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INTRODUCTION 

 Appellant Richard Alexander Murdaugh (Murdaugh) submits this memorandum 

addressing the issue of the appealability of orders denying Murdaugh’s motion for relief from the 

lower court’s prior orders restraining Murdaugh’s use of his assets to allow Murdaugh to hire 

counsel to represent him in his criminal appeal (collectively the Orders). The Orders denying 

Murdaugh’s motion for relief and his motion to reconsider are not interlocutory orders but instead 

are final orders involving the merits and subject to immediate appellate review under S.C. Code 
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Ann. § 14-3-330(1) and (2) because the orders conclusively determine the question before the 

lower court;  the question is collateral to, and independent of the merits of the litigation and will 

be effectively unreviewable on final appeal. Doe v. Howe, 362 S.C. 212, 216–17, 607 S.E.2d 354, 

356 (Ct. App. 2004); see also Mid-State Distribs., Inc. v. Century Importers, Inc., 310 S.C. 330, 

335, 426 S.E.2d 777, 780 (1993) (“If there is some further act which must be done by the court 

prior to a determination of the rights of the parties, then the order is interlocutory.”) In addition, 

the orders are subject to appellate review under S.C. Code Ann. § 14-3-330(3) because the orders 

continue the court’s prior injunction restraining Murdaugh’s use of his own funds to hire appellate 

counsel in his criminal case. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On March 29, 2019, the Estate of Mallory Beach (Estate) filed a summons and complaint 

(Complaint or Lawsuit) seeking damages for the alleged wrongful death Miss Beach sustained in 

a boating accident that occurred on January 23-24, 2019.  Exhibit 1. This complaint accuses 

Murdaugh of negligence by allowing his minor son Paul, the alleged driver of the boat, to use his 

other son’s driver’s license to purchase alcohol. The complaint also alleges claims of negligence 

against Parker’s convenience store, Luther’s bar in Beaufort, and other persons and entities. 

On October 22, 2021, the Estate filed a motion for Temporary Injunction and Appointment 

of a Receiver (Motion for TRO) before ever obtaining a civil judgment in the Lawsuit. Exhibit 2. 

This Motion for TRO was filed soon after Murdaugh had been arrested on financial fraud charges, 

and asserted that Murdaugh had shown a pattern of deceit and fraud, claimed to be “broke” 

although he had a history as a successful trial lawyer, and that there were multiple other lawsuits 

pending against him.  
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On November 4, 2021, the lower court entered an Order Granting Temporary Injunction 

and Appointment of Receiver. (TRO) Exhibit 3. The TRO prohibits Murdaugh from 

“selling…transferring….disposing of” Alex Murdaugh Assets. On October 13, 2022, Murdaugh 

filed a Motion for Relief from Temporary Injunction (Motion for Relief) to permit liquidation of 

401K retirement account to pay attorneys’ fees and costs to defend against murder and related 

charges involving the death of his wife Maggie and son Paul. Exhibit 4.  On November 3, 2022, 

the lower court granted the First Motion for Relief and permitted Murdaugh to apply $600,000 

from his 401K account, with the remaining balance of approximately $400,000 to be deposited 

into the Receivership account. (Order Granting Relief), Exhibit 5.  

On March 3, 2023, Murdaugh was found guilty of two counts of murder, and related 

weapons charges, and sentenced to life without parole. On March 21, 2023, Murdaugh filed a 

,motion for payment of attorneys’ fees and costs from untainted funds to retain counsel of his 

choice to represent him in the appeal of his murder convictions and life sentences, asserting that 

he has an absolute constitutional right to use untainted funds to pay counsel. (Motion to Pay 

Attorneys from of Untainted Funds). Exhibit 6. On May 12, 2023, the lower court issued a Form 

4 order stating that “After careful consideration Defendant RAM’s Motion for Payment of 

Attorneys’ Fees and Costs from Untainted Funds is denied.” (Order Denying Motion ). Exhibit 7.  

On May 19, 2023, Murdaugh filed a Motion for Reconsideration again asserting his 

constitutional right to use untainted funds to hire counsel of choice to represent him on the appeal 

of his criminal convictions. (Motion for Reconsideration), Exhibit 8. On June 9, 2023, the lower 

court issued a Form 4 Order denying the Motion for Reconsideration. (Order Denying Motion for 

Reconsideration) Exhibit 9.  On June 22, 2023, Murdaugh filed a Notice of Appeal from the Order 
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Denying Second Motion for Relief and the order Denying Motion for Reconsideration. (Notice of 

Appeal) Exhibit 10.  

ARGUMENT 

 The lower court’s Orders denying Murdaugh’s motion to pay attorneys from untainted 

funds and denying Murdaugh’s motion for reconsideration  are final orders addressing the merits 

of Murdaugh’s claim to use his own untainted funds to retain counsel to represent him on the 

appeal of his murder convictions and are properly before this Court pursuant to  S.C .Code Ann. 

section 14-3-330. Section 14-3-330 provides appellate jurisdiction for correction of errors of law 

of:   

(1) Any intermediate judgment, order or decree in a law case involving the merits in 
actions commenced in the court of common pleas…  

 (3) A final order affecting a substantial right made in any special proceeding….; and 

 (4) An interlocutory order or decree in a court of common pleas…continuing …an 
injunction.  

This Court has appellate jurisdiction to review the Orders under subsections 1 and 3, because the 

Orders are final rulings involving the merits and affecting a substantial right in a special 

proceeding. The Court’s Orders are clearly final, and not interlocutory because there is nothing left 

for the Court to decide. In Mid-State Distribs., Inc. v. Century Importers, Inc., 310 S.C. 330, 335, 

426 S.E.2d 777, 780 (1993), the Court explained what constitutes an interlocutory appeal:  

If there is some further act which must be done by the court prior to a determination 
of the rights of the parties, then the order is interlocutory. Adickes v. Allison & 
Bratton, 21 S.C. 245 (1884). If a judgment determines the applicable law while 
leaving open questions of fact, it is not a final judgment. Good v. Hartford Accident 
and Indemnity Co., 201 S.C. 32, 21 S.E.2d 209 (1942) 

There are no further acts that are required to be done before the lower court can make a final 

determination on Murdaugh’s claim to untainted funds to retain counsel to represent him on appeal 
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from his criminal conviction. The lower court’s Form 4 Orders do not contemplate anything 

further.  The lower court has rendered its final decision. 

Furthermore, under the collateral order analysis adopted by in Doe v. Howe, 362 S.C. 212, 

216, 607 S.E.2d 354, 356 (Ct. App. 2005), an order is appealable if it (1) conclusively determines 

the question, (2) resolves an important question independent of the merits, and (3) is effectively 

unreviewable on appeal from a final judgment. Here, the lower court’s rulings conclusively 

determined that Murdaugh does not have a constitutional right to use untainted funds to retain 

counsel of his choice to represent him during the appeal of his criminal convictions. This issue is 

totally independent from the underlying tort litigation involving the death of Mallory Beach. 

Therefore, the lower court’s Orders are effectively unreviewable on appeal from the final judgment 

in the Lawsuit.  

Lastly, the lower court refused to lift the injunction prohibiting Murdaugh from transferring 

or disposing of his assets to permit him to retain appellate counsel. This ruling in effect continues 

the injunction against Murdaugh and is subject to appellate review as an interlocutory order 

continuing an injunction under subsection 4. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The Orders denying Murdaugh’s Motion to Pay Attorneys from Untainted Funds and 

denying Murdaugh’s Motion for Reconsideration  are not interlocutory orders but instead are final 

orders involving the merits and subject to immediate appellate review under section 14-3-330(1) 

and (2). The Orders are also subject to appellate review under section 14-3-330(3) because the 

Orders continue the court’s prior injunction restraining Murdaugh’s use of his own funds to hire 

appellate counsel in his criminal case. 
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      Richard A. Harpootlian, SC Bar No. 2725 
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      Margaret N. Fox, SC Bar No. 76225 
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      Post Office Box 999 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
      ) FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
COUNTY OF HAMPTON   ) CASE NO.:  2019-CP-25- 
 
RENEE S. BEACH, as Personal   ) 
Representative of the Estate of   ) 
MALLORY BEACH,    ) 
      )  
 Plaintiff,    ) 
      ) 
v.      )                     SUMMONS 
      )        Wrongful Death 
GREGORY M. PARKER, INC. a/k/a ) 
PARKER’S CORPORATION d/b/a  )             (Jury Trial Demanded) 
PARKERS 55, LUTHER’S RARE  )  
AND WELL DONE, LLC, KRISTY  ) 
C. WOOD, JAMES M. WOOD, RICHARD ) 
ALEXANDER MURDAUGH, RICHARD ) 
ALEXANDER MURDAUGH, JR.;  ) 
RANDOLPH MURDAUGH, III,  ) 
Individually and as Trustee of the  ) 
MURDAUGH RESIDENCE TRUST 2; and ) 
The MURDAUGH RESIDENCE TRUST 2, ) 
      ) 
 Defendants.               ) 
TO THE DEFENDANTS ABOVE NAMED: 
 
 YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Complaint herein, a copy  
 
of which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your Answer to said Complaint  
 
upon the subscriber at his office at 265 Barnwell Highway, Allendale, South Carolina, within  
 
thirty (30) days after the service hereof, exclusive of the day of such service, and if you fail to  
 
answer the Complaint within the time aforesaid, Plaintiffs will apply to the Court for the relief  
 
demanded in the Complaint and judgment by default will be rendered against you for the relief  
 
demanded in the Complaint. 
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   GOODING AND GOODING, P.A. 
 
   By: s/Mark B. Tinsley___________________   

              Mark B. Tinsley – S.C. Bar # 15597 
        P.O. Box 1000 
 Allendale, SC  29810 
 803-584-7676 
 Attorneys for Plaintiff 
March 20, 2019 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA   ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
      ) FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
COUNTY OF HAMPTON   ) CASE NO.:  2019-CP-25- 
 
RENEE S. BEACH, as Personal   ) 
Representative of the Estate of   ) 
MALLORY BEACH,    ) 
      )  
 Plaintiff,    ) 
      ) 
v.      )                    COMPLAINT 
      )        Wrongful Death 
GREGORY M. PARKER, INC. a/k/a ) 
PARKER’S CORPORATION d/b/a  )             (Jury Trial Demanded) 
PARKERS 55, LUTHER’S RARE  )  
AND WELL DONE, LLC, KRISTY  ) 
C. WOOD, JAMES M. WOOD, RICHARD ) 
ALEXANDER MURDAUGH, RICHARD ) 
ALEXANDER MURDAUGH, JR.,  ) 
RANDOLPH MURDAUGH, III,  ) 
Individually and as Trustee of the  ) 
MURDAUGH RESIDENCE TRUST 2, and ) 
The MURDAUGH RESIDENCE TRUST 2, ) 
      ) 
 Defendants.               ) 
 
The Plaintiff alleges: 

1. That she is the duly appointed Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory 

Beach and that she is a beneficiary of the Estate. 

2. That she and decedent were at all times relevant herein residents of the State of 

South Carolina. 

3. Upon information and belief, Defendant Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 

Corporation d/b/a Parkers 55 (hereinafter “Parker’s”) is a foreign corporate entity which maintains 

agents and employees, transacts business, owns and/or manages real estate, and otherwise is 

connected by ownership and operation to a gas station and convenience stores located South 

Carolina and for whose benefit a beer and wine sales permits were issued for their business. 
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4. Upon information and belief, Parker’s has undertaken and is charged with duties of 

care at law by reason of their ownership, operation, marketing, management, maintenance, alcohol 

sales and other exercises of control over the subject Parker’s gas stations and convenience stores, 

including the one located at 7021 Okatie Highway, Ridgeland, South Carolina. 

5. That Parker’s is a for-profit corporate entity and derives substantial revenues and 

profits from the sale of alcohol. 

6. That Defendant Luther’s Rare and Well Done, LLC (hereinafter “Luther’s”) is, 

upon information and belief, a business formed and existing under the laws of the State of South 

Carolina with its principal place of business in Beaufort County at 910 Bay Street, Beaufort, and 

at all times relevant hereto owned, operated and maintained a restaurant and bar, and for whose 

benefit a beer, wine, and liquor sales permit was issued for the business. 

