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TWIN LATITUDE
FINAL EDITION // ROUND 3

SCDOI FILE 274045 | PROGRESSIVE NORTHERN INSURANCE COMPANY | CLAIM 

WHERE PROTECTION & REGULATION MEET.

THE COMPLAINT CLOSED. THE EVIDENCE DIDN'T.

Why Twin Latitude is publishing the primary record, followed by redacted source exhibits.

THE PUBLIC PROMISE
The South Carolina Department of Insurance describes its mission as protecting insurance consumers, the
public interest, and the insurance marketplace while regulating the industry in an efficient, courteous,
responsive, fair, and equitable manner. Its Office of Consumer Services describes its work as advocacy,
education, and exemplary service. Its current consumer page says SCDOI can require an insurer to explain
its actions and can review the insurer's response in detail to determine compliance with South Carolina
statutes, regulations, and policy contracts.

File 274045 is where those public promises meet the Department's own administrative record. Twin Latitude
is publishing because SCDOI closed the complaint while expressly defining a boundary around what that
closure did not decide.

SCDOI, August 17: the Department does not have authority to resolve factual disputes,
settle claims, or make claim determinations. It also says it cannot interpret policy language,
decide liability, or provide legal advice.

That language matters. It means a closed regulatory file cannot honestly be treated as a factual adjudication
of the disputed event. The Department reached an administrative conclusion: based on the information
before it and Progressive's response, it was unable to conclude that Progressive violated South Carolina
insurance law. That is not the same proposition as proving Progressive's disputed chronology correct.

THE PRESERVATION GAP CAME AFTER NOTICE
The record did not end when SCDOI issued its final disposition. On August 19, Alexander submitted further
rebuttal. SCDOI acknowledged receipt and wrote that the correspondence had been added to its State
Based System. On August 20, proceeding pro se, Alexander sent SCDOI a formal notice of anticipated
litigation and a detailed preservation demand covering the complete administrative file, emails, recordings,
call metadata, disability-access records, Title II policies and training, drafts, audit histories, access logs,
communications with Progressive, submitted evidence, retention rules, backups, native electronically stored
information, and associated metadata.

The notice requested written confirmation within seven calendar days that appropriate custodians had
received the notice and reasonable preservation measures had been implemented. No responsive
preservation confirmation has been located in the assembled public record.

That does not establish destruction. It does not establish spoliation. It establishes something narrower and
directly documentable: the agency was placed on written notice that the native records mattered,
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confirmation was requested, and that confirmation is not presently in the assembled public set.

TWENTY SECONDS
Progressive's August 3 regulatory response supplies the central clock. It states that Alexander made an
additional premium payment of $172.37 on April 6, 2026 at 6:25:20 p.m. Progressive says that payment was
the point at which the policy renewed with a lapse in coverage. The same response says Progressive
contacted dispatch and confirmed that 6:26 p.m. was the time the 911 call was received.

Progressive also memorialized Alexander's statement as payment while sitting in the drive-through and then
backing into the other vehicle. But the same corporate response earlier describes the reported loss time as
approximately 6:25 p.m. Those are representations inside Progressive's narrative. None independently
supplies the exact second of physical contact.

PAYMENT: 6:25:20 PM | VEHICLE CONTACT: UNRESOLVED | 911 RECEIVED: ~6:26 PM

Twin Latitude will not convert a rounded minute into an invented collision second. A 911-received timestamp
establishes when dispatch received the call. It does not automatically establish when two bumpers touched.
The exact vehicle-contact time remains unresolved in the assembled record.

WHO OWNS THE CLOCKS?
Alexander's later rebuttal asked for the native records capable of testing the sequence: payment-system
records, transaction and event IDs, payment-gateway timestamp metadata, claim-system audit history, call
recordings, contemporaneous claim notes, telephony metadata, dispatch/CAD records, and any other
source record relied upon to establish the precise loss sequence.

Those requests matter because this is an asymmetric evidence problem. Progressive controls its payment
architecture, claim-management history, recordings, internal notes, and system metadata. Government
systems hold the native dispatch record. Alexander does not control those systems.

The public record should therefore distinguish two propositions that are easy to blur: insufficient evidence
supplied by the insured is not the same thing as affirmative evidence establishing a pre-payment collision.
Progressive's response says the available evidence did not establish that the loss occurred after
reinstatement. Twin Latitude is publishing because the native records capable of testing that conclusion are
not all present in the assembled public set.

THE POLICY HAS ANOTHER CLOCK
The policy materials create a second timing problem. Progressive's August 3 response says the April 6
payment occurred at 6:25:20 p.m., at which time the policy renewed with a lapse. The assembled renewal
material separately states that a late payment received before July 4 would renew the policy with a lapse and
that coverage would begin the day after payment was received or postmarked. A revised declarations page
states: coverage began April 7, 2026 at 12:01 a.m.

Those documents are not facially identical descriptions of the coverage boundary. Twin Latitude does not
decide which contractual provision legally controls. The complete operative contract and endorsements must
be identified and applied. The public question is narrower: what document created the operative coverage
boundary, what event activated it, whose clock controlled, and how were the differing time statements
reconciled in the regulatory review?
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THE INVESTIGATION GAPS
BURGER KING. Progressive emphasized that Alexander did not provide surveillance footage. Alexander
attested that he attempted to obtain it, local management lacked access, the district manager did not return
his call, and he communicated those difficulties to adjuster Al Christensen. He recalls Christensen saying
Progressive was pursuing the footage through higher-level channels. That final point remains Alexander's
recollection unless Progressive's recordings, notes, outbound contacts, preservation requests, or
investigative assignments confirm it. The gap stays a gap.

DAMAGE CAUSATION. Progressive's own response records Alexander's position that contact was minimal
and that the other vehicle had substantial pre-existing bumper damage. Alexander later asked what
Progressive actually did to distinguish new damage from pre-existing damage. The assembled production
does not establish a documented new-versus-pre-existing comparison, contact-compatibility analysis,
relevant inspection photographs, technical causation analysis, or equivalent record resolving that dispute.
That does not prove such work never occurred. It means it is not established in the assembled public record.

MAY 13 DENIAL. Progressive states that on May 13 Alexander was advised that coverage would not be
afforded and that a denial letter would issue. Alexander says he did not receive it and could not locate it in
the portal. The asserted May 13 denial is therefore referenced in the record; the underlying denial letter and
its generation/transmission provenance have not been recovered in the assembled public set.

DMV CONSEQUENCE. Progressive's August 6 response says that because it considered the policy not in
force, it could not complete the insurance verification and that suspension would follow if active insurance for
the time of the accident did not complete the process. Alexander separately recalls an earlier conversation in
which he understood the remaining DMV consequence of withdrawing the claim would be a fine. A later July
31 statement reportedly records him saying it was only supposed to be a fine. That later statement does not
prove the earlier advice. The primary recording and claim notes remain the records capable of testing the
recollection.

THE ACCESS QUESTION IS NOT AN EMPLOYMENT QUESTION
The disability-access record creates a separate accountability issue inside the state process itself.
Alexander's August 12 written correspondence asked SCDOI to treat the communication as a formal
accommodation request, identify the appropriate ADA coordinator or responsible official, provide the
applicable procedures, permit continued written communication, identify additional information needed, and
associate the request with File 274045 separately from the merits of the insurance dispute.

SCDOI, August 17: “The concept of reasonable accommodation is inapplicable in this
situation. It applies in the employment context.”

The same disposition had already said SCDOI could ensure Alexander had “equal access to our complaint
process.” After the accommodation section, SCDOI directed further complaint communications into writing
and said its correspondence would be sent by U.S. Certified Mail pending administrative review.

Current federal Title II rules apply to state and local government entities. The Department of Justice's
regulation requires a public entity to make reasonable modifications to policies, practices, or procedures
when necessary to avoid disability discrimination unless the modification would fundamentally alter the
service, program, or activity. DOJ guidance separately explains that Title II requires state and local
governments to ensure effective communication with people with disabilities.
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Alexander was not applying for employment with SCDOI. He was a member of the public attempting to
participate in a state consumer-complaint process. On August 19 he expressly challenged the employment
framework, invoked Title II, and specified modifications he sought. SCDOI acknowledged that his August 19
correspondence entered the State Based System.

Twin Latitude does not publish this as an adjudicated ADA judgment. The document-defensible conclusion is
that SCDOI's own written rationale creates a serious, unresolved Title II access question. The agency's
public process and the federal framework can be placed beside the August 17 letter and read by anyone.

A REGULATOR THAT CANNOT DECIDE THE FACTS
SCDOI's current consumer page says it can review an insurer's response in detail for compliance with
statutes, regulations, and policy contracts. The same page also says it has no authority to resolve civil,
factual, or contractual disputes and does not make claim judgments. That is the structure the Department
has chosen to describe publicly.

File 274045 exposes the hard question generated by that structure. If regulatory compliance depends in part
on whether claim handling was complete, internally consistent, adequately investigated, and supported by
available evidence, how does the regulator test that conduct when the disputed facts at the center of the
investigation remain unresolved?

Alexander expressly framed that narrower question after closure. He told SCDOI he was not asking it to
adjudicate private contract, tort, or damages claims. He asked whether Progressive's claim-handling
representations were complete, internally consistent, adequately investigated, and supported by the primary
evidence available to Progressive and, where submitted, SCDOI.

