Tr. p. 31 1. 2-11. When asked whether she related that anything at work the Claimant
testified no because the entire time the pain was there. Hr. Tr. p. 31 1. 13-16. Claimant was shown

APA page 289 in regard to this testimony. Hr. Tr. p.31 11. 17-19.
No other witnesses were called for the hearing.

On April 4, 2019, Dr. McCoy had a subsequent deposition after Accident Fund was added

to the claim. Dr. McCoy was asked

Q: Okay. And so if that’s the case and it’s in the same tendon and Ms. Rodriguez
can’t say when or how, would that mean that you believe that the need for the

surgical repair of the current tear is causally related to the accident of October 9th,

20157
A: Correct.

Q: So regardless of whether this new tear was therefor two months before the MRI

scan or four months, since we didn’t do MRIs every month, or even six months, it’s
Ty



still your opinion no matter when that new tear showed up that it’s causally related

to the injury that she informed you about of October 9th, 2015.

A: Because, as has been discussed, there is injury to the rotator cuff. And even
though we see maybe a full thickness tear or interstitial tears, there is injury to the
structure and the tissue that is not appreciated by MRI or necessarily looking at the
top or bottom surface of the cuff at the time of surgery. And yes, I believe it’s

causally related to the original injury to a reasonable degree of medical certainty.
(Accident Fund APA pp. 432-433, 1l. 7-25; 1-4.)
ARGUMENT

I. Whether the Appellate Panel correctly found Claimant’s current right shoulder
condition emanates from her original injury on October 9, 2015, making Appellants
responsibie for her continued medical treatment.

In the present case, the preponderance of the evidence supports a finding that Claimant’s
current condition emanates from her original injury of October 9, 2015, and Appellant has failed
to prove a break in the chain releasing itself of responsibility in providing the additional
recommended medical treatment. The Claimant’s current condition is not the result of post injury
repetitive trauma nor an acute intervening injury. Therefore, this is not an intervening accident to
break the causal chain from the original accident. Furthermore, the Claimant’s current condition
is merely a recurrence of Claimant’s original injury. Therefore, according to Geathers, the original

carrier, Appellants, should remain liable.

A. Whether the Appellate Panel correctly concluded that Claimant’s current
condition is not the result of post injury repetitive trauma nor _an acute
intervening injury; therefore, there is not an intervening accident to break the
causal chain from the original accident.




Claimant has consistently testified she has not sustained a new work injury following her
surgery and returning to work in her new role as a supervisor. In all three depositions of the
Claimant prior to and including her hearing testimony, Claimant has testified there has not been
an intervening injury to her right arm since the October 9, 2015 accident. She additionally has
always testified she has experienced the same pain in her right shoulder both prior to and following
her surgery in February of 2016. Furthermore, Claimant has testified that she relies on her other
arm when she is required to do physical activities at work. Hr. Tr. p. 30 1l. 19-21. Therefore, the
Claimant could not have sustained a repetitive trauma injury after her October 9, 2015 accident as

the use of her right arm has been limited.

Appellant relies on Geathers v. 3V, Inc. and the “last injurious exposure rule” in its position
that it should not be responsible for Claimant’s additional medical treatment. Geathers v. 3V, Inc.
371, S.C. 570, 641 S.E.2d 29 (2007). In Geathers, the court adopted the last injurious exposure
rule which places full lability upon the carrier covering the risk at the time of the most recent
injury that bears a causal relation to the disability. /d. at 577-78, 641 S.E.2d at 33. The court went
on, however, holding if the second injury is merely a recurrence of the first injury, then the insurer
on the risk at the time of the original injury remains liable for the second accident. Id. at 578, 641

S.E.2d at 33.