7. Upon information and belief, Luther’s has undertaken and is charged with duties of 

care at law by reason of their operation, marketing, management, maintenance, alcohol sales, and 

other exercises of control over the subject restaurant and bar located at 910 Bay Street, Beaufort, 

South Carolina. 

8. That Luther’s is a for-profit corporate entity and derives substantial revenues and 

profits from the sale of alcohol. 

9. That, upon information and belief, Defendants Kristy C. Wood and James M. Wood 

(hereinafter “Woods”) are citizens and residents of the State of South Carolina. 

10. That Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh is a citizen and resident of Hampton 

County, South Carolina. 

11. That Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr. is a citizen and resident of the 

Hampton County, South Carolina. 
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12. That Randolph Murdaugh, III is a citizen and resident of Hampton County, South 

Carolina. 

13. That Randolph Murdaugh, III, is Trustee of the Murdaugh Residence Trust 2, which 

is a South Carolina trust that owns two properties (hereinafter collectively referred to as “The 

Island”) in Beaufort County, South Carolina. 

14. That Randolph Murdaugh, III, as Trustee of the Murdaugh Residence Trust 2, 

exercises, and has the duty and obligation to exercise, control of and access to The Island.  

Furthermore, at all relevant times, this defendant knew or should have know the that The Island 

was being used by minors as a place to illegally consume alcohol. 

15. That Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr. is over twenty-one (21) years of 

age and knowingly and willfully allowed his younger brother, who is under the age of twenty-one 

(21), to use his driver’s license to purchase and consume alcohol illegally.  Further, it was 

foreseeable that his minor brother would use the license to purchase alcohol for consumption by 

other minors and this defendant had actual knowledge that the license was so used.   

16. That, at all pertinent times herein, Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh had 

knowledge or should have known that his minor son illegally purchased and consumed alcohol on 

a regular basis by using or displaying the driver’s license of his adult son, Defendant Alexander 

Murdaugh, Jr. 

17. That, at all pertinent times herein, Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh 

knowingly and willfully allowed his minor son to illegally use Defendant Richard Alexander 

Murdaugh, Jr.’s driver license to purchase or consume alcohol and that it was foreseeable that his 

minor son would purchase alcohol for consumption by other minors. 
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18. That, at all pertinent times herein, Defendant Randolph Murdaugh, III, knowingly 

and willfully allowed The Island to be used by minors under the age of twenty-one (21) to illegally 

consume alcohol.  Upon information and belief, the was also alcohol available for consumption 

that was consumed by minors at The Island. 

19. That Defendant Randolph Murdaugh, III also undertook a duty to not provide a safe 

haven for minors to illegally consume alcohol, undertook a duty not to allow minors to leave The 

Island in an intoxicated state, and undertook a duty to supervise minors’ consumption of alcohol 

so as not to allow them to unnecessarily endanger themselves or others, including Mallory Beach. 

20. That this Court has jurisdiction over the parties hereto and in the subject matter 

hereof. 

21. That on or about the 23rd day of February 2019 Parker’s knowingly and wilfully 

sold alcoholic beverages to Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh’s minor son under the age of 

twenty-one (21), who shared the beverages with other minors, after the minor displayed the 

driver’s license of his adult brother, Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr.  The agent, 

servant or employee of Parker’s who made the sale, knew or should have known that the license 

used by the minor to make the purchase was not his. 

22. That the minors referenced in Paragraph twenty-one (21) consumed the alcohol 

from Parker’s at The Island. 

23. That the minors referenced in Paragraph twenty-one (21) became intoxicated after 

consuming the alcohol illegally purchased from Parker’s. 

24. That it is foreseeable that a minor who illegally purchases alcohol would share said 

alcohol with other minors and all the minors would become intoxicated. 
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25. That the minors referenced in Paragraph twenty-one (21) consumed alcohol on the 

Island prior taking a boat to a party at the Woods’ home. 

26. That on or about the 23rd day of February 2019, the Woods hosted a party at their 

home located in Beaufort County, South Carolina, at which the same minors under the age of 

twenty-one (21) were knowingly and intentionally served or caused to be served alcoholic 

beverages.  Further, the Woods knew or should reasonably have known these people were between 

the ages of eighteen (18) and twenty (20).  Additionally, the Woods undertook a duty not to provide 

a safe haven for the minors to illegally consume alcohol, undertook a duty not to allow the minors 

to leave their home in an intoxicated state, and undertook a duty to supervise the minors’ 

consumption of alcohol so as not to allow them to unnecessarily endanger themselves or others, 

including Mallory Beach,   

27. That while at the Woods home, the Woods provided and/or allowed the minors to 

consume alcohol, despite their increasing intoxication, and despite the knowledge that upon 

leaving their home, the minors would operate a boat with their faculties and judgment grossly and 

dangerously impaired.   

28. That after the minors consumed alcohol at the Woods home, one of the minors 

drove to Luther’s by boat. 

29. That two of the minors were allowed into Luther’s during the late hours of February 

23, 2019, and/or early hours of February 24, 2019, and the agents and employees of Luther’s 

negligently sold and served the minors alcohol, despite their being underage and intoxicated in 

violation of the laws of the State of South Carolina. 

30. That while the minors were at Luther’s, the agents and employees of Luther’s 

negligently continue to sell and/or serve alcoholic beverages to the minors, despite their visible 
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 8 

intoxication, and despite the knowledge of these agents and employees that upon leaving the 

establishment, one or more of the minors would likely drive an automobile or boat with their 

faculties and judgment grossly and dangerously impaired. 

31. That after leaving Luther’s, at least one of the minors was operating the boat with 

several passengers in Archer’s Creek when the boat collided with a bridge, thereby ejecting 

Mallory Beach from the boat and causing catastrophic injuries to her person, which ultimately lead 

to her death. 

32. That Defendants were negligent, negligent per se, careless, reckless, grossly  
 

negligent, willful and wanton and acted intentionally at the times and places above mentioned in  

the following particulars: 

As to Defendant Parker’s 

a. In selling alcoholic beverages to a patron they knew or should have known was 
under the age of twenty-one (21); 
 

b. In failing to adequately train, supervise or monitor their employees; 

c. In hiring employees who were insufficiently trained or qualified for the 
responsibilities of their employment; 
 

d. In failing to implement policies and standards regarding the responsible sale and 
service of alcoholic beverages or, if so implemented, in failing to insure that those 
policies and standards were followed by their employees; 

 
e. In failing to follow generally accepted standards of care applicable to the sale and 

service of alcoholic beverages to members of the public; 
 

f. In failing to use the degree of care and caution that a reasonable and prudent 
person would have exercised under the same or similar circumstances; and 

 
g. In such other and further particulars as the evidence in trial may show; 
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As to Defendants Woods 

h. In knowingly and intentionally serving, or causing to be served, alcoholic 
beverages to a guest under the age of twenty-one (21); 
 

i. In allowing the consumption of alcoholic beverages by a guest under the age of 
twenty-one (21); 

 
j. In entrusting their home to minors so as to provide a place of “safe haven” for 

minors to consume alcohol in violation of the law and then operate a boat in an 
intoxicated state;  

 
k. In failing to use the degree of care and caution that a reasonable and prudent 

person would have exercised under the same or similar circumstances; and 
 

l. In such other and further particulars as the evidence in trial may show; 
 

As to Defendant Luther’s 

m. In selling and/or serving and continuing to sell and serve alcoholic beverages to 
patrons when they knew or should have known the patrons were intoxicated; 
 

n. In selling and/or serving alcoholic beverages to minors when they knew or should 
have known the minors were under the age of twenty-one (21); 

 
o. In failing to adequately train, supervise or monitor their employees; 

 
p. In hiring employees who were insufficiently trained or qualified for the 

responsibilities of their employment; 
 

q. In failing to implement policies and standards regarding the responsible sale and 
service of alcoholic beverages or, if so implemented, in failing to insure that those 
policies and standards were followed by their employees; 
 

r. In failing to follow generally accepted standards of care applicable to the sale and 
service of alcoholic beverages to members of the public; 

 
s. In failing to use the degree of care and caution that a reasonable and prudent 

person would have exercised under the same or similar circumstances; and 
 

t. In such other and further particulars as the evidence in trial may show; 
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As to Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh 
 

u. In knowingly and willfully allowing his minor son, under the age of twenty-one 
(21), to use Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr.’s drivers license to purchase and 
consume alcohol;  
 

v. In failing to supervise his son when he knew or should have known that the minor 
was using another’s license to purchase and consume alcohol; and 
 

w. In such other and further particulars as the evidence in trial may show; 
 

As to Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr. 
 

x. In knowingly and willfully providing his minor brother, under the age of twenty-
one (21), with his driver’s license for the purpose of purchasing and consuming 
alcohol by minors, including his brother; 
 

y. In knowingly and willfully allowing his minor brother, under the age of twenty-
one (21), to use his driver’s license for the purpose of purchasing and consuming 
alcohol by minors, including his brother; and 

 
z. In such other and further particulars as the evidence in trial may show; 

 
As to Defendants Randolph Murdaugh, III/The Murdaugh Residnce Trust 2 

 
aa. In knowingly and willfully providing alcohol to or allowing minors to consume 

alcohol on the Island; and  
 

bb. In such other and further particulars as the evidence in trial may show; 
 
all of which combined and concurred as a direct and proximate cause of the injuries and damages 

suffered by Plaintiff herein, said acts being in violation of the statute and common laws of the 

State of South Carolina. 

33. That the Defendants owed Mallory Beach and the public at large common law 

and/or statutory duties of care or undertook these duties of care. 

34. That the Defendants breached their duties as aforesaid. 
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35. That as a result of her death the beneficiaries of Ms. Beach have endured grief, 

sorrow, shock, wounded feelings, mental anguish, the loss of support, love and companionship, 

along with other damages as allowed by law. 

36. That as a direct and proximate result of the acts and/or omissions of the Defendants, 

Mallory Beach met an untimely death and her beneficiaries have endured grief, sorrow, shock, 

wounded feelings, mental and emotional anguish and anxiety, and loss of the decedent’s support, 

love, companionship and consortium.    

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for a joint and several award against the Defendants for 

actual and punitive damages, costs and attorneys fees. 

 
     GOODING AND GOODING, P.A. 
 
   By: s/Mark B. Tinsley___________________   

              Mark B. Tinsley – S.C. Bar #15597 
        P.O. Box 1000 
 Allendale, SC  29810 
 803-584-7676 
 Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 
March 29, 2019     
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EXHIBIT 2 
(Motion for Temporary Injunction and 

Appointment of a Receiver, October 22, 
2021) 

  
 



 

1 

 

 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

COUNTY OF HAMPTON 

 

Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of 

the Estate of Mallory Beach, 

 

 Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

 

Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 

Corporation d/b/a Parkers 55, Richard 

Alexander Murdaugh and Richard Alexander 

Murdaugh, Jr., 

 

 Defendants. 

_____________________________________ 

) 

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 

CASE NO.: 2019-CP-25-00111 

 

 

  

 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION AND 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 

TEMPORARY INJUNCTION  

AND  

APPOINTMENT OF CO-RECEIVERS 

AND CO-RECEIVERS’ COUNSEL 

 

 

 

A Priority Matter pursuant to 

Rule 40(h), SCRCP 

 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiff Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the 

Estate of Mallory Beach (“Plaintiff”), by and through undersigned counsel, hereby moves the 

Court pursuant to Rule 65 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure for an Order issuing a 

temporary injunction that prohibits Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh (“Alex Murdaugh”) 

and Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr. (“Buster Murdaugh” and together with Alex 

Murdaugh, “these Defendants”) from hiding, concealing, misappropriating, selling, encumbering, 

transferring, impairing the value of or otherwise disposing of any of the Alex Murdaugh Assets1 

 
1 For purposes of these motions, the term “Alex Murdaugh Assets” means all assets, future interests, beneficial 

interests, inherited assets, assets transferred, real property, securities, stocks, promissory notes, mortgages, partnership 

interests, interest in all limited liability companies and similar types of entities, options, bonds, rents, leases, annuities, 

contract rights, creditor rights, easements, chattel, livestock, mineral rights, any useful thing, liabilities capable of 

being re-characterized as assets, intellectual property, any rights to name, image or likeness, any publication rights to 

the events related in any way to this lawsuit and any other thing, right or interest without limitation that may be 

monetized for value, whether known or unknown, whether it is presently owned, held or controlled or was previously 

owned, held or controlled or will be owned, held or controlled in the future, whether actual or contingent, whether 

owned, held or controlled directly or indirectly and/or whether owned, held or controlled in whole or in part by Alex 
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2 

 

and any of the Buster Murdaugh Assets2, in whole or in part, during the pendency and through the 

final resolution of this lawsuit, after a hearing. Plaintiff is informed and believes that 

contemporaneously with this filing other Plaintiffs in other pending actions involving Richard 

Alexander Murdaugh as a Defendant, who are similarly situated to this Plaintiff, will file Petitions 

seeking this same relief. 