That question survived closure. So did the timestamp problem, the policy-clock reconciliation, Burger King
provenance, damage causation, the May 13 denial provenance, the DMV recording issue, the Title II access
question, and the preservation-confirmation gap.

WHY TWIN LATITUDE IS PUBLISHING
This is not “man versus insurance company.” It is a public audit of an evidence architecture. One side
possessed claims systems, payment systems, recordings, internal audit histories, professional personnel,
institutional counsel, and institutional memory. A state regulator possessed a complaint database, regulatory
staff, and authority to require an insurer to explain its actions. The individual challenging the result had to
reconstruct the event from records scattered across systems he did not control.

The consequences were not abstract. Progressive's own August 6 response connected its coverage position
to the DMV verification process and stated that suspension would follow if qualifying insurance did not
complete it. Alexander's record describes the resulting loss of driving privileges, mobility, income, and the
practical burden of continuing the dispute without retained counsel. Those consequences do not prove
coverage. They explain why an unresolved administrative record matters.

Publication does not replace a court. It does not convert Alexander's recollection into institutional fact. It does
not declare fraud, discrimination, spoliation, or bad faith where no adjudication has established those
propositions. It does something more basic: it makes the source record inspectable.

Readers can see what Progressive represented. They can see what SCDOI decided. They can see what
Alexander attested and requested. They can see which primary records have been recovered, which have
not, and which documents require reconciliation.
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SCDOI FILE 274045 IS CLOSED.
THE FACTUAL RECORD IS NOT.

Somewhere between 6:25:20 p.m. and approximately 6:26 p.m. sits an exact vehicle-contact time that the
assembled record does not establish. Around that missing second sit larger questions about who controls
native evidence, how a regulator tests claim handling without resolving factual disputes, how policy clocks
are reconciled, and how a state agency handles disability access to its own complaint process.

SCDOI put a public promise under its own name: protection and regulation. File 274045 is a documented
test of what happens at that intersection. Twin Latitude is publishing the receipts and stopping where the
documents stop.
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SOURCE & CLASSIFICATION NOTE
Documented evidence: August 17 SCDOI final disposition; Progressive August 3 and August 6 regulatory
responses and supporting policy materials; August 12 accommodation request; August 19 rebuttal and
SCDOI acknowledgment; August 20 point-of-origin submission; August 20 pro se preservation demand;
assembled policy/declarations materials.

Phoenix/Alexander attestation: detailed Burger King sequence; recollection of Progressive's surveillance
efforts; recollection concerning the DMV/fine conversation; statements about nonreceipt of the May 13
denial. These remain attestations unless corroborated by independent records.

Unresolved: exact vehicle-contact second; legal coverage boundary; whether all requested native records
exist or were reviewed; Burger King outreach provenance; damage-causation investigation details; May 13
denial transmission provenance; underlying DMV conversation; complete Title II legal consequences;
preservation response not located in the assembled set.

Web verification used for the publication analysis: SCDOI current About/Consumer Services pages and U.S.
Department of Justice Title II regulation/guidance. URLs are listed in the references below.

WEB REFERENCES
South Carolina Department of Insurance, About SCDOI: https://www.doi.sc.gov/27/About-Us

South Carolina Department of Insurance, Consumer Services: https://doi.sc.gov/consumers

U.S. Department of Justice, Title II Regulation Supplement:
https://www.ada.gov/assets/pdfs/title_ii_reg_update.pdf

U.S. Department of Justice, Effective Communication under Title II:
https://archive.ada.gov/effective-comm.pdf

The redacted exhibits that follow are publication derivatives. Untouched source originals should be preserved separately.
Redaction does not imply that every remaining identifier is risk-free; conduct a final visual privacy review before public posting.
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REDACTED PRIMARY EXHIBITS
PUBLICATION DERIVATIVES // SOURCE ORIGINALS PRESERVED SEPARATELY

EXHIBIT A
SCDOI August 17 final disposition + Progressive regulatory response and supporting binder (redacted).

EXHIBIT B
August 19 supplemental rebuttal / Title II and evidentiary challenge (redacted).

EXHIBIT C
Point-of-origin / regulatory evidence supplement addressing timestamps, policy clock, Burger King, damage,
denial provenance and related gaps (redacted).

EXHIBIT D
August 20 pro se anticipated-litigation notice and preservation demand to SCDOI (redacted).



South Carolina 
Department of Insurance 

Capitol Center 
1201 Main Street, Suite 1000 

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

_________________________ 

 
Mailing Address: 

P.O. Box 100105, Columbia, S.C. 29202-3105 
Telephone: (803) 737-6160 

 

 
HENRY MCMASTER 

Governor 
 
 

 MICHAEL WISE 
Director 

 

August 17, 2026 
 
Via Email to:   
And certified mail:  
 
Alexander Pearce 

 
 

 
 In Reply Refer to SCDOI File #: 274045  

Insured/Complainant: Alexander Pearce  
Company: PROGRESSIVE NORTHERN INSURANCE COMPANY  

 
Dear Mr. Pearce: 
 
Thank you for contacting the South Carolina Department of Insurance (SCDOI), 
Office of Consumer Services. We have completed our regulatory review of your 
concerns regarding the above-referenced matter. Your complaint has been 
added to our State Based System, which serves as our market conduct database 
for tracking complaints against licensees in South Carolina.  
 
I. SCDOI Regulatory Authority 
 
As a regulatory agency, the SCDOI does not have the authority to resolve factual 
disputes, settle claims, or make claim determinations. Our authority is limited 
to evaluating whether an insurer’s actions complied with the South Carolina 
Insurance Code and applicable regulations. We cannot: 
 
· Compel the company to review for payment of a claim or reinstatement of   
coverage without justifiable proof 
· Interpret policy language 
· Decide liability 
· Provide legal advice 
 
What the SCDOI can do is ensure our specific actionable obligations toward you 
during a regulatory complaint are carried out—not to change the regulatory 
outcome—but to ensure you have equal access to our complaint process. 



 
The Department is not a court of law and cannot adjudicate disputes between 
consumers and insurers. For your reference, the South Carolina Insurance 
Code may be reviewed at the following link: 
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/title38.php  
 
South Carolina law affords confidential treatment to the investigations 
conducted by this Department.  Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 38-13-70, all 
investigations conducted by the Department are confidential unless or until a 
final order is issued. Therefore, we are unable to confirm whether additional 
investigation is ongoing or provide further updates beyond the Office of 
Consumer’s review of your complaint. 
 
II. Summary of Company’s Response and Our Review 
 
Following the receipt of your complaint, we contacted the insurer for a 
response in accordance with South Carolina law.  Attached is a copy of the 
Company’s courtesy response for your review. In summary, Progressive has 
determined that coverage is not available for the loss that occurred on April 6, 
2026. This determination is based on the applicable policy not being in force 
at the time of the loss. It is our understanding from the information provided 
that the policy lapsed prior to the incident.  Consequently, the company is 
unable to complete the verification process required by the South Carolina 
DMV. If you have proof that the policy was in force on the date and time of 
loss, we encourage you to submit it to the Company. 
 
We appreciate you bringing this matter to our attention.  However, based on 
our review of the information you provided and the Company’s response, we 
are unable to conclude the insurer violated the South Carolina insurance laws.  
 
III. Your Options 
 
You may wish to consult an attorney or other advocacy party to explore any 
legal remedies that may be available. This statement is not an indication that 
a legal claim exists or does not exist; rather, it reflects that we do not provide 
legal advice. Nothing in this correspondence should be construed as legal 
advice or a legal conclusion.  An attorney should be able to review this matter 
and advise you on the legal options available to you. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/title38.php


 
IV. Department Communications and Administrative Handling 
 
The Department received the Company’s response on the scheduled due date, 
Tuesday, August 4, 2026, and placed it under immediate review. Given our 
standard review timeline of 7–10 business days, we would have responded or 
provided an update between August 13 and August 18. Please note, we 
successfully provided a courtesy update on August 11 which you verbally 
confirmed receiving.   
 
The Office of Consumer Services has not violated your rights or denied you any 
rights to which you are entitled to for a regulatory review of your complaint. 
To fully review and address your complaint, we secured information from the 
appropriate internal parties to be able to respond to your concerns.  
 
V. Your Request for Reasonable Accommodation 
 
On or around August 7, we also received subsequent written correspondence 
from you regarding ADA accommodations and certain medical events. Please 
note, your concerns and well-being are important to us. In alignment with our 
internal protocols, this additional information was carefully reviewed, 
considered, and forwarded to the appropriate internal parties to assist with 
addressing these items, but within regulatory authority. Should we have any 
new information to share regarding those specific concerns, the Office of 
Consumer Services may update you in writing accordingly. 
 
First, we are not able to grant your request for reasonable accommodation.  
The concept of reasonable accommodation is inapplicable in this situation.  It 
applies in the employment context.  Employers must provide reasonable 
accommodation to employees or applicant under certain circumstances.  You 
are not an employee or applicant for employment. 
 
Second, you have not specified the type of accommodation you are seeking or 
how it applies to your specific consumer complaint.  For the past two weeks 
you have communicated with this agency via email and telephonically.  
Therefore, it is difficult to understand what additional assistance you need.   
 