Distinguishable from the current case, the Claimant in Gearhers had two distinct accidents.
In Geathers, the Claimant had an initial accident on July 20, 1999 and returned to work on August
24,1999, Id at 573, 641 S.E.2d at 31. The Claimant was released from Dr. Wilkins’, the authorized
treating physician, care in January 2000 because she reached MMI. Id. at 574, 641 S E.2d at 31.
On May 11, 2000, the Claimant had a second accident. but the employer had a new carrier from

the first injury in 1999. Jd Importantly, the court in Geathers required two accidents for the



analysis to flow. In applying the last injurious exposure rule, the court held the second carrier may
be liable for the injury from the second accident even if the injury is “intertwined,
indistinguishable, and inseparable” from the injury resulting from the first accident. /d. at 580, 641
S.E.2d at 34 (citing Gordon v. E.1. Du Pont Nemours & Co., 228, S.C. 67, 88 S.E.2d 844 (1955)).
Therefore, the nature of the injury that results from the later accident is irrelevant from the first

accident, so long as there were two accidents.

In this case, however, there is not a second distinct accident to break the causal chain. In
fact, all of the Claimant’s testimony shows that she has not experienced any new intervening
accident to her right shoulder since her original accident on October 9, 2015, In all three
depositions of the Claimant and in her hearing testimony, Claimant testified she has not

experienced a new accident to her right shoulder. Hr. Tr. p.29 11. 23-25 and Hr. Tr. p.3011. 1-4.

Furthermore, Claimant does not have a post injury repetitive trauma. Claimant’s new role
with the Employer is as a supervisor. As a supervisor, Claimant has consistently testified that she
avoids using her right arm, using her left arm to fold clothes and close drawers. Hr. Tr. p. 28 11. 25
and Hr. Tr. p. 19 11. 1-5. Currently, Claimant testified that she does not use her right arm at all.

Therefore, it is impossible for her to have a post injury repetitive trauma.

Appellant argues the fact that a torn rotator cuff is present on the December 2017 MRI after
the surgery necessarily means there was another work-related accident that breaks the causal chain
of its own liability. There is nothing concrete in the record, however, which shows a second
accident occurring following surgery. While Dr. McCoy testified in his deposition that Claimant’s
current tear in her rotator cuff must be the result of a new acute work injury or repetitive trauma
occurring maybe 2 months prior to the December 2017 MRI, Claimant’s testimony directly

contradicts this testimony. Hr, Tr. p. 24 1. 7-9. Furthermore, Dr. McCoy was speculating on the

11



cause of the tear in the rotator cuff. Specifically he stated he has to “think it is basically part of the
repetitive type work that she does™ “...but there also could have been an incident that she did not
give a lot of significance to as per {his] example of the stuck drawer.” Accident Fund APA 339,
lines 14-17, page 375, lines 16-24.). This statement is not a statement of medical certainty, but
rather just thinking and speculating on how the tear could have occurred. Additionally, an incident
causing a tear in a rotator cuff would not go unnoticed as Dr. McCoy would suggest, as a tear

causes increased pain.

Claimant has consistently testified that she has experienced the same amount of pain to her
right shoulder since the work accident on October 9, 2015. If anyone would know when a tear
occurred, it would be the Claimant as a tear in a rotator cuff comes with associated pain. The Single
Commissioner and Appellate Panel properly relied on the Claimant’s testimony regarding her own
symptoms and a lack of an intervening accident rather than relying on the speculation given by Dr.
McCoy as Appellant would argue. Therefore, the Appellant has not met its burden in proving an
intervening accident causing the second injury and relieving it from liability. As a result, the Single
Commissioner did not err in holding the Claimant’s current condition emanates from her original
accident on October 9, 2015.

B. Whether the Appeliate Panel correctly concluded that Claimant’s current

condition is merely a recurrence of Claimant’s original injury; therefore,
pursuant to Geathers, the original carrier should remain liable.

The court in Geathers adopted the last injurious exposure rule to be simple and easy to
administer when two carriers are disputing liability over separate accidents. Geathers, 371 S.C. at
578,641 S.E.2d at 33. As argued above, this case does not involve separate accidents as Claimant’s

testimony indicates. Regardless of the fact that there are not two accidents, the court continued to

12



say, however, that if the second injury is merely a recurrence of the first injury, then the insurer on

the risk at the time of the original injury remains liable for the second. /d.