The grounds for the injunction sought by Plaintiff are that irreparable injury, loss or damage 

will result in the absence of an injunction to this effect.  Further, the balance of the parties’ 

respective equitable considerations clearly weighs in favor of granting temporary injunctive relief 

to prevent irreparable damage to Plaintiff’s ability to recover financial damages from these 

Defendants for the wrongful death of her daughter.  Therefore, a temporary injunction is warranted 

pursuant to Rule 65, SCRCP and South Carolina caselaw.  

In addition, Plaintiff hereby moves the Court pursuant to S.C. Code §15-65-10(1) for an 

Order appointing John T. Lay, Jr., Esquire and Peter M. McCoy, Jr., Esquire as co-receivers over 

all of the Alex Murdaugh Assets and all of the Buster Murdaugh Assets (collectively, “the Subject 

Assets”), with the exclusive power and authority: (i) to investigate, identify and attempt to locate 

all of the Subject Assets; (ii) to collect, marshal and administer all of the Subject Assets; (iii) to 

accept service on behalf of Alex Murdaugh and/or Buster Murdaugh with respect to Alex 

 
Murdaugh for the avoidance of doubt, the term “Alex Murdaugh Assets” includes any and all assets transferred, 

concealed, hidden, sold, encumbered, or otherwise disposed of which previously were owned, held or controlled by 

Alex Murdaugh, directly or indirectly and in whole or in part.   

 
2 For purposes of these motions, the term “Buster Murdaugh Assets” means any or all of the Alex Murdaugh 

Assets (as defined herein) and all other assets, interests, real property, personal property, rights, chattel and any other 

thing whatsoever without limitation which has value or can be monetized for value that were or will be gifted, inherited 

by, sold or in any other manner transferred to Buster Murdaugh from Alex Murdaugh or any other person, whether 

such transfer was direct or indirect, whether such transfer involved intermediary third persons that are alive, deceased, 

operating or defunct, whether such transferred assets are held, owned and/or controlled by Buster Murdaugh directly 

or indirectly and in whole or in part.   
 

 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2021 O

ct 22 8:43 A
M

 - H
A

M
P

T
O

N
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2019C

P
2500111



 

3 

 

Murdaugh Assets and/or Buster Murdaugh Assets, as the case may be; (iv) to engage counsel on 

behalf of Alex Murdaugh and/or Buster Murdaugh as it relates to Alex Murdaugh Assets and/or 

Buster Murdaugh Assets, as the case may be;  and (v) to take any and all steps necessary to identify, 

recover, protect, collect, preserve, receive, manage, liquidate, sell, administer and marshal, and to 

do all things incidental, necessary and/or appropriate thereto, all of the Subject Assets during the 

pendency and through the final resolution of this lawsuit.  Further, Plaintiffs respectfully request 

that the Court appoint Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire with the law firm Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A. to 

serve as legal counsel to the Co-Receivers (“Co-Receivers’ Counsel”) in this matter.  The scope 

of the rights, powers and authority of the Co-Receivers and Co-Receivers’ Counsel and other 

particulars related thereto which Plaintiff seeks with this motion are more fully set forth in the 

Proposed Order, attached as Appendix I hereto.   

The grounds for the appointment of the Co-Receivers and Co-Receivers’ Counsel are that 

Plaintiff has an apparent interest in the Subject Assets, and the Subject Assets are in danger of 

being lost or materially injured or impaired.  Therefore, the appointment of the co-receivers is just 

and proper in the instant circumstances, as described below. See S.C. Code §15-65-10. 

RELEVANT BACKGROUND 

Alex Murdaugh has demonstrated an extraordinary pattern and practice of deceit and fraud 

in the handling of his assets and by his actions to misappropriate assets belonging to others.  His 

pattern and practice involves carefully devised plans to defraud, to deceive and to conceal his 

actions when money is at issue.  The following facts, evidence and matters of public record clearly 

show that Alex Murdaugh cannot and should not be trusted as to the handling of his assets going 

forward.  There is good reason to believe that Alex Murdaugh, on his own accord and/or by and 

through his agents, representatives or attorney-in-fact, has improperly transferred, sold, 
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encumbered or otherwise disposed of assets improperly, thereby impairing Plaintiff’s ability to 

recover damages in this action.  The following facts, evidence and matters of public record 

demonstrate that injunctive relief and the receivership, as proposed by Plaintiff in the Proposed 

Order attached as Appendix I hereto, is necessary:   

1. This lawsuit was initiated on March 29, 2019 and named Alex Murdaugh as a 

defendant.  Since that time, multiple other civil lawsuits have been filed against Alex 

Murdaugh in South Carolina and are pending, including Michael “Tony” Satterfield et al. v. 

Richard Alexander “Alex” Murdaugh, et al., CA No. 2021-CP-25-00298 (the “Satterfield 

Lawsuit”), Connor Cook v. Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s Corporation d/b/a Parkers 

55, Tajeeha Cohen, Richard Alexander Murdaugh, and Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr., CA 

No. 2021-CP-25-00303 (the “Cook Lawsuit”) and Peters, Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth & 

Detrick, P.A v. Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Sr., CA No. 2021-CP-15-00603 (the “PPMED 

Lawsuit”), in which the plaintiffs seek significant financial damages.  All of these lawsuits 

arise from or involve allegedly fraudulent and/or deceitful conduct by Alex Murdaugh.  

Plaintiff requests that the Court take judicial notice of the complaint filed in each of these civil 

lawsuits regarding the alleged fraudulent and/or deceitful conduct and the extent of financial 

damages sought.   

2. Alex Murdaugh has also been charged with various crimes involving allegedly 

fraudulent and deceitful conduct, including falsifying a police report, a $10 million insurance 

fraud scheme and conspiracy to commit insurance fraud as described in State of South Carolina 

v. Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Case Nos. 2021A2510100204, 2021A2510100206, 

2021A2510100207, and obtaining property through false pretenses, as described in the arrest 
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warrant No. K235570 in State of South Carolina v. Richard Alexander Murdaugh.  These thefts 

and attempted thefts are crimes of moral turpitude.   

3. At Alex Murdaugh’s bond hearing in criminal Case Nos. 2021A2510100204, 

2021A2510100206, 2021A2510100207 on September 16, 2021, his lawyer Richard 

Harpootlian described Alex Murdaugh’s “fall from grace” and represented that, at that time, 

Alex Murdaugh was essentially “broke” and, thus, was not a flight risk.   

4. However, upon information and belief, Alex Murdaugh previously had 

significant wealth and assets generated by his partnership interest in the law firm Peters, 

Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth & Detrick, and other business endeavors, inherited by him, and 

given to him (or for his benefit in trust or through other vehicles).   Upon information and 

belief, Alex Murdaugh, directly or indirectly, owned, owns or will own (or held, holds or will 

hold a beneficial interest in) the property known as Moselle, a 1,700 acre property located at 

4147 Moselle Road, Islandton, South Carolina, as well as various other properties in Hampton 

County and Colleton County.   Further, upon information and belief, Alex Murdaugh inherited 

assets from his father, Randolph Murdaugh III, who died on June 10, 2021 as well as inherited 

assets from his wife Margaret Murdaugh and his son Paul Murdaugh, who died on June 7, 

2021.  Further, upon information and belief, Alex Murdaugh has or will have an interest in The 

Randolph Murdaugh, III Trust dated June 23, 2020.   Upon information and belief, these assets 

are significant; yet, according to Alex Murdaugh’s lawyers, he has no assets as of the date of 

his bond hearing on September 16, 2021.  It is further believed that Alex Murdaugh has 

undisbursed interests and proceeds in filed or unfiled cases or cases with his law firm or with 

outside firms by association, which proceeds will remain unknown and undiscovered without 

the efforts of the Co-Receivers as proposed.   
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5. At Alex Murdaugh’s bond hearing on October 19, 2021 (“the October 19, 2021 

Hearing”), the Honorable Clifton Newman determined that the circumstances surrounding his 

fraudulent and deceitful actions warrant that he be jailed without bond.  In other words, Alex 

Murdaugh cannot be trusted out in the public and acting freely on his own accord. 

6. Alex Murdaugh’s ability to develop complex, creative schemes to steal and hide 

assets and to involve or use other people to assist him is clearly shown by his actions at issue 

in the Satterfield Lawsuit.  Plaintiff craves reference to Exhibit A which contains copies of the 

checks for the settlement funds in In re Gloria Satterfield, where Alex Murdaugh was the 

defendant, made out to and cashed by “Forge”.  Upon information and belief, the “Forge” 

account was beneficially owned and controlled by Alex Murdaugh, and he converted or stole 

those funds. See Exhibit A – Checks Misappropriating Satterfield Settlement Funds. 

7. Indeed, at the October 19, 2021 Hearing, the South Carolina Assistant Attorney 

General confirmed that, upon stealing more than $3.4 million in settlement funds from the 

wrongful death lawsuit related to Gloria Satterfield’s death, In re Gloria Satterfield, in 2020, 

Alex Murdaugh paid off a $100,000 credit card balance in his name, transferred more than 

$300,000 to his father, and transferred more than $735,000 to himself.  Questions remain as to 

where, how and to whom the balance of monies were transferred. Certainly if Alex Murdaugh 

is capable of apparently diverting stolen assets in this manner, he is also capable of diverting 

legitimate assets. 

8. Alex Murdaugh has admitted that he attempted to frame his own murder on 

September 4, 2021 to collect a $10 million insurance policy.  
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9. Plaintiff is informed that Alex Murdaugh is under investigation by 

governmental agencies for obstruction of justice following the boating accident and death of 

Mallory Beach that is the subject of this lawsuit and the Cook Lawsuit.  

10. Plaintiff is informed and believes that Alex Murdaugh is under investigation by 

governmental authorities for additional fraudulent and deceitful conduct in various other 

personal and professional matters.  

11. In addition, Alex Murdaugh’s lawyer has confirmed that he is a person of 

interest in the murders of his wife and his son on June 6, 2021.  

12. On September 16, 2021, Alex Murdaugh executed a durable power of attorney 

that purports to appoint Buster Murdaugh as his attorney-in-fact effective immediately and 

grant him broad powers “to perform all and every act and thing whatsoever”, including “[t]o 

sell, assign, convey, pledge, mortgage and encumber . . . and generally manage, any and all 

property, both real and personal which [Alex Murdaugh] may own or acquire in the future 

from any source”. See Exhibit B – Murdaugh Power of Attorney, pp. 1 and 3.  This power of 

attorney was recorded in Hampton County, South Carolina on September 23, 2021.3  Id.   

Buster Murdaugh is also a named defendant in this lawsuit and in the Cook Lawsuit.   While 

the power of attorney may have some legitimate purposes for someone unable to manage their 

own finances, the power of attorney also provides a mechanism for Buster Murdaugh to 

transfer, sell or otherwise handle Alex Murdaugh’s assets in a manner that diverts the assets 

from the Plaintiff in this matter.    

 
3 Plaintiff does not hereby make any representation as to the legal sufficiency of such power of attorney but 

references it in support of Plaintiff’s position that Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh have taken actions 

which would aid the ability to hide, conceal, misappropriate, encumber, sell, transfer or otherwise dispose 

of assets.  
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13. Indeed, Alex Murdaugh and/or his agents, representatives or attorney-in-fact, 

including Buster Murdaugh, have already taken actions in furtherance of transferring and 

selling Subject Assets.  Specifically, on September 23, 2021, Buster Murdaugh acted as Alex 

Murdaugh’s agent and executed a satisfaction of a mortgage with a face value of $970,354.004 

on a 42 acre property located in Hampton and Colleton Counties. See Exhibit C – Murdaugh 

Mortgage Satisfaction dated September 23, 2021.  In addition, Alex Murdaugh’s ownership 

interest in Green Swamp Club Inc., a hunting club that owns and operates approximately 

7,000 acres adjacent to the Savannah River in Jasper County, was sold as of October 1, 2021.  