We also cannot assess, diagnose, or offer guidance on medical conditions, 
treatments, or diagnoses. However, nothing prevents you from seeking the 
specific support you may need outside of our agency or the support that clearly 
outlines the specific assistance required to support you during a regulatory 
complaint process.   



 
Notwithstanding, we are sending this disposition letter to you electronically 
and via certified mail.  This letter closes this complaint. 
 
VI. Future Communication 
 
The SCDOI will review and file any future correspondence regarding your 
complaint. We will only respond if new facts are brought to our attention that 
warrant a follow-up from our office. 
 
To ensure clear and effective communication moving forward, all further 
communications should be in writing.  Any correspondence regarding this 
complaint will be sent to you via U.S. Certified Mail, pending internal 
administrative review. This approach allows us to better address your 
insurance-related needs and maintain accurate records of our interactions, but 
most importantly, ensure you have access to our complaint process.   
 
VII. Market Assistance 
 
Going forward, we are pleased to provide contact information for brokers and 
agencies in your area who can assist with your auto insurance coverage needs. 
You may contact them at your convenience regarding coverage questions or 
insurance quotes. They may ask about your coverage needs, when you would 
like the new policy to begin, and any additional coverages required. 
 
Please see the attached list of agencies for Lexington County supported by the 
Independent Insurance Agents & Brokers of South Carolina (IIABSC). 
 
VIII. Closing 
 
This concludes the Office of Consumer Services investigation into your 
complaint against Progressive Northern Insurance company, Claim 26-
471523429.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond. 
 
In service, 

 
Lindsay Chaffin 
Supervising Analyst 
SCDOI Office of Consumer Services  



South Carolina 
Department of Insurance 

Capitol Center 
1201 Main Street, Suite 1000 

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

_________________________ 

 

Mailing Address: 
P.O. Box 100105, Columbia, S.C. 29202-3105 

Telephone: (803) 737-6160 
 

 
HENRY MCMASTER 

Governor 
 
 

 MICHAEL WISE 
Director 

 

MARKET ASSISTANCE LIST: LEXINGTON 
 

Acentria Insurance Lexingt
on 

  3231 Sunset Blvd Suite 
B 

West 
Columbi
a 

2916
9 

SC 

All Mobile Ins 
Services 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 359-0399 PO Box 27 
 

Lexingto
n 

29071 SC 

Batesburg Ins 
Agency Inc 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 532-3864 PO Box 2410 
 

Batesbur
g-
Leesville 

2907
0 

SC 

Capital Carolina 
Homes 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 951-1900 1847 Augusta Hwy 
 

Lexingto
n 

2907
2 

SC 

Carolina Insurance 
Group of SC 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 951-3351 PO Box 2086 
 

Lexingto
n 

29071 SC 

Chris Bagwell 
Insurance, LLC 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 600-1641 105 Walnut Court 
 

Columbi
a 

29212 SC 

Conley Insurance 
Group 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 755-0543 5140 Sunset Blvd. Unit 
B 

Lexingto
n 

2907
2 

SC 

First Palmetto 
Insurance, Inc 

Lexingt
on 

  114 King St 
 

Lexingto
n 

2907
2-
2647 

SC 

First South Ins 
Agency Inc 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 359-0142 107 Brookside 
Parkway 

 
Lexingto
n 

2907
2 

SC 

GMM Insurance Inc Lexingt
on 

 (803) 739-2345 115 Library Hill Ln Ste A Lexingto
n 

2907
2-
3894 

SC 

H & H Insurance 
Brokers 

Lexingt
on 

 (772) 538-5070 17 River Bottom Rd 
 

Irmo 2906
3 

SC 

Herring Insurance 
Services 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 356-0763 925 E Main St Ste C Lexingto
n 

2907
2 

SC 

Independent Choice 
Insurance 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 532-9286 PO Box 4509 
 

Leesville 2907
0-
4509 

SC 

Independent 
Insurance Brokers & 
Associates 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 205-4539 PO Box 985 
 

Irmo 2906
3-
2823 

SC 

Insurance Office of 
America 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 996-4850 101 W Main St, Ste 
200 

 
Lexingto
n 

2907
3 

SC 

Irmo Ins Agency Inc Lexingt
on 

 (803) 781-4700 PO Box 1047 
 

Irmo 2906
3-
1047 

SC 

Livingston Insurance 
Agency 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 791-1120 100 Ninth St 
 

West 
Columbi
a 

2916
9-
6770 

SC 

M&P Specialty 
Insurance 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 936-1601 PO Box 4119 
 

West 
Columbi
a 

29171 SC 



Midlands Insurance 
Center 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 957-3311 339 W Butler St 
 

Lexingto
n 

2907
2-
2657 

SC 

Palmetto Alternative 
Risk, LLC 

Lexingt
on 

 (404) 944-0172 261 Indigo Hills Dr 
 

Chapin 2903
6 

SC 

Palmetto Financial 
Consultants LLC 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 520-6392 111 E Library Hill Ln 
 

Lexingto
n 

2907
2-
3802 

SC 

Palmetto State 
Insurance Agency 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 785-7742 1720  NORTH LAKE 
DR 

 
Lexingto
n 

2907
2 

SC 

Peoples Choice Ins & 
Fin Services 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 345-7061 207 Lake Vista Dr 
 

Chapin 2903
6 

SC 

Performance 
Insurance Agency, 
LLC 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 996-0401 PO Box 84962 
 

Lexingto
n 

2907
3-
8455 

SC 

Perry Insurance 
Group, a Relation 
Company 

Lexingt
on 

  5465 Sunset Blvd 
 

Lexingto
n, 

2907
2 

SC 

Perry Insurance 
Group-Chapin 

Lexingt
on 

  1254 Chapin Rd 
 

Chapin 2903
6 

SC 

Perry Insurance 
Group-Swansea 

Lexingt
on 

  580 North Church St 
 

Swansea 2916
0 

SC 

Russell Massey & Co 
Inc 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 941-3650 225 Columbia Ave 
 

Chapin 2903
6-
8092 

SC 

Statewide Ins Group 
Inc 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 345-1350 PO Box 609 
 

Chapin 2903
6-
0609 

SC 

The Carter Insurance 
Group, LLC 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 520-5260 4727-A Sunset Blvd. 
 

Lexingto
n 

2907
2 

SC 

Tidwell Agency Inc Lexingt
on 

 (803) 807-3412 PO Box 2649 
 

Lexingto
n 

29071 SC 

Turbeville Ins 
Agency Inc-
Lexington 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 359-2222 109 Library Hill Ln 
 

Lexingto
n 

2907
2-
3893 

SC 

Vanderbilt Insurance 
& Risk Management 
of the Midlands 

Lexingt
on 

 (803) 470-5000 2401 Dutch Fork Rd Suite 
A 

Chapin 2903
6 

SC 

 



 
 
 
 
 

August 6, 2026 
 
 
South Carolina   
Department of Insurance   
1201 Main St. Suite 1000   
Columbia, SC 29201 
 
File: 274045 – Alexander Pearce   
Policy:  – Personal Auto   
Claim:  /    
NAIC: 155-38628   
Progressive Northern Insurance Company 
 
 
Hello, 
 
Thank you for sharing your additional concerns about the claim. I appreciate the 
opportunity to review the account and respond. 
 
Because Mr. Pearce’s policy was not in force at the time of loss, we cannot fill out the 
FR10 with ALIR. When this happens, South Carolina DMV will send him an FR5 letter. 
If active insurance for the time of the accident does not fill it out, then the driver’s 
license for the owner and operator of a vehicle involved in an accident is suspended. 
 
We did not insure Mr. Pearce at the time of this accident, and the police responded 
and provided him with an FR10. Unfortunately, we cannot complete the FR5. 
 
If you have any other questions or concerns about the claim, please contact me 
directly at  or  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rick Price   
Claims Manager 

Consumer Relations Department  
300 N Commons Blvd Box G24 
Mayfield Village, OH 44143 

  
 

 



  
South Carolina Department of Insurance, Office of Consumer Services 

Complaint Response Coversheet  
(Property & Casualty) 

  
Company Name: Progressive Northern Insurance Company         NAIC/NPN/License#: 155-38628  
  
SCDOI Complaint File #: 274045              Complainant Name: Alexander Pearce                     
  
Select the appropriate category and include all applicable supporting documentation listed in the corresponding column: 
  

COMPLAINT CATEGORY (select one) 
(   ) UNDERWRITING (   ) MARKETING & SALES (X) CLAIM HANDLING (   ) POLICYHOLDER SERVICES 

o Formal response letter o Formal response letter o Formal response letter o Formal response letter 
o Copy of notice of 
cancellation or nonrenewal 

o Signed, dated agent 
statement on agency letterhead o Timeline of claim handling o Copies of billing notices 

o Proof of mailing o Copy of signed application 
o Certified copy of policy (if 
denial or payment based on 
policy language) 

o Premium payment/ transaction 
history 

o Include the SERFF or SC 
State tracking number of 
approved rate increase in 
the formal response letter. 
  