In this case, the Claimant’s current condition is merely a recurrence of the original injury.
Dr. McCoy testified in his last deposition of April 4, 2019, that the tear is in the same supraspinatus
tendon as the initial October 9, 2015 injury. Accident Fund APA p.432, 1. 3-6. He additionally
testified to a reasonable degree of medical certainty that the current tear is causally related to the
accident of October 9, 2015 since it is in the same tendon and Claimant cannot say when or how
it occurred. Accident Fund APA pp. 432-433, 11. 7-25; 1-4. Dr. Pappas also opined that more likely
than not to a reasonable degree of medical certainty her current shoulder symptoms are due to her
original injury or alternatively result from a continuum following that surgery that was necessitated
by the original injury because her rotator cuff tear was incompletely addressed during surgery.
Claimant’s Amendment APA. Further, Dr. Friedman opined Claimant’s current symptoms are

related to her work injury of October 9, 2015. Accident Fund APA pp. 386-389.

It is this type of claim and recurrence the court was thinking in Geathers where the original
carrier would remain liable especially in light of Claimant’s testimony. According to Dr. Pappas
and Dr. McCoy, the Claimant’s condition is causally related to the accident of October 9, 2015.
This is therefore a linking of the causal chain between the Claimant’s original accident and her
current condition rather than the breaking of the causal chain that Appellants must prove.
Furthermore, Dr. Pappas alternatively opines that her current condition is a natural consequence
of her rotator cuff surgery that was incompletely addressed during surgery. Claimant’s
Amendment APA. Therefore, this would continue to emanate from the original accident on
October 9, 2015. As aresult, and applying Geathers, Claimant’s current rotator cuff tear is merely

a recurrence of the first injury. Thus, the Single Commissioner and Appeilant Panel did not err in



holding Appellant responsible for the additional medical treatment and releasing Accident Fund

and Hartford from the claim.

1L Whether the Appellate Panel correctly overruled Appellants’ objection to the
submission of Dr. Pappas’ medical evidence into the evidentiary record.

Respondent Accident Fund assert Claimant properly submitted Dr. Pappas’ medical report into
evidence as he reserved the right on his Pre-hearing Brief by citing Morgan v. JPS Automotives
that additional evidence would be submitted. Based on Appellant’s objection to this submission,
the Single Commissioner provided Appellant the opportunity to depose Dr. Pappas on his opinions.
Appellant declined to depose Dr. Pappas. The opportunity to question Dr. Pappas on his opinion,
or any question regarding this claim, was waived by the Appellant. Thus, Appellant cannot now
argue it should not have been submitted into evidence and the Single Commissioner’s decision on

the same should be affirmed.

III. Whether the Appellate Panel correctly ruled Accident Fund to be dismissed from the
claim.

Based upon finding Appellants responsible for Claimant’s current right shoulder medical care,
the Single Commissioner and Appellate Panel correctly found Respondent Accident Fund to be

dismissed from the claim.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Respondent Accident Fund respectfully request the Court of
Appeals to affirm the Decision and Order of the Appellate Panel dated May 4, 2021 in full. The
Respondent Accident Fund further request this Court find that Appellants be responsible for
providing further medical care. The Respondent Accident Fund further request this Court to find

that Dr. Pappas’ medical evidence into the evidentiary record was proper. Additionally,



Respondent Accident Fund further request this Court to dismiss Respondent Accident Fund from

this claim.

Date: September 10, 2021

Respectfully submitted,

Holder Padgett Littlejohn + Prickett, LLC
945 Houston Northcutt Blvd.
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464
N2>
By: \ %
Regan Ankney Cobb, Esquire
Attorney for Respondents Griffin Stafford North America and
Accident Fund General Insurance Company c/o Accident
Fund Insurance Company of America

i5



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Sepl102021

APPEAL FROM SOUTH CAROLINA Q[ ,
WORKERS’ COMPENSATION COMMISSIOﬁ’(" Court of Appeals

In The Court of Appeals

Case No. 2021-000585

Ana Rodriguez Galvan, Employee, Respondent,
V.