See Exhibit D – Evidence of Sale of Stock in Green Swamp Club, Inc..  

14.  Alex Murdaugh and/or his agents, representatives or attorney-in-fact, including 

Buster Murdaugh, also are presently taking actions in furtherance of selling his assets.  This 

is demonstrated by the listing of the 2007 Grady White 306 motorboat (V.I.N. # 

1W7B13231F1002871) which is, upon information and belief owned, directly or indirectly, 

by Alex Murdaugh and/or Buster Murdaugh, for sale on www.boattrader.com for $115,000. 

See Exhibit E – Listing of Murdaugh Boat for Sale. 

15. Alex Murdaugh and/or Buster Murdaugh own a home on Edisto Beach and 

failed to pay $6,000 in property taxes for 2020, which are now considered delinquent.  Further, 

more than $7,000 in outstanding property taxes are owed for 2021 on the Edisto Beach 

property.  Upon information and belief, this home is vacant and, if the back taxes are not paid 

by December 10, will be auctioned.  See Exhibit F – Records of Delinquent and Unpaid 

Property Taxes.  

 
4 The mortgage contract states that the principal may be up to 150% of the face value, or $1,455,531.00. See Ex. C – 

“Mortgage of Real Estate” at ¶1.   Alex Murdaugh was the Lender and J.M. Boulware was the Borrower.  The amount 

of the mortgage balance that was satisfied and paid to Alex Murdaugh in connection with the September 23, 2021 

Mortgage Satisfaction is not known.  See Ex. C. 
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16. Upon information and belief, Buster Murdaugh was recently at the casino in the 

Venetian Hotel in Las Vegas, Nevada, as evidenced by the photo in Exhibit G attached.  See 

Exhibit G – Photo of Buster Murdaugh at Casino in October 2021.  

 The facts and information described above show that Alex Murdaugh has engaged in 

repeated dishonesty, deception and fraud.  He has shown that he will go to extraordinary lengths 

to misappropriate, steal, transfer or otherwise dispose of money in a manner that benefits him or 

his family, with complete disregard for the interests of third persons, including Plaintiff.   Upon 

information and belief, only part of Alex Murdaugh’s complex financial maneuvers are known.  

Significant questions remain concerning where his assets have gone and when such assets were 

transferred or disposed.  Accordingly, as further discussed below, an injunction and receivership 

is absolutely necessary in order to divest Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh of any ability to 

hide, conceal, encumber, sell or otherwise dispose of the Subject Assets and to locate, secure and 

preserve the same so that these Defendants may be held accountable in this lawsuit.  

 

LEGAL AUTHORITY AND ARGUMENT 

I. A preliminary injunction pursuant to Rule 65(a), SCRCP is warranted under 

the circumstances.  

Courts consider two factors in determining whether to issue a temporary injunction: “First, 

the complaint must allege facts which appear to be sufficient to constitute a cause of action for 

injunction; and second, on the entire showing from both sides it must appear, in view of all the 

circumstances, that the injunction is reasonably necessary to protects the rights of the plaintiff in 

the pending litigation.”  Columbia Broad Sys. Inc. v. Custom Recording Co., 258 S.C. 465, 472, 

189 S.E.2d 305, 308 (1972) (quoting Transcon. Gas Pipeline Corp. v. Parker, 252 S.C. 478, 480-

81, 167 S.E.2d 313 (1960)).  Courts must “balance the equities” between the parties based on the 
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particular facts presented. See MailSource, LLC, 356 S.C. at 368, 588 S.E.2d at 638; accord 

Foreman v. Foreman, 280 S.C. 461, 464-65, 313 S.E.2d 312, 314 (Ct. App. 1984).   “When a 

prima facie showing has been made entitling plaintiff to injunctive relief, a temporary injunction 

will be granted without regard to the ultimate termination of the case on the merits.”  Id. (quoting 

D.W. Alderman & Sons Co. v. Wilson, 69 S.C. 156, 48 S.E. 85 (1904)).  

Here, Plaintiff has made a prima facie showing to satisfy both factors for the Court to grant 

a preliminary injunction.  As to the first factor, the Complaint filed in this lawsuit alleges facts 

sufficient for the Court to conclude that Alex Murdaugh in his own right and/or Buster Murdaugh 

on his father’s behalf would continue to engage in willfully deceitful conduct resulting in 

irreparable harm to Plaintiff.  Further, Plaintiff requests that the Court take judicial notice of the 

complaints filed in the Satterfield Lawsuit, the Cook Lawsuit and the PPMED Lawsuit and the 

criminal charges and allegations made by the State of South Carolina currently pending against 

Alex Murdaugh, which demonstrate his extraordinary pattern and practice of fraudulent and 

deceitful conduct.   

Second, in view of all the circumstances and the extensive fraudulent, deceitful and 

wrongful actions of Alex Murdaugh, both known and yet to be fully known, the preliminary 

injunction is reasonably necessary to protect Plaintiff’s rights during the remaining term of this 

litigation.  Even if Alex Murdaugh is limited in acting with regard to his assets, the power of 

attorney attached hereto as Exhibit B, purports to empower Buster Murdaugh to act as Alex 

Murdaugh’s agent in selling, transferring, encumbering and otherwise disposing of his assets. See 

Ex. B.  The threat of further loss is demonstrated by the evidence that these Defendants have 

already disposed of and are actively acting to dispose of their assets.  Further, any minimal harm 

to either Alex Murdaugh or Buster Murdaugh on account of enjoining their ability to hide, conceal, 
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misappropriate, sell, transfer or otherwise dispose of their assets themselves is greatly outweighed 

by the extraordinary losses of Plaintiff and the verified threat of further loss. The “balance of 

equities” clearly weighs heavily in favor of Plaintiff. MailSource, LLC, 356 S.C. at 368, 588 S.E.2d 

at 638; Foreman, 280 S.C. at 464-65.    

Therefore, Plaintiff has made a prima facie showing as to the factors required for a 

preliminary injunction and the issuance of a preliminary injunction is proper and just.  See Rule 

65, SCRCP; see also Columbia Broad Sys. Inc., 258 S.C. at 472.  

II. The Court should appoint a receiver over all of these Defendants’ assets. 

South Carolina Code §15-65-10(1) states that a receiver may be appointed by a judge of 

the Circuit Court, either in or out of court: 

(1) Before judgment, on application of either party, when he establishes an apparent 

right to property which is the subject of the action and which is in the possession of an 

adverse party and the property, or its rents and profits, are in danger of being lost or 

materially injured or impaired . . .. 

 

Plaintiff clearly has, at a minimum, an apparent right to the Subject Assets in this wrongful 

death action.  The Subject Assets are currently in the possession of these Defendants and 

vulnerable to continued misappropriation, disposition, encumbrances, transfer or impairment of 

value by Alex Murdaugh and/or his attorney-in-fact, Buster Murdaugh, and other agents of Alex 

Murdaugh.  The facts and circumstances surrounding Alex Murdaugh’s false pretenses and 

deceitful scheme to misappropriate money as alleged in the Satterfield Lawsuit, and as evidenced 

in Exhibit A, are just one example of the real threat that the Subject Assets may be materially 

injured or impaired. See Ex. A – Evidence of Misappropriated Satterfield Funds.  Even in this 

matter, Alex Murdaugh is the subject of an investigation for obstruction of justice following the 

death of Mallory Beach; and there is no valid reason to trust that he has not already and/or will not 

in the future try to obstruct Plaintiff’s ability to recover damages from him or from Buster 
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Murdaugh.  The recent execution of the Mortgage Satisfaction by Buster Murdaugh as Alex 

Murdaugh’s agent (Ex. C), the recent sale of Alex Murdaugh’s stock in Green Swamp Club Inc. 

(Ex. D) and the current attempts to sell his boat (Ex. E) show that time is of the essence to secure 

and preserve the Subject Assets. 

Plaintiff knows and believes that Alex Murdaugh and his family had considerable assets 

and wealth, yet his lawyer represents that he is effectively broke.  A receivership is warranted and 

necessary to determine where these assets have been transferred to and the manner by which they 

were disposed of.  A receivership is necessary to attempt to recover these assets.  To the extent the 

Co-Receivers are not appointed in this case, it will be very difficult to recover any of the Subject 

Assets that have already been or could be disposed of by Alex Murdaugh, Buster Murdaugh and/or 

their agents will be recovered, and there is the almost certain possibility that the Subject Assets 

will continue to be diverted.  

In addition, as demonstrated by the findings and bond ruling of the Honorable Clifton 

Newman on October 19, 2021, the extent of his prior fraudulent and deceitful acts warrant he be 

jailed without bond.  These same factors support placing the Subject Assets in receivership.   Alex 

Murdaugh has done nothing to imbue trust that he will not impair or damage the Subject Assets in 

which Plaintiff has an interest; instead, the Subject Assets will be irreparably damaged or lost in 

the absence of an injunction and receivership.   

For these reasons, Plaintiff has satisfied the standard set forth in S.C. Code §15-65-10(1).   

Appointment of a receiver over all of the Subject Assets, with broad power and authority to handle 

such assets in such a way as to preserve the Subject Assets during the term of this litigation until 

its final resolution, including all appeals, is just, proper and necessary for Plaintiff to have any 

chance of recovery against these Defendants.   

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2021 O

ct 22 8:43 A
M

 - H
A

M
P

T
O

N
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2019C

P
2500111



 

13 

 

Plaintiff is informed that a similar application to appoint Mr. Lay and Mr. McCoy as co-

receivers, with Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire and Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A. as their legal counsel, 

will be filed in the various other Circuits where the other civil lawsuits are currently pending.   

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court GRANT her 

motion for temporary injunction prohibiting these Defendants from hiding, concealing, 

encumbering, transferring, selling or otherwise disposing of their assets.  Further, Plaintiff 

respectfully requests that this Court GRANT her motion to appoint co-receivers and authorize 

them to act in the ways and with the rights, powers and authority as further set forth in the Proposed 

Order, attached as Appendix I. 

These motions, and the relief sought herein, are based on and supported by the statutory 

and case law of South Carolina and the United States, the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, 

the Court case file in this lawsuit, the pleadings in the other lawsuits of which Plaintiff has or may 

request that the Court take judicial notice, the Appendix I hereto, any memoranda submitted in 

support and exhibits thereto, oral arguments and such other information and affidavits that may be 

submitted to the Court.   

Pursuant to Rule 11, SCRCP, I certify that consultation with the attorney for each of these 

Defendants would not serve any useful purpose.  

[SIGNATURE ON NEXT PAGE] 
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      Respectfully submitted, 

 

GOODING AND GOODING, P.A. 

By:   s/ Mark B. Tinsley   

Mark B. Tinsley  S.C. Bar #15597 

P.O. Box 1000 

Allendale, South Carolina  29810 

Tel: (803) 584-7676 

mark@goodingandgooding.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiff 

 

Dated:  October 22, 2021 
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Exhibit A 
Checks 

Misappropriating 
Satterfield 

Settlement Funds
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Exhibit B 
Murdaugh 
Power of 
Attorney
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Exhibit C 
Murdaugh 
Mortgage 

Satisfaction 
dated 

September 
23, 2021
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Exhibit D 
Evidence of 

Sale of Stock 
in Green 

Swamp Club, 
Inc.
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GREEN SWAMP CLUB INC 
P.O. BOX  

TILLMAN SC 29943 
 

 

Board Meeting 10-1-2021 

Ted Wells absent all other members present.  Meeting 
conducted by Vice President Pat Cofer. 

Meeting called to order by Pat 

Alex Murdough stock is being sold to a Mr Huguenin.  
Motion by Paul 2nd by Rhett  to wave right to buy share 
passed 8-0 

Newt McMillin is offering his share to club. Motion by 
Rhett for club to buy share, 2nd by Hubert motion passed 
8-0. 

Discussion on number days a member may hunt during a 
week.  Motion by Rhett 2nd by Marion to change section 
1 of the Rules & Regulations to allow hunting  3 days a 
week.  Effective 10-1-2021,  Passed 8-0. 

Discussion about 4 wheelers and side x sides using 
entrance off 321, which is banned by our access and 
egress agreement with the surrounding land owners. 