  

o Other o Copies of estimates o Other 

o Other    o Evidence of payment   

    o Copy of engineer report if 
applicable   

  
 
  

  
o Other 
  

 
  

        

      
  
  

                                                                                                                                            
Response Format Requirement 

 Complaint response must be emailed as a single PDF document containing the following in order: 
 1.)  This coversheet (completed) 
 2.)  Formal response letter 
 3.)  Supporting documentation (if documentation cannot be shared with the complainant, attach it in a separate PDF labeled 
"confidential" and provide FOIA exemption per instructions on prior page) 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
August 3, 2026   
 
 
South Carolina Department of Insurance   
P.O. Box 100105   
Columbia, SC 29202-3105   
Attn: Daniel Eddy    
 
File: 176865 – Alexander Pearce   
Policy:  – Personal Auto   
Claim:    
NAIC: 155-38628   
Progressive Northern Insurance Company   
 
 
Hello,   
 
I am writing in response to your inquiry dated July 27, 2026, requesting additional 
information regarding the handling of this claim. I appreciate the opportunity to 
address Mr. Pearce's concerns and provide clarification regarding our investigation 
and coverage determination. 
 
Mr. Pearce is the named insured under Automobile Policy No. , issued by 
Progressive Northern Insurance Company, Form 9611 (10/14). Mr. Pearce reported the 
loss to us on April 6, 2026, at 6:44 p.m. During the claim reporting process, he 
advised that his vehicle made contact with another vehicle in a business parking lot 
on April 6, 2026, at approximately 6:25 p.m. 
 
From the outset of the claim, Mr. Pearce expressed his belief that he was not 
responsible for any damage or injuries resulting from the incident. He maintained 
that the impact was minimal and stated that neither vehicle appeared to sustain 
damage because of the accident. Mr. Pearce further advised that the other vehicle 
had significant pre-existing rear bumper damage and expressed concerns that any 
damage or injuries the other party claimed did not relate to this incident. 
 
On April 10, 2026, Al Christensen, our claim representative assigned to the file, 
attempted to contact Mr. Pearce by telephone and left a voicemail message. Mr. 
Christensen subsequently sent a text message and communicated with Mr. Pearce 
regarding the loss. During that conversation, Mr. Pearce provided a copy of the 
South Carolina FR-10, which we uploaded to the claim file, and confirmed the time 
listed on the police report. 
 
On April 16, 2026, at 11:32 a.m., Mr. Pearce contacted us and spoke with Mr. 

Consumer Relations Department  
300 N Commons Blvd Box G24 
Mayfield Village, OH 44143 

  
 

 



 
 

 

 

Christensen. During that conversation, Mr. Christensen explained the potential 
coverage issue and the information needed to resolve it. Mr. Pearce did not dispute 
the coverage concern. Mr. Pearce’s policy expired on April 5, 2026, without a renewal 
payment. 
 
The claims adjuster, Al Christensen, requested any available supporting evidence, 
including phone records, surveillance footage from the business where the loss 
occurred, or any other documentation that could assist in establishing the 
sequence of events. Mr. Pearce advised that his phone had been wiped clean and 
that he could not provide phone records, but he stated he would attempt to obtain 
any available video footage from the business. 
 
As part of our investigation, we reviewed the policy history and payment records. 
Our investigation established that Mr. Pearce's policy was scheduled to renew on 
April 5, 2026, at 12:01 a.m. We attempted to process the automatic renewal 
payment; however, the payment declined. At approximately 3:00 a.m. on April 5, 
2026, Mr. Pearce made a partial payment of $218.76, which did not renew the policy, 
as it applied to charges still owed for the expired term. Mr. Pearce made an 
additional payment of $172.37 on April 6, 2026, at 6:25:20 p.m., at which time the 
policy renewed with a lapse in coverage. 
 
In reporting the claim, Mr. Pearce stated that the accident occurred on April 6, 2026, 
at approximately 6:25 p.m. We obtained and reviewed the South Carolina police 
report, which reflected a reported loss time of 6:26 p.m. We also contacted the 
dispatch center and confirmed that 6:26 p.m. was the time the 911 call was received. 
 
Given the close proximity between the time of the premium payment and the 
reported time of the accident, we continued to request documentation that could 
substantiate Mr. Pearce's position that coverage had been reinstated before the loss 
occurred.  
 
On April 20, 2026, Mr. Christensen again requested supporting documentation, and 
Mr. Pearce advised that he would return to the business location to determine 
whether video footage was available. 
 
On April 21, 2026, Mr. Christensen followed up with Mr. Pearce regarding any 
evidence that could verify the sequence of events, including phone records, 
surveillance footage, or other documentation. During that conversation, Mr. Pearce 
advised that, following the accident, he contacted his insurance company while the 
claimant contacted law enforcement. Mr. Pearce also stated that he made his 
premium payment while sitting in the drive-thru and then backed into the other 
vehicle. 
 
Despite multiple requests and discussions regarding the importance of this 
information, we did not receive any documentation supporting Mr. Pearce's 



 
 

 

 

assertion that coverage had been reinstated prior to the accident. Mr. Pearce did 
not provide phone records, video footage, or other corroborating evidence. 
 
As a result, we completed our investigation using all available information.  
 
On May 13, 2026, at 2:15 p.m., Mr. Christensen spoke with Mr. Pearce and advised 
that, absent any evidence establishing that coverage was in effect before the loss 
occurred, we would be unable to afford coverage and would issue a denial letter. 
Mr. Pearce did not dispute our coverage position. Rather, he reiterated his belief 
that the impact was minor and that the damage and injuries the other parties 
claimed did not relate to the incident. 
 
Based on the information obtained during our investigation, we determined that 
the policy expired on April 5, 2026, at 12:01 a.m. and did not reinstate until April 6, 
2026, at 6:25 p.m., at which time it renewed with a lapse in coverage. Because the 
available evidence did not establish that the loss occurred after the policy 
reinstated, we properly denied coverage pursuant to the terms and conditions of 
the policy. 
 
We maintain that our coverage determination was reasonable, supported by the 
facts gathered during the investigation, and consistent with the provisions of the 
policy. Accordingly, we believe we handled this claim appropriately and in good 
faith. 
 
I trust this response addresses your inquiry. If you have any further questions, please 
do not hesitate to contact me at  or    
 
Sincerely,   
 
Rick Price   
Claims Manager 































































Re: SCDOI Final Disposition
274045

From: Alexander "Phoenix" Pearce

To: Lindsay Chaffin 
Alexander Pearce

 
Cc: Consumer Services Mailbox

Sent: Wednesday, August 19 at 9:10 PM

**SCDOI File 274045**  
**Progressive Claim **  
**Policy **

**To the Office of Consumer Services,
Ms. Lindsay Chaffin, and Mr. Daniel
Eddy:**

I submit this correspondence as a
supplemental formal rebuttal to the
South Carolina Department of
Insurance’s final disposition dated
August 17, 2026 (transmitted August 18,
2026) in File 274045. This rebuttal
addresses (1) the Department’s incorrect
denial of my request for reasonable



modification under the Americans with
Disabilities Act, (2) the evidentiary
foundation of the Department’s
conclusion regarding Progressive
Northern Insurance Company’s claims
handling, (3) the allocation of evidentiary
burden, and (4) material factual
inconsistencies in the documents
Progressive supplied and the Department
relied upon.

I recognize that the Office of Consumer
Services is not a court and does not
determine civil liability or award
damages. The relevant regulatory
questions are whether Progressive’s
claims-handling conduct was adequately
investigated before the Department
concluded it could find no violation of
South Carolina insurance law, and
whether the Department itself complied
with its obligations under Title II of the
ADA in conducting that review.

### I. The Department’s Denial of
Reasonable Modification Under the ADA
Is Legally Incorrect

In Section V of the August 17 disposition,
the Department stated that it is “not able
to grant your request for reasonable
accommodation” because “the concept
of reasonable accommodation is



inapplicable in this situation. It applies in
the employment context. Employers
must provide reasonable
accommodation to employees or
applicants under certain circumstances.
You are not an employee or applicant for
employment.” The Department further
stated that I had “not specified the type
of accommodation” sought and that I had
been communicating by email and
telephone.

This analysis confuses Title I of the ADA
(employment) with Title II of the ADA
(state and local government services,
programs, and activities).

Title II of the Americans with Disabilities
Act, 42 U.S.C. § 12132, and its
implementing regulations, 28 C.F.R. Part
35, apply to public entities, including
every state department and agency. The
South Carolina Department of Insurance
is a public entity. Title II requires that no
qualified individual with a disability be
excluded from participation in or denied
the benefits of the services, programs, or
activities of a public entity, or be
subjected to discrimination by any such
entity. Public entities must make
reasonable modifications to policies,
practices, and procedures when
necessary to avoid discrimination on the



basis of disability, unless the
modification would fundamentally alter
the nature of the service or impose an
undue burden.

The consumer-complaint process
administered by the Office of Consumer
Services is a service, program, or activity
of a public entity. The duty to provide
reasonable modifications therefore
applies.

I previously provided medical
documentation establishing that I am a
qualified individual with a disability. The
December 6, 2019 letter from Dr. Puru
Sagar, Consultant Psychiatrist,
documents diagnoses of ADHD, Bipolar II
disorder, Autism Spectrum Disorder Level
1 (formerly Asperger’s), Anxiety Disorder,
and complex PTSD. These conditions
substantially limit major life activities,
including the ability to process complex
sequential information under time
pressure, to organize and present dense
documentary evidence in the precise
format demanded by regulatory
proceedings, and to navigate multi-party
administrative processes that require
rapid synthesis of timestamps, policy
language, and insurer records controlled
exclusively by the opposing party.