Griffin Stafford North Charleston, Employer, Accident Fund General Insurance Company
c/o Accident Find Insurance Company of America, Hartford Accident & Indemnity Co.,
and Employers Preferred Insurance Company, Carrier, Defendants,

of whom Griffin Stafford North Charleston, Employer, and Employers Preferred Insurance
Company, Carrier, are the Appellants,

and Accident Fund General Insurance Company c/o Accident Fund Insurance Company of
America and Hartford Accident & Indemnity Co. are Respondents.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Respondents® Initial Brief and Designation of Matter to be
included in the Record on Appeal by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage
prepaid, on September 10, 2021, addressed to the attorneys of record:

Michael J. Jordan, Esquire
Steinberg Law Firm, LLP
P.O. Box 1028

Goose Creek, SC 29445

F. Elliotte Quinn, IV, Esquire
Steinberg Law Firm, LLP
P.O. Box 2670

Summervilie, SC 29484



F. Elhotte Quinn, IV, Esquire
103 Grandview Drive, Suite A
Summerville, SC 29483

Lynnley D. Ross, Esquire

Willson, Jones, Carter & Baxley, P.A.
4922 O’Hear Ave.

Suite 301

North Charleston, SC 29405

Kathryn Fichrer Walton, Esquire
Wood Law Group, LLC

P.O. Box 20550

Charleston, SC 29413

Regan Ankney Cobb, Esquire———-=

Holder, Padgett, Littlejohn + Prickett, LLC

945 Houston Northeutt Blvd.

Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

Attorey for Respondents Griffin Stafford North Charleston and
Accident Fund General Insurance Company c/of Accident Fund
Insurance Company of America




HOLDER

PADGETT Regan Ankney Cobb
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW rcobb@hpEpla\v.com

— % . wzw‘l 9 {7“"1‘
September 10, 2021 _{%.ﬂg&@ﬁﬁ} ﬁ;,g 1 }{M ; 3

Sepl02021
VIA EMAIL crappfilings(@sccourts.org and US MAIL )
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings f:; # @@Uft !f)f ﬁsppeaifi
Clerk of the South Carolina Court of Appeals o T
P.O. Box 11629
Columbia, SC 29211

Re:  Ana Rodriguez Galvan v. Griffin Stafford North Charleston and Accident Fund General
Insurance Company ¢/o Accident Fund Insurance Company of America, et al
Appellate Case No.: 2021-000585
WCC File No.: 1515209
Date of Accident: September 20, 2617
Claim No.: AFC230228264
HPLP File No.: 5073.00017

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Please find enclosed the original and one (1) copy of the Respondents’ Initial Brief and an original
and one (1) copy of the Respondents’ Designation of Matter to be included in the Record on Appeal in the
above referenced matter. [ would appreciate you filing the original Respondents® Initial Brief and
Designation of Matter and returning a clocked copy of the same to me in the self-addressed stamped
envelope I have provided.

By copy of this letter and the aforementioned documents to ail interested parties, I am serving them
with a copy of the Respondents’ Initial Brief and Designation of Matter.

Respectfully,
HOLDER PADGETT LITTLEJOHN + PRICKETT, LLC
egan Ankney Cobb
RAC/kam
Enclosures

ce: F. Elliotte Quinn, IV, Esquire (w/encl.}(via US Mail)
Michael J. Jordan, Esquire {w/enci.}(via US Mail}
Nicole Del.oia, Accident Fund Insurance Company of America (w/encl.)(via email)
Lynnley D. Ross, Esquire (w/encl.)(via US Mail)
Kathryn Fichrer Walton, Esquire (w/encl.}(via US Mail)

RALEIGI

CHARLESTON COLUMBIA GREENVILLE

{
248 Houston Nostheotr Bled, §207 Main Se, Ste, 138 PLO. Bowx 1884, Greenville, SC 29602 3737 Glenwood Ave., St 270

Mount Plessan, $C 29464 Columbia, 8C 29201 800 E. North 51, (20604) Haleigh, NC 27612