 4 wheelers going around gates. 
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GREEN SWAMP CLUB INC 
P.O. BOX  

TILLMAN SC 29943 

During the dog drive on Sept 25, 4 wheelers continue to 
drive the roads during the drive, against club rules.  Four 
wheelers and trucks also ran over the berm installed to 
keep vehicles off the wet road, to allow it to dry out, 
damaging said road.  Notice of road closure is and was 
posted in kitchen. 

Motion by Pat 2nd by Hubert,  Due to the flagrant 
disregard  for club property and club rules, the following 
motion is made.  Any guest driving over the berm or 
rutting up the closed roads will be banned from the club. 
Any guest driving a 4 wheeler or side by side on Pecon 
Hill and or Okeetee will be banned from club.  If any 
stockholder is guilty of the same,  the board will 
determine appropriate action.  Passed 8-0.  

Due to flagrant disregard of existing rules and safety 
concerns A motion By Jack, 2nd by Hubert to ban 4x4s and 
side by sides on dog drives, Passed 8-0  

Meeting adjourned 

Respectfully submitted 

Jack Clem,  Secretary 
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GREEN SWAMP CLUB INC 
P.O. BOX  

TILLMAN SC 29943 
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Exhibit E 
Listing of 
Murdaugh 
Boat for 

Sale
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Exhibit F 
Record of 

Unpaid Property 
Taxes and 
Notice of 

Delinquent Sale
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Exhibit G 
Photo of Buster 

Murdaugh at 
Casino in 

October 2021
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APPENDIX I 
 

PROPOSED ORDER  

GRANTING TEMPORARY INJUNCTION  

AND  

APPOINTING CO-RECEIVERS  

AND CO-RECEIVERS’ COUNSEL 
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1 

 

 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

COUNTY OF HAMPTON  

 

Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of 

the Estate of Mallory Beach, 

 

 Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

 

Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 

Corporation d/b/a Parkers 55, Richard 

Alexander Murdaugh and Richard Alexander 

Murdaugh, Jr., 

 

 

 Defendants. 

_____________________________________ 

) 

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 

CASE NO.: 2019-CP-25-00111 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

ORDER GRANTING  

TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 

AND 

APPOINTING CO-RECEIVERS AND 

CO-RECEIVERS’ COUNSEL 

 

 

Before the Court is Plaintiff’s motion for a temporary injunction pursuant to Rule 65, 

SCRCP and the appointment of co-receivers John T. Lay, Jr., Esquire and Peter M. McCoy, Jr., 

Esquire (“the Co-Receivers”) and their counsel, Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire of the law firm Gallivan, 

White & Boyd, P.A. (“Co-Receivers’ Counsel”), pursuant to S.C. Code §15-65-10(1). Plaintiff’s 

request for injunctive relief and appointment of the Co-Receivers and their counsel is made in 

regard to all of the Alex Murdaugh Assets, as that term is defined herein, and all of the Buster 

Murdaugh Assets, as defined herein.   Plaintiff seeks an expedited ruling on this Motion, which 

this Court finds is appropriate given the circumstances. 

The term “Alex Murdaugh Assets” as used in this Order shall mean all assets, future 

interests, beneficial interests, inherited assets, assets transferred, real property, securities, stocks, 

promissory notes, mortgages, partnership interests, interest in all limited liability companies and 
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2 

 

similar types of entities, options, bonds, rents, leases, annuities, contract rights, creditor rights, 

easements, chattel, livestock, mineral rights, any useful thing, liabilities capable of being re-

characterized as assets, intellectual property, any rights to name, image or likeness, any publication 

rights to the events related in any way to this lawsuit and any other thing, right or interest without 

limitation that may be monetized for value, whether known or unknown, whether it is presently 

owned, held or controlled or was previously owned, held or controlled or will be owned, held or 

controlled in the future, whether actual or contingent, whether owned, held or controlled directly 

or indirectly and/or whether owned, held or controlled in whole or in part by Defendant Richard 

Alexander Murdaugh (“Alex Murdaugh”).  For the avoidance of doubt, the term “Alex Murdaugh 

Assets” includes any and all assets transferred, concealed, hidden, sold, encumbered, or otherwise 

disposed of which previously were owned, held or controlled by Alex Murdaugh, directly or 

indirectly and in whole or in part.   

The term “Buster Murdaugh Assets” as used in this Order shall mean any or all of the Alex 

Murdaugh Assets (as defined herein) and all other assets, interests, real property, personal 

property, rights, chattel and any other thing whatsoever without limitation which has value or can 

be monetized for value that were or will be gifted, inherited by, sold or in any other manner 

transferred to Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr. (“Buster Murdaugh”) from Alex 

Murdaugh or any other person, whether such transfer was direct or indirect, whether such transfer 

involved intermediary third persons that are alive, deceased, operating or defunct, whether such 

transferred assets are held, owned and/or controlled by Buster Murdaugh directly or indirectly and 

in whole or in part.  
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Temporary Injunction Granted 

After careful consideration of the parties’ written memoranda and arguments presented at 

the hearing, this Court finds that irreparable injury, loss or damage will result to Plaintiff in the 

absence of a temporary injunction prohibiting each of Defendant Alex Murdaugh and Defendant 

Buster Murdaugh from hiding, concealing, misappropriating, selling, encumbering, transferring, 

impairing the value of and otherwise disposing of any of the Alex Murdaugh Assets and any of 

the Buster Murdaugh Assets.  Further, after careful consideration of all information presented to 

the Court, the Court finds that the balance of equities clearly weighs in favor of issuing a temporary 

injunction to prevent irreparable injury, damage or loss to Plaintiff’s ability to recover damages 

from these Defendants for the wrongful death of her daughter.  Therefore, this Court hereby issues 

a temporary injunction prohibiting each of Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh from hiding, 

concealing, misappropriating, selling, encumbering, transferring, impairing the value of and 

otherwise disposing of any of the Alex Murdaugh Assets and any of the Buster Murdaugh Assets, 

in whole or in part, during the pendency and through the final resolution of this lawsuit.   

Appointment of Co-Receivers and Counsel; Scope and Terms of Receivership 

After careful consideration of all information and arguments presented by the parties, this 

Court finds that Plaintiff’s application to appoint the Co-Receivers is meritorious under the 

applicable statute because Plaintiff has an apparent interest in the Alex Murdaugh Assets and the 

Buster Murdaugh Assets, and the same are in danger of being lost or materially injured or impaired.  

Therefore, the Court hereby appoints Mr. Lay and Mr. McCoy as Co-Receivers over all Alex 

Murdaugh Assets and all Buster Murdaugh Assets and grants them the broad rights, powers and 

authority as set forth in this Order.  In addition, the Court hereby appoints Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire 
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of Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A. as counsel for the Co-Receivers in this matter, as further set forth 

herein.  

 The Court hereby grants, vests, imbues and otherwise empowers the Co-Receivers with the 

exclusive power and authority as to all of the Alex Murdaugh Assets and all of the Buster 

Murdaugh Assets (collectively, “the Subject Assets”), with the exclusive power and authority: (i) 

to investigate, identify and attempt to locate all of the Subject Assets; (ii) to collect, marshal and 

administer all of the Subject Assets; (iii) to accept service on behalf of Alex Murdaugh and/or 

Buster Murdaugh with respect to Alex Murdaugh Assets and/or Buster Murdaugh Assets, as the 

case may be; (iv) to engage counsel on behalf of Alex Murdaugh and/or Buster Murdaugh as it 

relates to Alex Murdaugh Assets and/or Buster Murdaugh Assets, as the case may be;  and (v) to 

take any and all steps necessary to identify, recover, protect, collect, preserve, receive, manage, 

liquidate, sell, administer and marshal, and to do all things incidental, necessary and/or appropriate 

thereto, all of the Subject Assets during the pendency and final resolution of this lawsuit.   

The Court’s granting of rights, power and authority by this Order is intended to be as broad 

as possible for the Co-Receivers to manage and decide all matters related in any way to the Subject 

Assets, to the express exclusion of any other person(s), except as expressly retained by this Court 

herein or that the Court is otherwise required to retain under applicable rules or law.   In that regard, 

the Court expressly invalidates all powers of attorney or other grants of authority by Alex 

Murdaugh to Buster Murdaugh or any other person to act in any capacity with respect to the 

Subject Assets. 

Without limiting any other provision of this Order, the broad rights, powers and authority 

granted by this Order are inclusive of, but not limited to, the right, power and authority to act in 

the following ways in with respect to Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh interests in the Subject 
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Assets, taking into consideration the cost benefit analysis and economic viability of performing 

the following acts, respectively: (a) collect all accounts receivable and all rents from any tenant of 

any Subject Asset; (b) change locks to all premises at which any of Alex Murdaugh Assets or any 

of Buster Murdaugh Assets are situated in order to secure Subject Assets; (c) open any mail 

addressed to any business or professional entity owned solely or in part by Alex Murdaugh or 

Buster Murdaugh with the exception that Co-Receivers will not open any mail associated with 

legal clients or legal cases handled by Alex Murdaugh; (d) redirect the delivery of any mail 

addressed to Alex Murdaugh or to any of his businesses or professional endeavors or to Buster 

Murdaugh as it may reasonably relate to Buster Murdaugh Assets, so that such mail may come 

directly to either Co-Receiver; (e) endorse and cash all checks and negotiable instruments payable 

to Alex Murdaugh, except paychecks for current wages; (f) endorse and cash all checks and 

negotiable instruments payable to Buster Murdaugh which may relate to the Subject Assets; (f) 

hire a real estate broker to sell any and all real property and interests in land which constitute an 

Alex Murdaugh Asset or an Buster Murdaugh Asset; (g) hire any person or company to move and 

store any and all physical or tangible Subject Assets; (h) insure any Subject Assets (but not the 

obligation to do so); (i) obtain from any financial institution, bank, credit union, savings and loan 

or title company, credit bureau, brokerage firm, custodian, investment adviser or any other third 

party, all financial records, bank statements, wire transfer records, checks and other financial 

documentation belonging or pertaining to Alex Murdaugh or concerning any Subject Asset of Alex 

Murdaugh or Buster Murdaugh; (j) obtain from any landlord, building owner or building manager 

where his or his business is a tenant, copies of the subject lease, lease application, credit 

application, payment history and copies of Alex Mudaugh’s and Buster Murdaugh’s checks, wire 

transfer records, Venmo records or other records of payment related to any such lease; (k) hire any 
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person or company necessary or appropriate to accomplish any right or power under this Order; 

(l) direct the liquidation, sale or transfer of any or all the Subject Assets;  (m) take all action 

necessary to gain access to all storage facilities, safety-deposit boxes, real property, and leased 

premises wherein any of the Subject Assets may be situated, and to review and obtain copies of 

all documents related to the same; (n) obtain copies of all tax records, financial records and any 

other documents and information provided to a certified public accountant (CPA) by Alex 

Murdaugh, Buster Murdaugh and/or concerning any of the Subject Assets; (o) obtain all tax returns 

and any other documents associated therewith filed or submitted by Alex Murdaugh, individually 

or jointly with another person, and by Buster Murdaugh with all local, state and federal 

governments;  (p) attempt to identify all Alex Murdaugh Assets already transferred by him to 

another person, including but not limited to the Buster Murdaugh Assets, and recover possession, 

custody, control and title to such assets for potential administration; (q) sign on behalf of Alex 

Murdaugh or Buster Murdaugh, as applicable, any and all documents related to the identification, 

collection, administration and disposition of any or all of Alex Murdaugh Assets and/or Buster 

Murdaugh Assets; (r) partition property owned by any group of persons which includes Alex 

Murdaugh or constitutes an Alex Murdaugh Asset and/or constitutes a Buster Murdaugh Asset; (s) 

institute, prosecute, compromise or defend civil suits and actions at law or equity related to any 

Alex Murdaugh Asset and/or to any Buster Murdaugh Asset in order to preserve such asset if such 

action is economically feasible considering the value of such Subject Asset; (t) pay from the 

Subject Assets all brokers, contractors, accountants, servants, administrators, representatives, 

process servers, consultants and attorneys considered by the Co-Receivers to be necessary or 

advisable in order for them to take the actions permitted and responsibilities under this Order; and 
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(u) take whatever other actions the Co-Receivers determine is incidental to, necessary or 

appropriate to protect and preserve Alex Murdaugh Assets and Buster Murdaugh Assets. 