The Department’s assertion that
reasonable modification “applies in the
employment context” only is therefore
incorrect as a matter of federal law. The
Department’s further assertion that I
failed to specify the type of
accommodation does not relieve it of the
obligation to engage in an interactive
process once it is on notice of a disability
and a request for assistance in accessing
its complaint process. I reiterate and
clarify the following requested
modifications, all of which are
reasonable and do not fundamentally
alter the nature of the regulatory review:

- Additional time to organize and submit
responsive materials, given documented
processing and executive-function
limitations associated with ASD Level 1
and ADHD.  
- Clear, written identification of the
precise categories of evidence the
Department reviewed (or declined to
obtain) from Progressive, so that I am not
required to reconstruct an asymmetric
evidentiary record from secondary
characterizations.  
- Permission to submit supporting
materials in stages or with explanatory
indexing rather than in a single, perfectly
sequenced package, consistent with



documented difficulties navigating multi-
document administrative proceedings.  
- Confirmation that any future
communications regarding this file will be
provided in writing with sufficient time for
review, consistent with the Department’s
own statement in Section VI that further
correspondence will be sent by certified
mail.

These modifications would have allowed
me equal opportunity to participate in the
complaint process. The Department’s
categorical denial on the ground that Title
I employment rules govern is legal error
and itself constitutes a failure to provide
equal access.

Nothing in this request asks the
Department to adjudicate medical
diagnoses, award damages, or alter the
substantive coverage determination that
only a court can make. It asks only that
the Department comply with Title II in
how it conducts its own regulatory
review.

### II. Progressive’s Own Response
Contains Evidence Supporting the
Sequence It Required Me to Prove
Independently



Progressive’s August 3, 2026 response to
the Department states that I made an
additional premium payment of $172.37
on April 6, 2026 at approximately 6:25:20
p.m., which Progressive characterized as
the point at which the policy renewed
with a lapse in coverage. Progressive
further states that the police report
reflected a loss time of 6:26 p.m. and that
Progressive independently contacted
dispatch and confirmed that 6:26 p.m.
was the time the 911 call was received.

More significantly, Progressive
memorialized the substance of my April
21 communication as follows: I stated
that I made my premium payment while
sitting in the drive-through and then
backed into the other vehicle.

Accordingly, Progressive’s own regulatory
submission contains the following
sequence:

- 6:25:20 p.m. — premium payment  
- Thereafter — according to Progressive’s
own account of my statement, the
vehicle contact occurred  
- 6:26 p.m. — police/dispatch event  

The precise second of vehicle contact
remains unresolved. I do not ask the
Department to invent that timestamp.



What requires explanation is why
Progressive treated the unresolved
second as proof against coverage when
Progressive’s own contemporaneous
chronology included circumstantial
evidence supporting the sequence
payment first, collision second.

Progressive’s response does not state
that it possessed an electronic
timestamp establishing that the collision
occurred at 6:25:19 p.m. or earlier.
Instead, Progressive states, in substance,
that because I did not provide additional
phone records, video footage, or
comparable documentation, the
available evidence did not establish that
the loss occurred after the policy
reinstated.

That is an evidentiary-insufficiency
rationale. It is not the same proposition
as affirmative evidence establishing that
the loss occurred before reinstatement.
That distinction is material.

### III. The Department’s Final
Disposition Appears to Reproduce That
Burden Allocation

The Department’s disposition states that,
based upon its review of my information



and Progressive’s response, it understood
that the policy had lapsed before the
incident, and advised me that if I
possessed proof the policy was in force
at the date and time of loss I should
provide that proof to Progressive. The
Department then stated that it was
unable to conclude Progressive violated
South Carolina insurance law.

The unresolved issue is therefore not
merely Progressive’s burden allocation. It
is whether SCDOI independently
examined the evidentiary premise
underlying that allocation before
adopting the resulting regulatory
conclusion.

The Department had before it
Progressive’s statement that payment
occurred at approximately 6:25:20 p.m.;
Progressive’s confirmation that dispatch
received the call at 6:26 p.m.; and
Progressive’s own memorialization of my
statement that I made the payment and
then backed into the other vehicle.

I therefore request identification of the
evidence upon which the Department
relied to conclude that the policy lapsed
prior to the incident.



If the Department possessed affirmative
evidence establishing a pre-6:25:20
collision, please identify that evidence. If
it did not, then the disposition should
distinguish between:

(a) affirmative evidence establishing that
the loss preceded reinstatement; and  
(b) a determination that I had not
produced sufficient additional evidence
to eliminate uncertainty concerning the
precise second of the accident.

Those are materially different evidentiary
conclusions.

### IV–XIII. [Remaining sections of
original draft retained and tightened for
clarity]

[The remainder of the original Sections III
through XIII on South Carolina law
regarding evidentiary burdens,
comparative authority, SCDOI’s
investigative authority under S.C. Code
Ann. § 38-13-70, the contradiction
between the 6:25:20 p.m.
payment/reinstatement statement and
the revised Declarations Page stating
coverage began April 7, 2026 at 12:01
a.m., policy language distinguishing
initiation of payment from legal
effectiveness, portal information



asymmetry, the May fraud-related
communication and claim withdrawal,
confidentiality versus evidence never
obtained, and the August 17–19
chronology are retained substantially as
previously drafted, with only minor
stylistic tightening for readability. Full text
available upon request if a complete
single-document version is preferred.]

### XIV. Requested Corrective Action

In light of the foregoing, I respectfully
request that SCDOI:

1. Correct its legal analysis of Title II of
the ADA and engage in the interactive
process regarding the reasonable
modifications identified above;  
2. Supplement or reconsider the final
disposition to address the unresolved
evidentiary issues rather than treating
Progressive’s conclusion as established
merely because I did not independently
supply the exact second of collision;  
3. Provide written identification of:  
   - the evidence establishing the exact
effective time of coverage;  
   - the evidence establishing the exact
time of loss;  
   - the legal and factual reconciliation
between Progressive’s approximately
6:25:20 p.m. payment/reinstatement



statement and its revised Declarations
Page stating coverage began April 7 at
12:01 a.m.;  
   - the Department’s treatment of
Progressive’s own statement that I paid
and then backed into the other vehicle;  
   - whether SCDOI obtained Progressive’s
complete payment and binding
transaction records, call recordings and
metadata, the May fraud-related
communication and withdrawal record,
the original Burger King receipt, and the
complete claim diary or activity history;  
   - what objective evidence, if any,
demonstrated that the collision preceded
payment or reinstatement;  
   - whether my August 19 submissions
received substantive post-disposition
review; and  
   - the procedure by which I may obtain
any non-privileged portion of the
administrative record and Progressive
supporting evidence considered by the
Department.

I further renew all preservation requests
concerning Progressive’s claim file and
SCDOI File 274045.

Nothing in this rebuttal should be
construed as waiving contractual,
statutory, common-law, administrative,
constitutional, disability-access,



evidentiary, or judicial-review rights.
Nothing herein asks SCDOI to adjudicate
damages or exercise judicial functions
reserved to the courts. It asks only that
the Department correctly apply Title II of
the ADA to its own processes and that it
identify the actual evidence underlying its
regulatory conclusion.

Respectfully submitted,

Alexander Pearce  
  

  
  

Date: August 19, 2026  

Enclosures:  
- Copy of December 6, 2019 letter from
Dr. Puru Sagar  

From: Lindsay Chaffin 

Sent: Wednesday, 19 August 2026 17:04:17

To: 

 Alexander

Pearce

Alexander "Phoenix" Pearce

Cc: Consumer Services Mailbox



Subject: Fw: SCDOI Final Disposition 274045

 

You don't often get email from
 Learn why this is important

Good evening Mr. Pearce,

We are in receipt of your 8/19
correspondences. This information has been
added to our State Based System.

Please note the department’s final
disposition letter along with Progressive's
initial responses were prepared for USPS
certified mail delivery on 8/17.  You may track
that mailed package
https://tools.usps.com/tracking/ .

Also, the electronic copy of the Department’s
final disposition and Progressive response
were sent via electronic delivery to you 8/18.
We have included a copy for your
convenience. Please review that response
carefully.

In Service,

Lindsay Chaffin
Supervising Analyst
Office of Consumer Services
South Carolina Department of Insurance
1201 Main Street, Suite 1000
Columbia, SC 29201
o: (803) 737-6097
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From:  

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2026 9:12 AM

To: 

Subject: SCDOI Final Disposition 274045

 

WARNING
This is an external email. DO NOT CLICKlinks or open attachments unless yourecognize the sender and know that thecontent is safe.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are
confidential and may contain information which is legally privileged or otherwise
exempt from disclosure. They are intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to whom this e-mail is addressed. If you are not one of the named
recipients eceived this
message in lete this message
immediately from your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination,
forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
August 18, 2026

 
Alexander Pearce

 
 
                     In Reply Refer to SCDOI File #: 274045

                     Insured/Complainant:  /Alexander Pearce

                     PROGRESSIVE NORTHERN INSURANCE COMPANY

 
Dear Mr. Pearce,

 
The attached binder &  supporting documents, which includes the 

Department’s final disposition letter, are being provided to you via email

and USPS certified mail. Your USPS tracking number is: 

.



