
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COLUMBIA DIVISION 

 

__________________________________________ 

RAYMOND G. FARMER, as Director of the )  

South Carolina Department of Insurance, and  ) 

THE SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF  ) 

INSURANCE,      )   

) 

Plaintiffs, ) Case No. 3:21-cv-00097-MGL 

) 

v.      ) 

)  

JESSICA K. ALTMAN, as Rehabilitator of Senior )  

Health Insurance Company of Pennsylvania,  ) 

PATRICK H. CANTILO, as Special Deputy  )  

Rehabilitator of Senior Health Insurance Company )  

of Pennsylvania, and SENIOR HEALTH   ) 

INSURANCE COMPANY OF PENNSYLVANIA,  ) 

) 

Defendants.   ) 

__________________________________________) 

REPLY BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS  

Plaintiffs’ Complaint is replete with incurable defects.  That is necessarily so because the 

very nature of Plaintiffs’ suit—a collateral attack on the exclusive jurisdiction of the 

Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania overseeing SHIP’s rehabilitation—is plainly improper.  

But the problems with this suit go deeper because Plaintiffs commenced this action in South 

Carolina state court.  Thus, Plaintiffs’ Complaint is an illegitimate effort by South Carolina’s 

insurance regulator to have a South Carolina state court declare the powers and jurisdiction of the 

Insurance Commissioner of Pennsylvania as Rehabilitator of a Pennsylvania insurance company 

and of the statutorily-designated rehabilitation forum, the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania.  

Indeed, each of the defects in the Complaint arise out of Plaintiffs’ improper collateral attack on 

the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania’s exclusive jurisdiction over the rehabilitation 

proceedings.  The lack of a justiciable case or controversy is unsurprising given that Plaintiffs are 
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seeking to have an out-of-state court prevent the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania from even 

considering the Amended Plan in the first instance.  There can be no injury in fact, or any ripe 

dispute, premised on the assumption that the Commonwealth Court will order wholesale approval 

and implementation of a rehabilitation plan it has yet to even consider on the merits.  Thus, the 

lack of a justiciable case or controversy is a predictable result from Plaintiffs’ improper collateral 

attack.  For this reason, abstention and dismissal in favor of the rehabilitation proceedings—rather 

than simply determining that the Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction—is the only appropriate 

remedy. 

Indeed, both parties agree that this case can, and should, be decided on threshold abstention 

grounds.  As a result, the only dispute is whether the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania’s 

authority should be defined in the first instance by the Commonwealth Court or a South Carolina 

state court.  The answer is clear:  principles of comity and federalism require that the 

Commonwealth Court decide its jurisdiction and authority, not a South Carolina court.  A party 

cannot simply file suit in its own state court in order to evade the exclusive jurisdiction of another 

state’s court, and Plaintiffs here are not entitled to be heard in their home courts based on a 

manufactured dispute that disregards well-settled insolvency practice in Pennsylvania, South 

Carolina, and nationwide.  This Court should defer to the existing and exclusive jurisdiction of the 

Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania overseeing the rehabilitation proceeding that lies at the 

very heart of the matter, not a lawsuit in South Carolina state court representing a collateral attack 

on the rehabilitation process. 

Plaintiffs nevertheless repeatedly seek to argue the merits of whether SHIP’s Amended 

Plan of Rehabilitation is proper and whether the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania has the 

power and jurisdiction to approve the Plan.  What Plaintiffs noticeably fail to address, however, is 
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how and why such questions can or should be resolved by an out-of-state court—rather than the 

rehabilitation court with exclusive jurisdiction over SHIP’s rehabilitation and the sole power to 

approve, disapprove, or modify the Amended Plan.1  Beyond being improper, it is also defies logic 

for an out-of-state court to address matters that are central to the ongoing and first-filed 

rehabilitation proceedings.  Before any of the alleged harms could occur, the Commonwealth Court 

of Pennsylvania will consider the precise issues that lie at the heart of Plaintiffs’ Complaint—that 

is, whether the Commonwealth Court and the Rehabilitator have the power to approve and 

implement a national plan for the rehabilitation of an insolvent insurer domiciled in Pennsylvania.2  