Based on the Court’s experience in other receivership matters, and in an effort to streamline 

these proceedings, the Court expects the Co-Receivers to reasonably investigate the existence of 

all insurance coverages potentially available to Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh in 

receivership, including as an “additional insured” under coverage for another person.   

The Court further orders that, as the Receiver Court, Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh, 

respectively, may not be sued in a civil matter outside this Court without obtaining the Co-

Receivers’ consent or an order of this Court prior to doing so.  Likewise, Co-Receivers and Co-

Receivers’ Counsel may not be sued in their respective receivership capacities in a civil matter 

outside of this Court without obtaining the Co-Receivers’ consent and/or the Co-Receivers’ 

Counsel’s consent, as the case may be, or an order of this Court prior to doing so. 

The rights, powers and authority granted herein are in addition to, and not in lieu of, all 

powers vested in the Co-Receivers by applicable law or rule of the Court.  The Co-Receivers shall 

be responsible only to the Court for the performance of the responsibilities as Co-Receivers.  The 

Co-Receivers shall file reports with the Court only upon request of the Court or of a party to this 

action.  The Co-Receivers and Co-Receivers’ Counsel shall each serve without bond.  

The Court further orders and hereby appoints Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire, of the law firm 

Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A. to serve as counsel to the Co-Receivers in all matters associated 

with the Co-Receivers’ duties, responsibilities, rights, powers and authority granted to them 

through this Order and any additional duties, rights, responsibilities, rights, power and authority 

vested in them under South Carolina law in regard to this matter. 
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This Court authorizes the Co-Receivers to, and expects that the Co-Receivers will, 

determine between them what, if any, division of actions they will permit to be undertaken by one 

of them and by Co-Receivers’ Counsel.  The Court does not require or expect that each and every 

action be undertaken by both Co-Receivers.  The Co-Receivers may authorize or otherwise 

empower Co-Receivers’ Counsel to do all things incidental to, necessary or appropriate to the 

duties, responsibilities, rights, power and authority granted to the Co-Receivers through this Order 

and any additional duties, rights, responsibilities, rights, power and authority vested in them under 

South Carolina law.  

The rights, powers, and authority granted or created herein are effective immediately and 

shall remain effective until the final resolution of this litigation, including all appeals, or until a 

subsequent order of this Court terminating the same upon a showing of just cause or other 

applicable standard under South Carolina law.  

 

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this _____ day of _________ 2021.  

 

      _________________________________________ 

      Daniel D. Hall, Circuit Court Judge  
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EXHIBIT 3 
(Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for 

Temporary Injunction and Appointment 
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0 

 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

COUNTY OF HAMPTON  

 

Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of 

the Estate of Mallory Beach, 

 

 Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

 

Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 

Corporation d/b/a Parkers 55, Richard 

Alexander Murdaugh, and Richard Alexander 

Murdaugh, Jr., 

 

 Defendants. 

_____________________________________ 

) 

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 

CASE NO.: 2019-CP-25-00111 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

ORDER GRANTING  

TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 

AND 

APPOINTING CO-RECEIVERS AND 

CO-RECEIVERS’ COUNSEL 

 

 

Before the Court is Plaintiff’s motion for a temporary injunction pursuant to Rule 65, 

SCRCP and the appointment of co-receivers John T. Lay, Jr., Esquire and Peter M. McCoy, Jr., 

Esquire (“the Co-Receivers”) and their counsel, Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire of the law firm Gallivan, 

White & Boyd, P.A. (“Co-Receivers’ Counsel”), pursuant to S.C. Code §15-65-10, the Court’s 

equitable powers, and general principles of fraud and deceit under South Carolina law.  Plaintiff’s 

request for injunctive relief and appointment of the Co-Receivers and their counsel is made in 

regard to all of the Alex Murdaugh Assets, as that term is defined herein, and all of the Buster 

Murdaugh Assets, as defined herein.   Plaintiff seeks an expedited ruling on this Motion, which 

this Court finds is appropriate given the circumstances. 

The term “Alex Murdaugh Assets” as used in this Order shall mean all assets, future 

interests, beneficial interests, inherited assets, assets transferred, real property, securities, stocks, 

promissory notes, mortgages, partnership interests, interest in all limited liability companies and 

similar types of entities, options, bonds, rents, leases, annuities, contract rights, creditor rights, 
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easements, chattel, livestock, mineral rights, all useful things, liabilities capable of being re-

characterized as assets, intellectual property, all rights to name, image or likeness, all publication 

rights to the events related in any way to Alex Murdaugh and contract rights and all other things, 

rights and interests without limitation that may be monetized for value, whether known or 

unknown, whether it is presently owned, held or controlled or was previously owned, held or 

controlled or will be owned, held or controlled in the future, whether actual or contingent, whether 

owned, held or controlled directly or indirectly and/or whether owned, held or controlled in whole 

or in part by Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh (“Alex Murdaugh”).  For the avoidance of 

doubt, the term “Alex Murdaugh Assets” includes any and all assets transferred, concealed, hidden, 

sold, encumbered, or otherwise disposed of which previously were owned, held or controlled by 

Alex Murdaugh, directly or indirectly and in whole or in part.   

The term “Buster Murdaugh Assets” as used in this Order shall mean any or all of the Alex 

Murdaugh Assets (as defined herein), as well as all intellectual property, all rights to name, image 

or likeness and all other publication and contract rights to the events related in any way to Alex 

Murdaugh and/or Buster Murdaugh, whether known or unknown, whether it is presently owned, 

held or controlled or was previously owned, held or controlled or will be owned, held or controlled 

in the future, whether actual or contingent, whether owned, held or controlled directly or indirectly 

and/or whether owned, held or controlled in whole or in part by Defendant Richard Alexander 

Murdaugh, Jr. (“Buster Murdaugh”) and all other assets, interests, real property including any and 

all rents, profits or value derived therefrom, personal property, rights, chattel and any other thing 

whatsoever without limitation which has value or can be monetized for value that were or will be 

gifted, inherited by, sold or in any other manner transferred to Buster Murdaugh from Alex 

Murdaugh or any other person, whether such transfer was direct or indirect, whether such transfer 
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involved intermediary third persons that are alive, deceased, operating or defunct, and whether 

such transferred assets are held, owned and/or controlled by Buster Murdaugh directly or indirectly 

and in whole or in part.  

Temporary Injunction Granted 

After careful consideration of the parties’ written memoranda and arguments presented at 

the hearing, this Court finds that irreparable injury, loss or damage will result to Plaintiff in the 

absence of a temporary injunction prohibiting each of Defendant Alex Murdaugh and Defendant 

Buster Murdaugh from hiding, concealing, misappropriating, selling, encumbering, transferring, 

impairing the value of and otherwise disposing of any of the Alex Murdaugh Assets and any of 

the Buster Murdaugh Assets.  Further, after careful consideration of all information presented to 

the Court, the Court finds that the balance of equities clearly weighs in favor of issuing a temporary 

injunction to prevent irreparable injury, damage or loss to Plaintiff’s ability to recover damages 

from these Defendants for the wrongful death of her daughter.  Therefore, this Court hereby issues 

a temporary injunction prohibiting each of Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh from hiding, 

concealing, misappropriating, selling, encumbering, transferring, impairing the value of and 

otherwise disposing of any of the Alex Murdaugh Assets and any of the Buster Murdaugh Assets, 

in whole or in part, during the pendency and through the final resolution of this lawsuit.   

Appointment of Co-Receivers and Counsel; Scope and Terms of Receivership 

After careful consideration of all information and arguments presented by the parties, this 

Court finds that Plaintiff’s application to appoint the Co-Receivers is meritorious under the S.C. 

Code §15-65-10, the Court’s equitable powers, and general principles of fraud and deceit under 

South Carolina law.  Therefore, the Court hereby appoints Mr. Lay and Mr. McCoy as Co-

Receivers over all Alex Murdaugh Assets and all Buster Murdaugh Assets and grants them the 
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broad rights, powers and authority as set forth in this Order.  In addition, the Court hereby appoints 

Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire of Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A. as counsel for the Co-Receivers in this 

matter, as further set forth herein.  

 The Court hereby grants, vests, imbues and otherwise empowers the Co-Receivers with the 

exclusive power and authority as to all of the Alex Murdaugh Assets and all of the Buster 

Murdaugh Assets (collectively, “the Subject Assets”), with the exclusive power and authority: (i) 

to investigate, identify and attempt to locate all of the Subject Assets; (ii) to collect, marshal and 

administer all of the Subject Assets; (iii) to accept service on behalf of Alex Murdaugh and/or 

Buster Murdaugh with respect to Alex Murdaugh Assets and/or Buster Murdaugh Assets, as the 

case may be; (iv) to engage counsel on behalf of Alex Murdaugh and/or Buster Murdaugh as it 

relates to Alex Murdaugh Assets and/or Buster Murdaugh Assets, as the case may be;  and (v) to 

take any and all steps necessary to identify, recover, protect, collect, preserve, receive, manage, 

liquidate, sell, administer and marshal, and to do all things incidental, necessary and/or appropriate 

thereto, all of the Subject Assets during the pendency and final resolution of this lawsuit.   

The Court’s granting of rights, power and authority by this Order is intended to be as broad 

as possible for the Co-Receivers to manage and decide all matters related in any way to the Subject 

Assets, to the express exclusion of any other person(s), except as expressly retained by this Court 

herein or that the Court is otherwise required to retain under applicable rules or law.   In that regard, 

the Court expressly invalidates all powers of attorney or other grants of authority by Alex 

Murdaugh to Buster Murdaugh or any other person to act in any capacity with respect to the 

Subject Assets. 

Without limiting any other provision of this Order, the broad rights, powers and authority 

granted by this Order are inclusive of, but not limited to, the right, power and authority to act in 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2021 N

ov 04 12:02 P
M

 - H
A

M
P

T
O

N
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2019C

P
2500111



 

4 

 

the following ways with respect to Alex Murdaugh’s and Buster Murdaugh’s interests in the 

Subject Assets, taking into consideration the cost benefit analysis and economic viability of 

performing the following acts, respectively: (a) collect all accounts receivable and all rents from 

any tenant of any Subject Asset; (b) change locks to all premises at which any of Alex Murdaugh 

Assets or any of Buster Murdaugh Assets are situated in order to secure Subject Assets; (c) open 

any mail addressed to any business or professional entity owned solely or in part by Alex 

Murdaugh or Buster Murdaugh with the exception that Co-Receivers will not open any mail 

associated with legal clients or legal cases handled by Alex Murdaugh; (d) redirect the delivery of 

any mail addressed to Alex Murdaugh or to any of his businesses or professional endeavors or to 

Buster Murdaugh as it may reasonably relate to Buster Murdaugh Assets, so that such mail may 

come directly to either Co-Receiver; (e) endorse and cash all checks and negotiable instruments 

payable to Alex Murdaugh, except paychecks for current wages; (f) endorse and cash all checks 

and negotiable instruments payable to Buster Murdaugh which may relate to the Subject Assets; 

(f) hire a real estate broker to sell any and all real property and interests in land which constitute 

an Alex Murdaugh Asset or an Buster Murdaugh Asset; (g) hire any person or company to move 

and store any and all physical or tangible Subject Assets; (h) insure any Subject Assets (but not 

the obligation to do so); (i) obtain from any financial institution, bank, credit union, savings and 

loan or title company, credit bureau, brokerage firm, custodian, investment adviser or any other 

third party, all financial records, bank statements, wire transfer records, checks and other financial 

documentation belonging or pertaining to Alex Murdaugh or concerning any Subject Asset of Alex 

Murdaugh or Buster Murdaugh; (j) obtain from any landlord, building owner or building manager 

where his or his business is a tenant, copies of the subject lease, lease application, credit 

application, payment history and copies of Alex Mudaugh’s and Buster Murdaugh’s checks, wire 
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transfer records, Venmo records or other records of payment related to any such lease; (k) hire any 

person or company necessary or appropriate to accomplish any right or power under this Order; 

(l) direct the liquidation, sale or transfer of any or all the Subject Assets;  (m) take all action 

necessary to gain access to all storage facilities, safety-deposit boxes, real property, and leased 

premises wherein any of the Subject Assets may be situated, and to review and obtain copies of 

all documents related to the same; (n) obtain copies of all tax records, financial records and any 

other documents and information provided to a certified public accountant (CPA) by Alex 

Murdaugh, Buster Murdaugh and/or concerning any of the Subject Assets; (o) obtain all tax returns 

and any other documents associated therewith filed or submitted by Alex Murdaugh, individually 

or jointly with another person, and by Buster Murdaugh with all local, state and federal 

governments;  (p) attempt to identify all Alex Murdaugh Assets already transferred by him to 

another person, including but not limited to the Buster Murdaugh Assets, and recover possession, 

custody, control and title to such assets for potential administration; (q) sign on behalf of Alex 

Murdaugh or Buster Murdaugh, as applicable, any and all documents related to the identification, 

collection, administration and disposition of any or all of Alex Murdaugh Assets and/or Buster 

Murdaugh Assets; (r) partition property owned by any group of persons which includes Alex 

Murdaugh or constitutes an Alex Murdaugh Asset and/or constitutes a Buster Murdaugh Asset; (s) 

institute, prosecute, compromise or defend civil suits and actions at law or equity related to any 

Alex Murdaugh Asset and/or to any Buster Murdaugh Asset in order to preserve such asset if such 

action is economically feasible considering the value of such Subject Asset; (t) pay from the 

Subject Assets all brokers, contractors, accountants, servants, administrators, representatives, 

process servers, consultants and attorneys considered by the Co-Receivers to be necessary or 

advisable in order for them to take the actions permitted and responsibilities under this Order; and 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2021 N

ov 04 12:02 P
M

 - H
A

M
P

T
O

N
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2019C

P
2500111



 

6 

 

(u) take whatever other actions the Co-Receivers determine is incidental to, necessary or 

appropriate to protect and preserve Alex Murdaugh Assets and Buster Murdaugh Assets. 