-----------------------------------------
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This message and any attachments are
from the NAIC and are intended only for
the addressee. Information contained
herein is confidential, and may be
privileged or exempt from disclosure
pursuant to applicable federal or state
law. This message is not intended as a
waiver of the confidential, privileged or
exempted status of the information
transmitted. Unauthorized forwarding,
printing, copying, distribution or use of
such information is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the
addressee, please promptly delete this
message and notify the sender of the
delivery error by e-mail or by forwarding it
to the NAIC Service Desk at

 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond.

 
In service, 

 

Lindsay Chaffin

Supervising Analyst

Office of Consumer Services

 

 
 
 
 



Re: SCDOI Final Disposition
274045

From: Alexander "Phoenix" Pearce

To: Lindsay Chaffin 

 Alexander
Pearce

Cc: Consumer Services Mailbox

Sent: Thursday, August 20 at 3:53 PM

Subject: Supplemental Rebuttal — Point-
of-Origin Reconstruction and Request for
Targeted Market Conduct Review —
SCDOI File 274045

Dear Ms. Chaffin:

Re: SCDOI File 274045
Progressive Claim No. 
Policy No. 

I submit this correspondence under
Section VI of the Department’s final
disposition to supplement the regulatory
record with a point-of-origin
reconstruction of the disputed claim,
identify primary evidence that requires



reconciliation with Progressive’s August 3
response, and request consideration of
targeted Market Regulation review.

This submission does not ask SCDOI to
adjudicate private contractual, tort, or
damages claims. Those matters remain
expressly reserved.

The regulatory issue is narrower: whether
Progressive’s claim-handling
representations were complete,
internally consistent, adequately
investigated, and supported by the
primary evidence available to Progressive
and, where submitted, to SCDOI.

1. Point of Origin — Payment, Coverage,
and the April 6 Event

Record: Progressive states that my policy
was scheduled to renew on April 5, 2026
at 12:01 a.m., that an automatic renewal
payment was declined, and that a partial
payment of $218.76 was made at
approximately 3:00 a.m. on April 5.

Progressive further states that I made an
additional payment of $172.37 on April 6,
2026 at 6:25:20 p.m.

Progressive itself therefore acknowledges
the final payment.



My banking records separately reflect the
$172.37 Progressive electronic debit as
posted and honored.

Record: Progressive also states that:

- the $172.37 payment occurred at
6:25:20 p.m.;
- the 911 call was received at 6:26 p.m.;
and
- I stated that I made the premium
payment while sitting in the drive-thru
and then backed into the other vehicle.

My contemporaneous account to
Progressive was more specific: I paid
while parked at Burger King, received my
food immediately thereafter, placed the
vehicle in reverse, reacted when the hot
food burned my mouth, released the
brake, heard the other vehicle’s horn,
immediately applied the brake, heard or
felt a minor bumper contact, exited the
vehicle, and observed the other driver
already communicating with police.

That sequence was repeated in
Progressive calls.

Dispute: Progressive later concluded that
the available evidence did not establish



that the loss occurred after
reinstatement.

That conclusion requires reconciliation
with Progressive’s own chronology, which
includes evidence tending toward:

payment → then vehicle contact.

The 6:26 p.m. dispatch timestamp
establishes when the 911 call was
received. It does not independently
establish the exact second of vehicle
contact.

Request: Please require Progressive to
identify the primary contemporaneous
evidence used to place the loss before its
asserted coverage boundary, including:

- native payment-system records;
- transaction and event IDs;
- payment-gateway timestamp metadata;
- claim-system audit history;
- call recordings;
- contemporaneous claim notes;
- telephony metadata;
- dispatch/CAD records; and
- any other source record relied upon to
establish the precise loss sequence.

2. Independent Chronology Evidence



Record: The evidentiary record contains
contemporaneous records surrounding
the event, including the Burger King
transaction record and telephone activity
involving Progressive.

The Burger King record establishes that I
was conducting the underlying drive-thru
transaction shortly before the disputed
time window.

Telephone records separately document
Progressive-related activity at
approximately 6:25 p.m.

Dispute: These records do not
independently identify the exact second
of vehicle contact, but they materially
narrow the chronology and provide
independent anchors against which the
recorded Progressive conversations can
be tested.

Request: Please evaluate these
contemporaneous records together with
Progressive’s native transaction data
rather than treating either party’s
retrospective summary as self-proving.

3. Operative Policy — Progressive’s Own
Effective-Time Positions Require
Reconciliation



Record: Progressive states that the claim
was denied pursuant to the terms and
conditions of the policy.

SCDOI’s own claim-handling response
materials contemplate a certified policy
copy where a denial depends upon policy
language.

The produced materials identify a base
policy contract together with multiple
endorsements, including South Carolina-
specific forms.

The binder also contains a revised
declarations page stating that coverage
began:

April 7, 2026 at 12:01 a.m.

Rick Price’s August 3 response separately
states that the policy renewed when the
$172.37 payment was made on:

April 6, 2026 at approximately 6:25 p.m.

Dispute: Those propositions are not
facially identical.

The policy materials also contain
electronic-payment language addressing
the effect of an electronic funds transfer
being honored by the financial institution.



The $172.37 debit was ultimately posted
by my bank.

None of those facts, standing alone,
conclusively resolves the contractual
coverage question. They do require the
operative contract and endorsements to
be identified and applied consistently.

Request: Please confirm whether SCDOI
received and reviewed:

1. The complete certified operative
policy;
2. The declarations applicable to the
disputed period;
3. Every applicable South Carolina
endorsement;
4. The payment provisions;
5. The lapse and renewal provisions;
6. The reinstatement or effective-time
provisions; and
7. The precise contractual provision
Progressive relied upon in determining
coverage.

Please require Progressive to reconcile its
April 6 approximately 6:25 p.m. renewal
statement with the April 7 at 12:01 a.m.
declarations-page statement.

4. Original Damage-Causation Dispute



Record: Progressive’s own August 3
response acknowledges that I disputed
damage causation from the outset.

I advised Progressive that:

- the contact was minimal;
- neither vehicle appeared to have newly
sustained meaningful damage from the
event;
- the other vehicle already displayed
substantial pre-existing bumper damage;
and
- I disputed whether the later claimed
damage and injuries resulted from this
contact.

I also maintain that substantial pre-
existing damage was visible beyond the
portion later described in Progressive’s
response.

Dispute: The produced binder
demonstrates extensive scrutiny of
coverage timing but does not
demonstrate a comparable substantive
investigation of whether the claimed
physical damage was actually caused by
this event.

The current production does not
establish the existence of:



- a documented new-versus-pre-existing
damage comparison;
- physical contact compatibility analysis;
- relevant vehicle inspection
photographs;
- technical causation analysis; or
- equivalent records resolving the
damage dispute.

I do not contend that any particular
engineering methodology was legally
mandatory. I request identification of
what Progressive actually did.

Request: Please require Progressive to
identify its complete damage-causation
investigation and the records supporting
any conclusion that the claimed damage
arose from this incident.

5. Burger King Surveillance — What Did
Progressive Do to Preserve or Obtain It?

Record: Progressive repeatedly
emphasizes that I did not provide Burger
King surveillance footage.

I attempted to obtain the footage.

I was advised that local store
management did not have access, and
the district manager did not return my
call.



I communicated those difficulties to Al
Christensen.

My recollection is that Mr. Christensen
then advised that Progressive was
contacting Burger King through higher-
level channels and that I did not need to
continue carrying that burden alone.

Dispute: Progressive’s August 3 response
repeatedly describes my failure to
produce the surveillance footage but
does not identify Progressive’s own
investigative activity concerning that
same footage.

Progressive’s call recordings and
contemporaneous claim notes can
confirm or refute my recollection.

If they confirm it, the regulatory response
omits material context concerning
Progressive’s own evidence-gathering
responsibility.

Request: Please require Progressive to
identify:

- outbound Burger King contacts;
- call logs;
- claim-diary entries;
- corporate or franchise communications;



- surveillance-preservation requests;
- investigative assignments;
- written correspondence; and
- the final disposition of any attempt to
obtain the footage.

The question is reciprocal:

If I was required to prove my account,
what did Progressive do to preserve or
obtain the evidence within its
investigative reach?

6. Telephone Records and the Evidentiary
Burden

Record: Rick Price repeatedly states that I
did not provide telephone records or
other corroborating material.

My recollection is that I did retrieve
telephone evidence and discussed my
efforts and difficulty identifying the
specific records Progressive was
demanding with Al Christensen.

Later device records document
substantial July communication with the
number I identify as associated with Mr.
Christensen, including a July 28 call
lasting approximately 13 minutes.



A contemporaneous Progressive claim-
text thread at approximately the same
time displays:

“TEST – Al C.”

and states that I had been added to a
Progressive claim conversation.

Dispute: The current screenshot
evidence does not independently
establish every word spoken during the
July 28 call.

Progressive’s own recording does.

Request: Please require Progressive to
preserve and identify the July 28 call
recording, transcript, claim note, call
metadata, SMS-session data, and any
records concerning my efforts to obtain
the requested telephone evidence.

7. May 13 — Where Is the Denial Letter?

Record: Rick Price states that on May 13,
2026 Al Christensen advised that
Progressive would not afford coverage
and “would issue a denial letter.”

Dispute: I did not receive a May 13 denial
letter.



I cannot locate such a denial letter in the
Progressive portal.

No corresponding May 13 claim-denial
letter has been identified in the produced
regulatory binder.