Resolution of these issues has little to do with South Carolina law specifically, and other states 

have intervened in the rehabilitation proceedings so that these issues can be resolved in the 

centralized and exclusive forum for SHIP’s rehabilitation.  Indeed, several parties interested in 

SHIP’s rehabilitation, including insurance officials from other states, have appeared in and are 

                                                 
1 Notwithstanding, Plaintiffs’ assertions regarding the underlying merits of this matter are incorrect.  As an initial 

matter, South Carolina’s concerns are already addressed by the Rehabilitation Plan, which provides a mechanism for 

states that object to the Commonwealth Court modifying rates as part of the Plan and thus elect to make their own rate 

determinations.  But such an opt-out procedure is not legally required, because the power to implement a national plan 

for the rehabilitation of an insolvent insurer domiciled in Pennsylvania is inherent to Pennsylvania’s comprehensive 

scheme for rehabilitation, which requires that all rehabilitation proceedings take place in a single, exclusive forum—

the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania.  Indeed, requiring piecemeal approval by (or litigation with) each 

individual state’s insurance regulators across the country would create an obvious collective action problem and could 

doom the possibility of a successful rehabilitation.  For this reason, the power of a state’s rehabilitation court to affect 

changes to policies nationwide has long been recognized and largely left unchallenged.  See, e.g., Neblett v. Carpenter, 

305 U.S. 297 (1938) (leaving unchallenged California’s power as domiciliary state to make rate and form decisions 

for all of the insolvent company’s policies, wherever issued, as part of a national rehabilitation plan); Underwriters 

Nat. Assur. Co. v. N. Carolina Life & Acc. & Health Ins. Guar. Ass’n, 455 U.S. 691, 697 (1982); (rehabilitation plan 

that was later approved “proposed that the Rehabilitation Court reform the policies to require increased premiums and 

reduced benefits,” including with respect to out-of-state policies); Mathias v. Lennon, 474 F. Supp. 949, 957 (S.D.N.Y. 

1979) (rejecting argument that New York rehabilitation court “lacked jurisdiction to affect the property interests of 

the Illinois policyholders”); accord Foster v. Mut. Fire, Marine & Inland Ins. Co., 614 A.2d 1086, 1094 (Pa. 1992) 

(Rehabilitator “afforded broad powers” to “minimize the harm to all affected parties,” and explaining that “the 

exigencies attendant to a major commercial insolvency and the goals of rehabilitation necessitate the reality that 

individual interests may need to be compromised in order to avoid greater harm to a broader spectrum of policyholders 

and the public.”).   

2 The Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania has scheduled a hearing on the Amended Rehabilitation Plan—including 

allowing for evidence and argument regarding its power and jurisdiction to approve a national rehabilitation plan for 

SHIP—during the week of May 17, 2021.  (See Scheduling Order (Feb. 25, 2021), attached hereto as Exhibit A.) 
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parties before the Commonwealth Court.  Proceedings in South Carolina would not include any of 

these interested parties.  Thus the South Carolina court, if it elected to exercise jurisdiction, 

necessarily would do so with only two of several essential parties before it.  In fact, the same would 

be true if this Court were to exercise jurisdiction over the merits of this matter, although neither 

party is advocating for that outcome. 

It would be entirely unworkable—and flatly contradictory to Pennsylvania’s 

comprehensive scheme for rehabilitation—if each state could collaterally attack SHIP’s 

rehabilitation proceeding even before its conclusion and separately opine on the propriety of the 

Amended Plan.  That could result in at least 46 separate proceedings across the country, all 

resolving the very same legal question—and in potentially inconsistent ways.  The state-based 

rehabilitation scheme adopted in Pennsylvania and most other jurisdictions is designed to prevent 

and avoid this very scenario.  For these reasons, and as further explained below, abstention and 

dismissal in favor of the ongoing rehabilitation proceedings in the Commonwealth Court of 

Pennsylvania is warranted and necessary to maintain the integrity of Pennsylvania’s 

comprehensive scheme for rehabilitating insolvent insurers.   

I. Abstention in Favor of the Ongoing Rehabilitation Proceedings in the 

Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania Is Warranted 

Plaintiffs agree that this case can, and should be, resolved on threshold abstention grounds.  