Based on the Court’s experience in other receivership matters, and in an effort to streamline 

these proceedings, the Court expects the Co-Receivers to reasonably investigate the existence of 

all insurance coverages potentially available to Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh in 

receivership, including as an “additional insured” under coverage for another person.   

The Court further orders that, as the Receiver Court, Alex Murdaugh and Buster Murdaugh, 

respectively, may not be sued in a civil matter outside this Court without obtaining the Co-

Receivers’ consent or an order of this Court prior to doing so.  Likewise, Co-Receivers and Co-

Receivers’ Counsel may not be sued in their respective receivership capacities in a civil matter 

outside of this Court without obtaining the Co-Receivers’ consent and/or the Co-Receivers’ 

Counsel’s consent, as the case may be, or an order of this Court prior to doing so. 

The rights, powers and authority granted herein are in addition to, and not in lieu of, all 

powers vested in the Co-Receivers by applicable law or rule of the Court.  The Co-Receivers shall 

be responsible only to the Court for the performance of the responsibilities as Co-Receivers.  The 

Co-Receivers shall file reports with the Court only upon request of the Court or of a party to this 

action.  The Co-Receivers and Co-Receivers’ Counsel, as designated below, shall each serve 

without bond.  

The Court further orders and hereby appoints Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire, of the law firm 

Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A. to serve as counsel to the Co-Receivers in all matters associated 

with the Co-Receivers’ duties, responsibilities, rights, powers and authority granted to them 

through this Order and any additional duties, rights, responsibilities, rights, power and authority 

vested in them under South Carolina law in regard to this matter. 
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This Court authorizes the Co-Receivers to, and expects that the Co-Receivers will, 

determine between them what, if any, division of actions they will permit to be undertaken by one 

of them and by Co-Receivers’ Counsel.  The Court does not require or expect that each and every 

action be undertaken by both Co-Receivers.  The Co-Receivers may authorize or otherwise 

empower Co-Receivers’ Counsel to do all things incidental to, necessary or appropriate to the 

duties, responsibilities, rights, power and authority granted to the Co-Receivers through this Order 

and any additional duties, rights, responsibilities, rights, power and authority vested in them under 

South Carolina law.  

No bond was offered by Alex Murdaugh or Buster prior to entry of this Order; however, 

the Court will entertain a future request for bond by Alex Murdaugh or Buster in an amount 

commensurate with the gravity of the allegations against each Alex and Buster, the facts of this 

case, potentially aggravating circumstances, and similar verdicts awarded in comparable cases in 

the county in which this matter is pending.  

The rights, powers, and authority granted or created herein are effective immediately and 

shall remain effective until the final resolution of this litigation, including all appeals, or until a 

subsequent order of this Court terminating the same upon a showing of just cause or other 

applicable standard under South Carolina law.  

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this _____ day of _________ 2021.  

 

      _________________________________________ 

      Daniel D. Hall, Circuit Court Judge  
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Hampton Common Pleas

Case Caption: Renee S. Beach , plaintiff, et al VS   Gregory M. Parker, Inc. ,
defendant, et al

Case Number: 2019CP2500111

Type: Order/Appointment of Receiver

So Ordered

s/Daniel D. Hall  2753

Electronically signed on 2021-11-04 11:25:16     page 9 of 9
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Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach v. Gregory Parker, 
Inc., a/k/a Parker’s Corporation 
Appellate Case No. 2023-001013 
Appellant’s Memorandum Addressing the Issue of the Appealability 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 4 
(Murdaugh’s Motion for Relief from 

Temporary Injunction, October 13, 2022) 

  
 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF HAMPTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

  
Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative 
of the Estate of Mallory Beach, 
 
    Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 
Corporation d/b/a Parkers 55, Richard 
Alexander Murdaugh, Richard Alexander 
Murdaugh, Jr.; John Marvin Murdaugh, as 
PR of the Estate of Margaret Kennedy 
Branstetter Murdaugh, and Randolph 
Murdaugh, IV, as PR of the Estate of Paul 
Terry Murdaugh,  
    Defendants. 

Civil Action No.: 2019-CP-25-00111 
 

 
 
 

DEFENDANT RICHARD ALEXANDER 
MURDAUGH’S MOTION FOR RELIEF 

FROM TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 
 
 
 

 
 
 Defendant, Richard Alexander Murdaugh (Murdaugh) hereby moves the Court pursuant to 

this Court’s Order Granting Temporary Injunction and Appointing Co-Receivers and Co-

Receiver’s Counsel entered November 4, 2021 (“Order”), to allow Murdaugh to pay attorneys’ 

fees and costs from his 401K retirement account to defend against murder and related charges 

pending in Indictment Nos. 2022-GS-15-592 – 595. Murdaugh is scheduled for trial1 on these 

charges beginning Monday, January 23, 2023, in the Colleton County Court of General Sessions.  

As discussed below, normally, Murdaugh’s 401K account would not fall within the parameters of 

the Order, but the Receiver contends that if such amounts are withdrawn from the 401K account,  

those proceeds become subject to the Order.  For this reason, Murdaugh requests the Court allow 

Murdaugh to direct the proceeds from his 401K account to pay his legal fees as described below.  

 

 
1 The trial is expected to last three (3) weeks. 
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 In support of this Motion, Defendant states: 

1. From January 1, 2000, to September 3, 2021, Murdaugh was a participant in Peters, 

Murdaugh, Parker, Elzroth & Detrick PA (PMPED) 401K Profit Sharing Plan. Aff. Jeanne 

Seckinger, ¶ 4, attached as Exhibit 1. 

2. This profit-sharing plan is a matching contribution plan where PMPED’s employee 

contributions are deducted directly from its employees’ compensation prior to the 

employee having access to the same and matched with a PMPED contribution. Id. at ¶ 5. 

3. Murdaugh contributed a portion of his compensation into the profit-sharing plan, which 

was matched by PMPED each year beginning in 2000 and ending in 2021. Id. at ¶ 6. 

4. All funds contributed by Murdaugh into the 401K account came from PMPED’s financial 

accounts prior to Murdaugh receiving the same and represented a portion of Murdaugh’s 

compensation. Id. at ¶ 7. 

5. Murdaugh did not contribute any funds into the 401K account that originated from any 

personal financial accounts or from any other financial accounts that were not owned by 

PMPED. 

6. Murdaugh’s 401K account is not subject to seizure or attachment by the Receiver or 

creditors. Specifically, S.C. Code Section 15-41-30 exempts a debtor’s right to receive 

property that is traceable to a payment under a profit sharing plan from attachment, levy or 

sale issued by a court or bankruptcy proceeding.  

7. Furthermore, to deny Murdaugh access to these funds to pay counsel of his choice would 

violate the 6th Amendment to the United States Constitution. See Luis v. United States, 578 

U.S. 5, 10, 136 S. Ct. 1083, 1088, 194 L. Ed. 2d 256 (2016) (the pretrial restraint of 
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legitimate, untainted assets needed to retain counsel of choice violates the Sixth 

Amendment) 

Based upon the foregoing, the Defendant respectfully requests that the Court modify the 

existing temporary injunction to permit Murdaugh to pay attorneys’ fees and costs from his 

401K profit-sharing account to defend him against the murder and other charges pending in 

State v. Murdaugh, 2022-GS-15-592 – 595. 

    Respectfully Submitted. 

      
 s/ Richard A. Harpootlian  

Richard A. Harpootlian, SC Bar No. 2725 
Philip Barber  
RICHARD A. HARPOOTLIAN, P.A.  
1410 Laurel Street (29201) 
Post Office Box 1090  
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
(803) 252-4848 
Facsimile (803) 252-4810  
rah@harpootlianlaw.com 
pdb@harpootlianlaw.com  

 
James M. Griffin, SC Bar No. 9995 
Margaret N. Fox, SC Bar No. 76228 
GRIFFIN DAVIS LLC 
4408 Forest Drive (29206) 
Post Office Box 999 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
(803) 744-0800 
jgriffin@griffindavislaw.com   
mfox@griffindavislaw.com  

       
 Attorneys for Richard Alexander Murdaugh 

October 13, 2022 
Columbia, South Carolina. 
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Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach v. Gregory Parker, 
Inc., a/k/a Parker’s Corporation d/b/a Parkers 55, et al. 
C/A No. 2019-CP-25-00111 
Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh’s Motion for Relief from Temporary Injunction 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT A 
(Affidavit of Jeanne Seckinger, August 9, 

2022) 
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Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach v. Gregory Parker, 
Inc., a/k/a Parker’s Corporation 
Appellate Case No. 2023-001013 
Appellant’s Memorandum Addressing the Issue of the Appealability 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 5 
(Order Granting Murdaugh’s First 
Motion for Relief from Temporary, 

November 3, 2022) 

  
 



1 

 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

COUNTY OF HAMPTON 

 

Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of 

the Estate of Mallory Beach, 

 

 Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

 

Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 

Corporation, Richard Alexander Murdaugh, 

Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr.; John 

Marvin Murdaugh, as Personal Representative 

of the Estate of Margaret Kennedy Branstetter 

Murdaugh, and Randolph Murdaugh, IV, as 

Personal Representative of the Estate of Paul 

Terry Murdaugh, 

 

 Defendants. 

_____________________________________ 

) 

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 

CASE NO.: 2019-CP-25-00111 

 

 

  

 

ORDER 

 

 

 

   

 This matter is before me on motion dated October 13, 2022, by Defendant Richard 

Alexander Murdaugh (“Murdaugh”) seeking partial relief from this Court’s Order Granting 

Temporary Injunction and Appointing Co-Receivers entered November 4, 2021 (the “Motion”). 

Specifically, Murdaugh sought relief “to permit Murdaugh to pay attorneys’ fees and costs from his 

401K profit-sharing account to defend him against the murder and other charges pending in State v. 

Murdaugh, 2022-GS-15-592 – 595.”  Subsequent to the filing of the Motion, on October 21, 2022, 

the Co-Receivers with the consent of Murdaugh, filed a Consent Response to the Motion presenting 

mutually agreeable conditions subject to which the relief sought in the Motion should be granted.  A 

hearing was held on October 25, 2022. This Court finds the Consent Response to be reasonably 

tailored to this Court’s prior findings and Orders. Therefore, it is hereby ORDERED that: 
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2 

 

1. Murdaugh is hereby authorized to liquidate his individual retirement accounts and/or 

employer sponsored retirement account (hereafter collectively referred to as “401K 

Account”) in full and pay the resulting tax liabilities and penalties associated with the same, 

for the purpose of making $600,000 in funds available for his criminal defense of the 

murder and other charges pending in State v. Murdaugh, 2022-GS-15-592 – 595 (“the 

criminal proceeding”); 

2.  According to the conditions mutually agreeable to Murdaugh and the Receivers pursuant 

to which this Order is entered, to the extent Murdaugh determines to liquidate his 401K 

Account for the purposes stated herein, he must liquidate it in its entirety; 

3. The funds from any liquidation of Murdaugh’s 401K Account in full, net of tax liabilities 

and penalties, shall be distributed as follows:  

a. Murdaugh may retain up to $600,000 for the sole purpose of funding his criminal 

defense. Such funds shall be immediately transferred to his counsel to hold in trust and be 

used solely for legal expenses and costs associated with the defense of his criminal 

prosecution; and  

b. The remainder of funds made available by Murdaugh’s liquidation of his 401K 

Account in full shall be provided to the Co-Receivers for deposit to the Receivership Estate 

for administration consistent with the Receivership as ordered by the Court. 