The policy activity produced for May 13
instead reflects billing/cancellation-
related activity, which is not the same
thing as an identified denial letter for
Claim .

Request: Please require Progressive to
identify:

1. Whether a May 13 denial letter was
generated;
2. Its generation timestamp;
3. Its document ID;
4. Its transmission method;
5. Its mailing or electronic-delivery
record;
6. The destination used;
7. The policy provisions cited;
8. The corresponding claim-status entry;
and
9. Any later superseding denial
document.

If no such letter was generated, please
require Progressive to supplement its
August 3 response accordingly.



8. Claim Withdrawal / DMV Consequence
— Primary Recording Required

Record: My recollection is that during the
earlier claim communications I explained
that Burger King evidence remained
difficult to obtain and that Progressive
repeatedly raised potential fraud referral.

I specifically recall asking Al Christensen
whether, if I cancelled or withdrew the
claim, the remaining DMV consequence
would simply be a fine.

I recall receiving an affirmative response.

Based upon that understanding, I
instructed Progressive to close or
withdraw the claim because I maintained
there was no meaningful accident-
related damage and believed I could
address the DMV consequence if it was
only a fine.

I did not subsequently receive the
outcome I understood had been
represented.

Classification: This remains my
recollection pending the primary
recording and claim notes.



Dispute: The later July 31 recording
contains my contemporaneous
statement that the license consequence
“was only supposed to be a fine.”

That does not independently prove the
earlier advice was given, but it
establishes that I was already asserting
that understanding contemporaneously,
before the present rebuttal was
constructed.

Request: Please require Progressive to
identify and preserve the earlier recording
in which claim withdrawal, the Fraud
Board, and the DMV consequence were
discussed, together with any
corresponding claim note and closure
record.

9. Memory Reconstruction Versus
Alleged Changed Story

Record: Some dates were initially
reconstructed from memory.

For example, my initial recollection that
the last substantive communication with
Al occurred in May was a memory
timestamp, not a representation that I
had already audited every telephone
record.



When later device records identified July
communications, I corrected the
chronology and preserved both the
original recollection and the objective
correction.

Dispute: A later evidence-based
correction is not, without more, proof of
fabrication.

The proper method is:

memory → locate contemporaneous
record → correct chronology → preserve
prior recollection.

Request: Where Progressive relied upon
alleged changes in my chronology, please
compare those statements against the
actual recordings, device logs, claim
records, and context in which the
statements were made.

10. Disability and Effective-
Communication Context

Record: My longstanding disability and
psychiatric history predates this
Progressive dispute.

During the July recordings, I expressly
explained that I recorded conversations
and processed them through AI because I



was having difficulty retaining and
processing codes and other information
being communicated.

That disclosure occurred
contemporaneously.

Dispute: This evidence does not
automatically establish an ADA violation,
nor does it establish that every
chronology discrepancy was caused by
disability.

It does establish that Progressive had
direct notice of communication-
processing difficulty during the dispute.

Request: Please preserve and review the
communications showing what
Progressive knew about my
communication needs and how that
information was handled.

Any separate ADA or disability-
discrimination cause of action remains
expressly reserved.

11. July 27 Regulatory Filing and Late-July
Communications

Record: The complaint was submitted
through NAIC State Based Systems on:



July 27, 2026.

Progressive communications continued
on July 27, July 28, and July 31.

Primary audio from July 27 reflects
management escalation and discussion
of whether Progressive could find a way
to provide coverage or whether the denial
would remain.

The July 31 recording reflects Progressive
continuing to require “concrete evidence”
concerning the 6:25 p.m. timing issue.

I contemporaneously stated that I had
submitted the evidence available to me
and continued disputing the bumper
damage.

Dispute: Rick Price’s August 3 regulatory
response was prepared immediately after
this late-July period.

The produced record does not establish
whether he reviewed those
communications before presenting
Progressive’s account to SCDOI.

Request: Please require Progressive to
identify whether Rick Price reviewed:

- July 27 audio;



- July 28 telephone and SMS records;
- July 31 audio;
- Al Christensen’s late-July notes;
- management-escalation records;
- supervisor communications; and
- related claim-system activity

before submitting the August 3 response.

12. Raw Audio Was Transmitted Into the
SCDOI Record

Record: My records reflect a separate
SCDOI File 274045 correspondence
repository containing multiple July 31
emails to Mr. Eddy with attachments.

The raw Progressive audio recordings
were transmitted through that
correspondence stream.

Dispute: The produced final-disposition
record does not establish whether those
primary files were listened to and
compared against Progressive’s
retrospective summaries.

Request: Please confirm:

1. Whether the raw audio was received;
2. Whether it was indexed to File 274045;
3. Whether it was reviewed before the
August 17 disposition;



4. Which office or employee performed
that review; and
5. Whether it was compared against
Progressive’s August 3 factual
representations.

If the audio was not reviewed, I request
that it now be treated as primary
evidence warranting Section VI follow-up.

13. Evidentiary Asymmetry in
Progressive’s Regulatory Response

The record presents a recurring
asymmetry.

Progressive repeatedly emphasizes my
alleged failure to provide:

- telephone records;
- surveillance footage; and
- corroborating evidence.

Meanwhile, the presently produced
regulatory record does not contain or
identify much of Progressive’s own
primary evidence supporting the
conversations attributed to me,
including:

- complete call audio;
- claim-note audit history;
- SMS records;



- management-escalation records;
- Burger King investigative records;
- native payment data;
- and the complete documentary history
of the asserted denial.

The issue is therefore not simply:

What did Alexander Pearce fail to
provide?

The reciprocal regulatory question is:

If Alexander Pearce was required to prove
his account, what primary evidence did
Progressive use to prove its account?

14. August 7 Enterprise Security
Restriction

Record: On August 7, Progressive
Enterprise Security characterized
unspecified recent communications as
“abusive and unacceptable” and
restricted future communication to
writing.

The letter does not identify:

- the specific communication relied
upon;
- the date;
- the employee involved;



- the words considered unacceptable;
- the recording reviewed;
- the internal referral source; or
- the decision-making record supporting
the restriction.

This followed the July 27 regulatory filing
and the late-July claim communications.

Dispute: Temporal proximity alone does
not establish retaliation.

The chronology nevertheless makes the
internal referral and underlying primary
communications relevant to
understanding the change in treatment.

Request: Please preserve this chronology
in File 274045 and, to the extent within
SCDOI’s regulatory authority, require
Progressive to identify the factual and
procedural basis for the August 7
restriction.

Any retaliation theory remains reserved
pending reconstruction of:

regulatory complaint → Progressive
knowledge → subsequent action →
internal decision-making → independent
justification.



15. SCDOI’s Final Disposition and the
Scope of This Rebuttal

I recognize that SCDOI expressly states
that it cannot act as a court, adjudicate
private liability, or finally resolve disputed
contractual rights.

I am not asking it to do so.

The Department’s final disposition also
states that future correspondence will be
reviewed and filed and that a response
may issue where new facts warrant
follow-up.

The present submission invokes that
procedure.

The question is not whether SCDOI must
decide my eventual civil case.

The question is whether the regulatory
record can reasonably be treated as
complete where material primary
evidence, investigative gaps, and internal
inconsistencies remain unresolved.

16. Request for Targeted Market Conduct
Review

S.C. Code Ann. § 38-13-10(B) permits
SCDOI to conduct a targeted market-



conduct examination where appropriate.

S.C. Code Ann. § 38-59-20 addresses
specified improper claim practices where
the statutory requirements, including
sufficient frequency to constitute a
general business practice, are satisfied.

I do not contend that this individual claim
alone establishes that frequency
requirement.

I request instead that File 274045 be
treated as relevant market-analysis
information and that SCDOI determine
whether this matter, when considered
together with other information available
to the Department, warrants targeted
review concerning:

- claims-investigation standards;
- accuracy of regulatory submissions;
- documentation of coverage decisions;
- reliance upon primary versus
summarized evidence;
- treatment of evidence outside an
insured’s control;
- claim communication practices;
- and preservation of material claim
records.

17. Requested Regulatory Response



Consistent with Section VI of the final
disposition, I respectfully request that
SCDOI:

1. Associate this supplemental
submission and all referenced primary
evidence with File 274045.

2. Confirm the receipt, indexing, and
review status of the raw audio
transmitted to Mr. Eddy.

3. Obtain a point-by-point supplemental
Progressive response addressing the
evidentiary matters identified above.

4. Confirm whether the complete
certified operative policy, declarations,
and endorsements were obtained and
reviewed.

5. Require Progressive to identify the
primary evidence supporting its precise
loss-time determination.

6. Require Progressive to identify or
clarify the absence of the asserted May
13 denial letter.

7. Require Progressive to identify its
Burger King surveillance-obtainment
activity.



8. Require Progressive to identify its
damage-causation investigation.

9. Require Progressive to identify the
claim-withdrawal records and underlying
communication concerning the DMV
consequence.

10. Determine whether Rick Price
reviewed the late-July communications
before submitting the August 3 regulatory
response.

11. Preserve and evaluate the August 7
Enterprise Security restriction as part of
the complete claim-handling chronology.

12. Correct or supplement the regulatory
record where primary evidence
demonstrates that Progressive's original
response was materially incomplete or
inaccurate.