Thus, the only question for this Court to resolve is which court proceeding warrants deference: 

(a) the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania’s ongoing rehabilitation proceedings of SHIP, 

which has exclusive jurisdiction to approve, modify, or deny a rehabilitation plan and includes all 

of the necessary parties;3 or (b) a collateral attack on the rehabilitation proceedings in South 

                                                 
3 In the Pennsylvania proceeding, in addition to the Rehabilitator and insurance officials from other states, participating 

parties include the National Organization for Life and Health Insurance Guaranty Associations, a group of SHIP’s 
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Carolina state court, filed nearly a year after SHIP’s rehabilitation proceedings commenced in an 

effort to avoid the rehabilitation court’s exclusive jurisdiction, and which at best would only 

include two parties.  Here, the only logical and lawful answer is to give deference to the 

Commonwealth Court overseeing the rehabilitation of SHIP. 

Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss sets forth why abstention in favor of the ongoing 

rehabilitation proceedings is warranted.  See Defs.’ Mem. at 27–32.  Plaintiffs’ Opposition fails to 

address these arguments, appearing to ignore the existence of the very rehabilitation proceedings 

that their Complaint seeks to disrupt.  Instead, Plaintiffs simply assert that abstention in favor of 

the collateral attack on SHIP’s rehabilitation proceedings—rather than the rehabilitation 

proceedings themselves—is somehow proper.  That is wrong, for a host of reasons already 

addressed in Defendants’ Opposition to the Motion to Remand,4 and there is no basis to abstain in 

favor of an improper collateral attack that merely seeks to defeat or evade the Commonwealth 

Court’s exclusive jurisdiction.  

II. Plaintiffs’ Attempt to Improperly Circumvent the Commonwealth Court of 

Pennsylvania’s Exclusive Jurisdiction Is Inherently Flawed and Creates Numerous 

Incurable Defects, Including a Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction 

The inherent flaws in Plaintiffs’ collateral attack on the rehabilitation court’s exclusive 

jurisdiction necessarily leads to other incurable defects in the Complaint—including, inter alia, a 

lack of injury in fact and claims unripe for adjudication in any court (other than the rehabilitation 

court itself).  These defects are clear by the very nature of the relief sought by Plaintiffs: a 

declaration that the “rehabilitation plan is invalid and unenforceable”—as well as an injunction to 

                                                 
agents, some individual SHIP policyholders, interested health insurance companies, and an insurer of LTC policies 

reinsured by SHIP. 

4 Plaintiffs repeat the same abstention argument verbatim in their Opposition to the Motion to Dismiss and their Motion 

to Remand.  See Pls.’ Opp. at 20 n.8.   
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prevent the rehabilitation plan from even being considered—before the Commonwealth Court of 

Pennsylvania can approve or disapprove of the plan.  Compl. ¶¶ 133, 135.  Any resolution outside 

of the Commonwealth Court would necessarily result in an impermissible advisory opinion by 

defining the hypothetical powers of the Commonwealth Court in the first instance. 

Plaintiffs primarily contend that the Complaint does not seek an advisory opinion because 

“Defendants have submitted a plan to a court of record and have advised that court they are 

prepared to move forward.”  Pls.’ Opp. at 7.  Of course, Plaintiffs’ argument begs the question of 

why they did not seek relief in the rehabilitation proceedings before filing their complaint.  

Plaintiffs have no answer, despite that Plaintiffs were clearly aware of the rehabilitation 

proceedings and submitted an informal comment pursuant to the Commonwealth Court’s 

scheduling order.   

Moreover, Plaintiffs’ assertion ignores entirely that any plan for SHIP’s rehabilitation must 

actually be approved by the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania, which can by statute modify 

or reject the Amended Plan.  40 P.S. § 221.16(d).  Indeed, the Opposition makes no mention of 

this at all, and instead presupposes that the Commonwealth Court will approve the Amended Plan 

in its current form.  Further, as Plaintiffs well know, the Amended Plan has undergone, and may 

continue to undergo, material changes before the Commonwealth Court rules upon it.  Therefore, 

the Amended Plan that Plaintiffs ask the South Carolina court to enjoin may differ materially from 

the Plan that the Commonwealth Court will actually be asked to approve.  And even if the 

Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania approves a plan for SHIP’s rehabilitation and that plan 

becomes final after all appeals are exhausted, the rehabilitation plan may still materially change 

during implementation.  See Defs.’ Mem. at 12–13.  SHIP’s policyholders are under no imminent 

or certainly impending threat to changes in their premiums or benefits.  A long process for SHIP’s 
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rehabilitation is in its early stages in the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania, and the final 

outcome of that process is anything but certain.  SHIP’s rehabilitation proceedings should be 

allowed to proceed without improper collateral attacks in fora throughout the country. 

Plaintiffs also contend that they should receive “special solicitude” with respect to standing 

requirements.  Pls.’ Opp. at 6.  But even if states are afforded special solicitude to have standing 

to bring suits on behalf of their citizens in some circumstances, 5 that does not allow states to seek 

advisory opinions based on hypothetical future injuries.  Maryland v. United States, 360 F. Supp. 

3d 288, 312, 316 (D. Md. 2019) (Maryland lacked injury in fact necessary for standing because it 

failed “to show that such an injury is imminent and not conjectural or hypothetical,” and “[t]he 

State’s suit is tantamount to a request for an advisory opinion”) (internal quotations omitted).  By 

collaterally attacking the ongoing rehabilitation proceedings, Plaintiffs are seeking an 

impermissible advisory opinion premised on hypothetical injuries that can occur only if the 

Amended Plan is approved and actually implemented without change.  No amount of “special 

solicitude” permits Plaintiffs to bring such claims.   

Nor are Plaintiffs’ claims seeking to collaterally attack SHIP’s rehabilitation proceedings 

impermissible in federal court alone.  Plaintiffs’ claims would be equally flawed in South Carolina 

state courts, which have identical requirements for justiciability.  Sea Pines Ass’n for Prot. of 

Wildlife, Inc. v. S.C. Dep’t of Nat. Res., 550 S.E.2d 287, 291 (S.C. 2001) (adopting same test for 

standing as set forth in Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555 (1992)); Peoples Fed. Sav. & 

Loan Ass’n of S.C. v. Res. Planning Corp., 358 S.C. 460, 477 (S.C. 2004) (“A justiciable 

                                                 
5 Plaintiffs cannot claim to bring suit in the name of South Carolinians in any event, because what Plaintiffs really 

want is to protect is their authority over insurance policies purchased in South Carolina, independent of the citizenship 

of the policyholder.  Put differently, Plaintiffs seek to preserve their control over SHIP policies issued in South 

Carolina many years ago, even if the policyholder later became a citizen of another state, such as Florida or New 

Jersey.  While Plaintiffs are critical of the Rehabilitator’s alleged effort to “impose [her] will nationwide,” Plaintiffs 

ignore that the effect of their requested relief is simply to substitute Plaintiffs’ judgment over SHIP’s rehabilitation 

efforts for that of the Commonwealth Court and the Rehabilitator. 

3:21-cv-00097-MGL     Date Filed 03/02/21    Entry Number 21     Page 7 of 13



8 

controversy is a real and substantial controversy which is ripe and appropriate for judicial 

determination, as distinguished from a contingent, hypothetical or abstract dispute.”) (citation 

omitted); Hitter v. McLeod, 274 S.C. 616, 619 (S.C. 1980) (dismissing action that presents 

“nothing more than a vehicle for rendering an advisory opinion,” because such relief “is beyond 

the scope of a declaratory judgment”).  Thus, the entire process by which Plaintiffs seek to evade 

the exclusive jurisdiction of the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania is improper, making 

dismissal the appropriate action. 

III. The Anti-Injunction Act Separately Requires Dismissal 

As explained in Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, the Anti-Injunction Act separately 

prohibits both the injunctive and declaratory relief sought in the Complaint.  Defs.’ Mem. at 15–

18.  Plaintiffs fail to seriously address this argument, instead simply concluding that the Anti-

Injunction Act does not apply “because Plaintiffs do not seek to enjoin the Pennsylvania 

proceedings.”  Pls.’ Opp. at 15.  Not so.  Plaintiffs’ conclusory response is without merit for several 

reasons. 