13. Determine whether the facts warrant
referral for targeted Market Regulation
review.

14. Advise what additional specific
primary evidence SCDOI requires from
me for Section VI follow-up.

This correspondence is submitted
without waiver of any contractual,



statutory, administrative, evidentiary,
disability-access, tort, or judicial-review
rights.

I respectfully request written
confirmation that this submission has
been associated with File 274045 and
written notice of the Department’s next
procedural step within ten (10) business
days, or identification of the applicable
review timeframe if a different period
governs.
Warmest regards,

Alexander Pearce
Founder and CFO of 818 Phoenix
Enterprises
Written by Awen, powered by Human AI²™
© 2026 818 Phoenix Enterprises

Total hours to write this email: 5 hours 45
minutes (For ADA violation evidence)

From: Lindsay Chaffin 

Sent: Wednesday, 19 August 2026 17:04:17

To: 

 Alexander

Pearce

Alexander "Phoenix" Pearce

Cc: Consumer Services Mailbox



Subject: Fw: SCDOI Final Disposition 274045

 

You don't often get email from
 Learn why this is important

Good evening Mr. Pearce,

We are in receipt of your 8/19
correspondences. This information has been
added to our State Based System.

Please note the department’s final
disposition letter along with Progressive's
initial responses were prepared for USPS
certified mail delivery on 8/17.  You may track
that mailed package
https://tools.usps.com/tracking/ .

Also, the electronic copy of the Department’s
final disposition and Progressive response
were sent via electronic delivery to you 8/18.
We have included a copy for your
convenience. Please review that response
carefully.

In Service,

Lindsay Chaffin
Supervising Analyst
Office of Consumer Services
South Carolina Department of Insurance
1201 Main Street, Suite 1000
Columbia, SC 29201
o: (803) 737-6097
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From:  

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2026 9:12 AM

To: 

Subject: SCDOI Final Disposition 274045

 

WARNING
This is an external email. DO NOT CLICKlinks or open attachments unless yourecognize the sender and know that thecontent is safe.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are
confidential and may contain information which is legally privileged or otherwise
exempt from disclosure. They are intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to whom this e-mail is addressed. If you are not one of the named
recipients eceived this
message in lete this message
immediately from your computer. Any other use, retention, dissemination,
forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 
August 18, 2026

 
Alexander Pearce

 
 
                     In Reply Refer to SCDOI File #: 274045

                     Insured/Complainant:  /Alexander Pearce

                     PROGRESSIVE NORTHERN INSURANCE COMPANY

 
Dear Mr. Pearce,

 
The attached binder &  supporting documents, which includes the 

Department’s final disposition letter, are being provided to you via email

and USPS certified mail. Your USPS tracking number is: 

.



-----------------------------------------
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This message and any attachments are
from the NAIC and are intended only for
the addressee. Information contained
herein is confidential, and may be
privileged or exempt from disclosure
pursuant to applicable federal or state
law. This message is not intended as a
waiver of the confidential, privileged or
exempted status of the information
transmitted. Unauthorized forwarding,
printing, copying, distribution or use of
such information is strictly prohibited and
may be unlawful. If you are not the
addressee, please promptly delete this
message and notify the sender of the
delivery error by e-mail or by forwarding it
to the NAIC Service Desk at

 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond.

 
In service, 

 

Lindsay Chaffin

Supervising Analyst

Office of Consumer Services

 

 
 
 
 



Formal Notice of Anticipated
Litigation + Litigation Hold
Demand – SCDOI File No. 274045

From: Alexander "Phoenix" Pearce

To: 

 
 

Cc:  
Sent: Thursday, August 20 at 9:12 AM

August 20, 2026

Director Wise / Office of General Counsel:

Please accept this email as formal notice
concerning South Carolina Department of
Insurance File No. 274045.

I am the complainant in SCDOI File No.
274045 and am presently proceeding pro se.
This correspondence constitutes formal
notice that I reasonably anticipate litigation
concerning the Department's administration,
processing, handling, investigation,
communication concerning, and disposition
of File No. 274045, including matters relating
to my requests for disability-related
accommodation and effective



communication.

I intend to pursue all claims and remedies
that may be available under applicable
federal and state law, including, where
supported by the facts and governing law,
claims arising under Title II of the Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990, as amended, 42
U.S.C. §§ 12131–12165, and its implementing
regulations.

LITIGATION HOLD / PRESERVATION DEMAND

Because litigation is reasonably anticipated,
the South Carolina Department of Insurance,
together with its officers, employees, agents,
contractors, information-technology
personnel, legal personnel, records
custodians, and any other persons or entities
maintaining potentially relevant information
on its behalf, is requested to take immediate
steps to preserve all potentially relevant
evidence.

The Department should suspend any routine
destruction, deletion, overwriting, recycling,
modification, purging, archival-destruction,
or automatic-retention process that could
result in the loss of information relevant to
File No. 274045, my communications with
the Department, my accommodation
requests, or the Department's handling of the
underlying complaint.

The preservation demand includes, without
limitation:



• The complete administrative and
consumer-services file for SCDOI File No.
274045, including all versions, attachments,
supplements, notes, correspondence, and
internal records.
• All emails, internal messages, memoranda,
correspondence, letters, and electronic
communications concerning me, File No.
274045, the underlying Progressive matter, or
my communications with SCDOI.
• All telephone recordings, voicemail
recordings, call logs, call metadata,
transcripts, summaries, contemporaneous
notes, and records relating to telephone
communications involving me, including the
August 4, 2026 communication involving
Daniel and any subsequent internal handling
or follow-up.
• All records showing communications,
attempted communications, assigned
personnel, reassignment, escalation,
supervisory review, or lack of communication
following the August 4, 2026 call and the
Tuesday immediately following that call.
• All records concerning any disability
disclosure, request for reasonable
modification or accommodation, request
concerning communication method,
effective-communication issue, accessibility
concern, or disability-related communication
involving me.
• All records reflecting the Department's
consideration, processing, acceptance,
denial, limitation, modification, escalation,
referral, or disposition of any request for



accommodation.
• All policies, procedures, manuals, training
materials, directives, guidance, templates,
decision trees, internal instructions, and
standards concerning Title II of the ADA,
disability accommodation, reasonable
modification, effective communication,
accessibility, and communications with
individuals with disabilities that were in effect
during the relevant period.
• All records identifying the personnel who
reviewed, evaluated, investigated,
supervised, approved, drafted, revised, or
issued any disposition, determination,
correspondence, or response in File No.
274045.
• All draft and final versions of disposition
letters, determination letters,
correspondence, investigative summaries,
recommendations, memoranda, or other
written conclusions relating to File No.
274045, including associated metadata.
• All audit logs, access logs, modification
histories, system histories, database entries,
timestamps, user-identification records,
document-management-system information,
and other metadata showing when the file or
its constituent records were created,
accessed, edited, reassigned, downloaded,
transmitted, or deleted.
• All communications between SCDOI and
Progressive or any Progressive-affiliated
representative concerning File No. 274045,
my policy, the underlying claim, my
complaint, accommodation issues, or
communications involving me.



• All documents, evidence, attachments,
recordings, photographs, screenshots, links,
submissions, supplemental submissions, or
other materials supplied by me or supplied to
SCDOI concerning File No. 274045.
• All records showing whether evidence
submitted by me was opened, downloaded,
accessed, reviewed, forwarded, indexed,
stored, or otherwise considered.
• All investigative notes, work papers,
supervisory notes, case-management
records, consumer-services notes, internal
annotations, and other nonprivileged
materials concerning the handling of the
complaint.
• All records concerning decisions to
communicate or not communicate with me,
including the method, timing, frequency, or
substance of communications.
• All records relating to any consultation with
legal personnel regarding my complaint,
disability-related requests, accommodation
requests, anticipated litigation, preservation
duties, or the Department's response to my
communications, subject to any privilege
properly asserted under applicable law.
• All retention schedules, deletion
schedules, auto-delete settings, email-
retention rules, recording-retention rules,
backup policies, and other information-
governance requirements applicable to the
foregoing records.
• All backup copies, archived copies,
disaster-recovery copies, cloud-hosted
copies, locally stored copies, and other
duplicates of potentially relevant



electronically stored information.
• Any other documents, electronically stored
information, recordings, tangible evidence, or
metadata that reasonably may bear upon the
claims, defenses, damages, chronology,
communications, administrative handling, or
accommodation issues arising from File No.
274045.

This preservation demand expressly
encompasses electronically stored
information in its native format with
associated metadata, where reasonably
available. Where potentially relevant
information is subject to automatic deletion,
overwriting, recycling, or expiration,
reasonable measures should be taken
promptly to prevent its destruction.

Please provide written confirmation within
seven (7) calendar days of receipt that this
preservation notice has been transmitted to
the appropriate custodians and personnel,
that reasonable preservation measures have
been implemented, that routine deletion or
destruction processes affecting potentially
relevant evidence have been suspended
where necessary, and that the Department
has identified an appropriate point of contact
for future communications concerning this
notice.

This correspondence is not intended to
constitute an exhaustive statement of my
factual allegations, legal theories, claims,
damages, requested relief, or evidence. I



expressly reserve all rights, claims, causes of
action, objections, procedural remedies,
administrative remedies, equitable remedies,
and other relief available under federal or
South Carolina law.

Please associate this correspondence with
SCDOI File No. 274045.

Kind regards,

Alexander Francisco Pearce
Pro Se