First, Plaintiffs seek “an order permanently enjoining the enforcement or implementation 

of any order of the Commonwealth Court” that includes the challenged provisions in the Amended 

Plan.  Compl. ¶ 135.  As such, the Complaint clearly seeks to enjoin the Commonwealth Court of 

Pennsylvania from approving the Amended Plan, in contravention of the Anti-Injunction Act.  

Indeed, by filing before the Commonwealth Court held a hearing or approved the Amended Plan, 

Plaintiffs seek to enjoin the Commonwealth Court from even considering whether it has the 

jurisdiction to implement the Rehabilitator’s proposed plan to address the significant financial 

problems faced by SHIP.  Thus, any order from a South Carolina court which purports to limit the 
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jurisdiction and authority of a Pennsylvania court to consider the facts and law presented to it 

necessarily seeks to enjoin that Pennsylvania court’s proceedings. 

Additionally, Plaintiffs further seek to enjoin Defendants from taking any action that would 

implement the Amended Plan, going so far as seeking to enjoin Defendants from communicating 

“in any form or manner with South Carolina policyholders regarding proposed changes” in the 

Amended Plan.  Compl. ¶ 135.  Although directed at Defendants rather than the Commonwealth 

Court of Pennsylvania, the Fourth Circuit has found that seeking such relief against parties or 

officials nevertheless “amounts to a stay of proceedings in a State court.”  Denny’s, Inc. v. Cake, 

364 F.3d 521, 528 n.8 (4th Cir. 2004) (complaint seeking “to enjoin state officials ‘from taking 

any action to enforce California law against it’” violated Anti-Injunction Act); accord Atl. Coast 

Line R.R. Co. v. Bhd. of Locomotive Eng’rs, 398 U.S. 281, 287 (1970) (Anti-Injunction Act 

“cannot be evaded” by framing an injunction as a restraint on a party rather than directly on the 

state court).   

Finally, the Complaint seeks “a declaration that the rehabilitation plan is invalid and 

unenforceable.”  Compl. ¶ 133.  The declaratory relief sought “would have the same effect as an 

injunction,” Tucker v. Specialized Loan Servicing, LLC, 83 F. Supp. 3d 635, 641 (D. Md. 2015), 

and would “result in precisely the same interference with and disruption of state proceedings that 

the long-standing policy limiting injunctions was designed to avoid.”  Samuels v. Mackell, 401 

U.S. 66, 72 (1971).  Accordingly, the Anti-Injunction Act prohibits both the declaratory and 

injunctive relief sought in the Complaint, and further requires dismissal.   

IV. The Court Lacks Personal Jurisdiction Over the Rehabilitator and Special Deputy 

Rehabilitator  

Plaintiffs acknowledge that in order for there to be personal jurisdiction, their alleged 

injuries must arise out of activities that the Rehabilitator and Special Deputy Rehabilitator have 
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“purposely directed” at South Carolina or its residents.  Pls.’ Opp. at 18 (citing Lesnick v. 

Hollingsworth & Vose Co., 35 F.3d 939 (4th Cir. 1994)).  Plaintiffs’ Opposition then disregards 

this standard, asserting that this Court has personal jurisdiction despite being unable to identify a 

single act of the Rehabilitator or Special Deputy Rehabilitator purposely directed towards South 

Carolina.  All of the relevant allegations in the Complaint are confined to Pennsylvania, and in fact 

are limited to the Rehabilitator and Special Deputy Rehabilitator transmitting court filings in the 

Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania alone.  Any connection to South Carolina is merely 

incidental.  Just as in Lesnick, personal jurisdiction is lacking because “none of the conduct is in 

any way directed toward the state of [South Carolina].”  Id. at 947.   

There is no authority to support a finding of personal jurisdiction over out-of-state officials 

based on activity directed solely outside of the forum state.  That is particularly so when Plaintiffs’ 

allegations regarding this forum are based on future actions and hypothetical injuries that have not 

yet occurred and may never occur.  To date, there has been no activity directed towards South 

Carolina or its residents—nor is any such activity imminent.6  And tellingly, Plaintiffs do not even 

attempt to distinguish the cases cited in the Defendants’ Memorandum, all of which present 

analogous cases where courts lacked personal jurisdiction over out-of-state officials.  Defs.’ Mem. 

at 26. 

Nor does the Court have personal jurisdiction over the Rehabilitator and Special Deputy 

Rehabilitator simply because they stand in the shoes of SHIP.  Plaintiffs have sued the 

Rehabilitator and Special Deputy Rehabilitator in their respective capacities acting on behalf of 

SHIP, based solely on their activity taken in those capacities.  As explained above, all of the alleged 

                                                 
6 Again, as noted herein, the South Carolina policyholders whom Plaintiffs purport to protect include current citizens 

and residents of many other states who purchased their policy in South Carolina but later moved to another jurisdiction. 
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activity that forms the basis of Plaintiffs’ claims was confined to the Commonwealth of 

Pennsylvania.   

The exercise of personal jurisdiction would also be constitutionally unreasonable.  First, 

although South Carolina may have an “interest in providing a forum for its citizens to redress 

injuries inflicted by non-residents” (Opp. at 19), there has been no injury inflicted on any South 

Carolina citizen.  South Carolina has no interest in providing a forum for hypothetical future 

injuries that may never occur.  Second, the efficient resolution of controversies between states and 

shared interests of the states do not support personal jurisdiction.  There is a single, consolidated 

forum for SHIP’s rehabilitation proceedings that will efficiently resolve questions regarding the 

Amended Plan—and it is in Pennsylvania, not South Carolina.  The Court exercising personal 

jurisdiction over the individual Defendants in this case would lead only to inefficiency and 

undermine the shared interests of the states.  Finally, the exercise of personal jurisdiction over the 

Rehabilitator and Special Deputy Rehabilitator would result in a significant burden.  That is, the 

Rehabilitator and Special Deputy Rehabilitator could be forced to litigate in fora throughout the 

country—SHIP is licensed to operate in 46 states, as well as the District of Columbia and the U.S. 

Virgin Islands—rather than the single forum in the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania 

overseeing SHIP’s rehabilitation.  In each such case it is likely that fewer than all the necessary 

parties will be present.  Being forced to litigate the same issue in different forums across the 

country would result in a highly inefficient and unnecessary dissipation of SHIP’s already-limited 

funds, to the detriment of policyholders in and out of South Carolina.   

At bottom, the alleged actions of the Rehabilitator and Special Deputy Rehabilitator are 

limited to filing an Amended Plan for SHIP’s rehabilitation in the Commonwealth Court of 
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Pennsylvania and seeking that court’s approval for the Plan.  The only forum that the Rehabilitator 

and Special Deputy Rehabilitator could reasonably anticipate being haled into is in Pennsylvania. 

V. Conclusion 

For the reasons stated herein, and those set forth in Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss and 

Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion to Remand, the Court should defer to the ongoing 

rehabilitation proceedings in the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania and dismiss the Complaint 

under principles of abstention. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

March 2, 2021 /s/ Tracy L. Eggleston   

COZEN O’CONNOR 

Tracy L. Eggleston  

Fed ID # 689  

One Wells Fargo Center 

301 South College St., Suite 2100  

Charlotte, NC 28202 

teggleston@cozen.com 

(704) 376-3400 

 

Counsel for Defendants Jessica K. Altman, 

Insurance Commissioner of the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, as Statutory 

Rehabilitator for Senior Health Insurance 

Company of Pennsylvania, Patrick H. Cantilo, 

as Special Deputy Rehabilitator of Senior 

Health Insurance Company of Pennsylvania, 

and Senior Health Insurance Company of 

Pennsylvania
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I hereby certify that on March 2, 2021, served the foregoing Reply Brief in Support of 

Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss via CM/ECF and electronic mail:  

Geoffrey B. Bonham 

Associate General Counsel 

S.C. Department of Insurance 

P.O. Box 100105 

Columbia, SC 29202-3105 

Email: gbonham@doi.sc.gov 

 

 

 

 

 

COZEN O’CONNOR 

 

 

 

March 2, 2021 By:  /s/ Tracy L. Eggleston   
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EXHIBIT A

Scheduling Order 
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