4.  At the conclusion of the criminal proceeding, Murdaugh’s counsel shall submit to this 

Court an accounting of all monies spent from the $600,000 in proceeds from the 401K 

provided to them. To the extent any of Murdaugh’s 401K Account funds remain after the 

conclusion of any criminal trial and appeal thereof, such funds shall be provided to the Co-

Receivers for the Receivership Estate; and 
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5. Murdaugh shall not use any money so withdrawn for any purpose other than those 

specifically described in this Order. 

The Co-Receivers are hereby authorized to execute any such agreements as are necessary to 

effectuate the terms of this Order. 

 

 

 

(Judge’s Electronic Signature Page to Follow) 
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Hampton Common Pleas

Case Caption: Renee S. Beach , plaintiff, et al VS   Gregory M. Parker, Inc. ,
defendant, et al

Case Number: 2019CP2500111

Type: Order/Relief

So Ordered

s/Daniel D. Hall  2753

Electronically signed on 2022-11-03 14:20:56     page 4 of 4
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Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach v. Gregory Parker, 
Inc., a/k/a Parker’s Corporation 
Appellate Case No. 2023-001013 
Appellant’s Memorandum Addressing the Issue of the Appealability 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 6 
(Murdaugh’s Motion to Pay Attorneys’ 
Fees from Untainted Funds, March 21, 

2023) 

  
 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF HAMPTON 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

  
Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative 
of the Estate of Mallory Beach, 
 
    Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 
Corporation d/b/a Parkers 55, Richard 
Alexander Murdaugh, Richard Alexander 
Murdaugh, Jr.; John Marvin Murdaugh, as 
PR of the Estate of Margaret Kennedy 
Branstetter Murdaugh, and Randolph 
Murdaugh, IV, as PR of the Estate of Paul 
Terry Murdaugh,  
    Defendants. 

Civil Action No.: 2019-CP-25-00111 
 

 
 

DEFENDANT RICHARD ALEXANDER 
MURDAUGH’S MOTION FOR PAYMENT 

OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COST 
FROM UNTAINTED FUNDS 

 

 
INTRODUCTION 

Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh (Murdaugh), by and through his undersigned 

counsel, hereby requests an order directing the Receivers to transfer $160,000 from the Receiver’s 

escrow account to pay for attorneys’ fees and costs to appeal his recent convictions and sentence 

imposed in State v. Murdaugh, 2022-GS-15-592, 593, -594,-595. This court previously entered an 

order permitting Murdaugh to liquidate his 401(k) retirement account with $600,000 of the funds to 

be used for the cost of defending the murders and related charges. The balance of funds from the 

liquidation of the retirement account, $424,941.24, was deposited with the Receivers on or about 

December 22, 2022. 

On March 3, 2023, Murdaugh was sentenced to two consecutive life sentences without parole 

following a six week trial that began on January 23, 2023, in Colleton County. Murdaugh through 

undersigned counsel filed a notice of appeal on March 9, 2023 (Exhibit A).  
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The funds received from Murdaugh’s retirement account in defense of the murders and related 

charges at trial have been exhausted. Specifically, the undersigned paid $518,722.50 in out-of-pocket 

defense costs and trial counsel received attorneys’ fees in the amount of $81,277.50. The undersigned 

will submit a full accounting of these expenses under seal if requested. The attorneys’ fees received 

by counsel is grossly insufficient to cover the actual attorney’s fees incurred preparing for and 

defending Murdaugh during the six week trial. The defense trial team consisted of four attorneys  and 

two paralegals. In addition, there were  attorneys and office support staff working off-site supporting 

the defense trial team.  A conservative estimate of the total attorneys’ fees incurred during the trial 

alone is $700,000.1 This does not include any compensation for legal services preparing the case for 

trial. 

The undersigned requests $160,000 to pay for fees and expenses to represent  Murdaugh on 

appeal. Below is a breakdown of the request: 

Description Amount Total 

Court reporter trial transcript 
fee 

$26,392.50 $26,392,50 

Estimated cost of printing  
copies2 of the record on appeal 
and briefs 

$15,000.00 $41,392.50 

 
1 A conservative estimate of 60 hours per week for four attorneys total 240 hours a week. Two 
hundred forty hours per week for six weeks amounts to 14,400 hours. Using an average hourly rate 
of $500, the total fees for just the trial attorneys comes to $700,000.  
 
2 By order dated August 25, 2021, the South Carolina Supreme Court suspended the requirement 
appellants file 15 copies of the record on appeal and final briefs.  See Order 2021-08-25-03(b) 
(altering the number of copies required by Rules 210(b) and 211(a), SCACR).  While the order 
does not require Murdaugh to provide any copies of a document at the time of filing, he is obligated 
to provide copies of the same upon order or request of the appellate court. Accordingly, the 
undersigned has included the expense that will be incurred should additional copies contemplated 
by Rules 210(b) and 211(a) be requested by the appellate court. 
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Legal analysis of trial transcript 
(80 hours @ $500)  

$40,000 $81,392.50 

Legal research (40 hours @ 
$500) 

$20,000 $101,392.50 

Preparation of briefs (80 hours 
@ $500)  

$40,000 $141,392.50 

Prepare for oral argument (35 
hours @ $500) 

$17,500 $158,892.50 

 
MURDAUGH HAS A SIXTH AMENDMENT RIGHT TO HIRE   THE COUNSEL 

OF HIS CHOICE FROM UNTAINTED FUNDS 
 

The Sixth Amendment grants a defendant “a fair opportunity to secure counsel of his own 

choice.” Luis v. United States, 578 U.S. 5, 11 (2016); Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45, 53 (1932) (“It 

is hardly necessary to say that, the right to counsel being conceded, a defendant should be afforded a 

fair opportunity to secure counsel of his own choice.”). The restraint of legitimate, untainted assets 

needed by a defendant to retain counsel of choice violates the Sixth Amendment to the United States 

Constitution.  Luis, 578 U.S. at 10.  A defendant’s right to counsel of his choice, whom the 

defendant can afford to hire with “innocent” property, is a fundamental constitutional right. Id. at 

12, 23. (“For the reasons stated, we conclude that the defendant in this case has a Sixth Amendment 

right to use her own ‘innocent’ property to pay a reasonable fee for the assistance of counsel.”). 

Here Murdaugh has sufficient “innocent” property to pay the undersigned, his counsel of 

choice, to represent him in the appeal of his convictions and sentences. As noted above, $424,941.24 

from Murdaugh’s 401(k) retirement account was deposited into the Receivers’ escrow account. These 

funds are legitimate, untainted funds. Furthermore, the undersigned is informed and believes that there 

are additional funds that have been deposited into the Receivers’ escrow account that do not represent 

the proceeds from illegal activities. 
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In Luis, the Supreme Court observed that the effect of denying a defendant the right to use 

non-tainted funds to retain counsel of his choice would render the defendant indigent and place 

additional burdens on overworked public defenders. The Court explained,  

These defendants, rendered indigent, would fall back upon publicly paid counsel, 
including overworked and underpaid public defenders. As the Department of Justice 
explains, only 27 percent of county-based public defender offices have sufficient 
attorneys to meet nationally recommended caseload standards. [citations omitted] 
And as one amicus points out, “[m]any federal public defender organizations and 
lawyers appointed under the Criminal Justice Act serve numerous clients and have 
only limited resources.” [citation omitted] The upshot is a substantial risk that 
accepting the Government's views would—by increasing the government-paid-
defender workload—render less effective the basic right the Sixth Amendment seeks 
to protect. 
 

Id. at 21–22. 

In South Carolina, the Division of Appellate Defense of the South Carolina Commission on 

Indigent Defense handles approximately 1,000 indigent appeals annually. https://sccid.sc.gov/about-

us/attorneys-appellate-defense. Currently, there are ten appellate attorneys employed by the Appellate 

Defense Division. Id. This translates to an appellate workload of 100 appeals per attorney. If this court 

denies Murdaugh’s request, his appeal will fall upon the overworked attorneys and staff at the 

Division of Appellate Defense, costing taxpayer money, and diluting the limited resources away from 

defendants who are truly indigent.  

CONCLUSION 

Murdaugh has a fundamental constitutional right to hire counsel of his choice, whom he can 

afford to pay from untainted funds, to represent him in the appeal from the convictions and sentences 

of life imprisonment without parole. This court has under its control, through the court-appointed 

Receivers, Murdaugh’s untainted funds sufficient to pay the fees and costs of his appeal. The 

requested fees and costs are reasonable and necessary for the appeal. If the court does not grant this 

motion, the burden of representing  Murdaugh will shift to the already overworked appellate public 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 M

ar 21 11:59 A
M

 - H
A

M
P

T
O

N
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2019C

P
2500111



5 
 

defenders. This will erode the Sixth Amendment right to counsel for  Murdaugh and the other clients 

of the Division of Appellate Defense, whose attorneys will be burdened with the appeal of  

Murdaugh’s six week  trial.  

 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
      s/ Richard A. Harpootlian   

Richard A. Harpootlian, SC Bar No. 2725 
Phillip D. Barber, SC Bar No. 103421 
RICHARD A. HARPOOTLIAN, P.A.  
1410 Laurel Street (29201) 
Post Office Box 1090  
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
(803) 252-4848  
rah@harpootlianlaw.com  
pdb@harpootlianlaw.com 
 
 
James M. Griffin, SC Bar No. 9995 
Margaret N. Fox, SC Bar No. 76228 
GRIFFIN DAVIS LLC 
4408 Forest Drive (29206) 
Post Office Box 999 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
(803) 744-0800 
jgriffin@griffindavislaw.com    
mfox@griffindavislaw.com  
       
Attorneys for Richard Alexander Murdaugh 
 

March 21, 2023 
Columbia, South Carolina. 
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(Order Denying Murdaugh’s Motion to 

Pay Attorneys’ Fees from Untainted 
Funds, May 12, 2023) 
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After careful consideration, Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh’s Motion For
Payment Of Attorneys’ Fees And Costs From Untainted Funds is DENIED.
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Inc., a/k/a Parker’s Corporation 
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EXHIBIT 8 
(Murdaugh’s Motion for 

Reconsideration, May 19, 2023) 

  
 



1 
 

 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF HAMPTON 
 
Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of 
the Estate of Mallory Beach, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
 
Gregory M. Parker, Inc. a/k/a Parker’s 
Corporation, Richard Alexander Murdaugh, 
Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Jr.; John 
Marvin Murdaugh, as Personal Representative 
of the Estate of Margaret Kennedy Branstetter 
Murdaugh, and Randolph Murdaugh, IV, as 
Personal Representative of the Estate of Paul 
Terry Murdaugh, 
 
 Defendants. 
_____________________________________ 

) 
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 
CASE NO.: 2019-CP-25-00111 

 
 
  

 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

OF ORDER DENYING APPLICATION 
FOR PAYMENT OF ATTORNEYS FEE 

FROM UNTAINED FUNDS 
 
 
 

   
INTRODUCTION 

Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh (“Murdaugh”), by and through his undersigned 

counsel, and pursuant to Rule 59(e) SCRCP and this Court’s inherent authority to reconsider its prior 

rulings, hereby requests this Court reconsider its order denying Murdaugh’s Motion for payment of 

attorneys’ fees and costs to appeal his recent convictions and sentence imposed in State v. Murdaugh, 

2022-GS-15-592 – 595. On May 12, 2023, this Court issued a Form 4 order denying the Motion, 

without any explanation of the basis for the ruling. As a result, the Court failed to address any of the 
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2 
 

grounds raised by Murdaugh in his written motion or made by counsel during the hearing held on 

May 3, 2023.1  

Specifically, the Court failed to consider and rule upon the following arguments raised by 

counsel in support of the motion for payment of attorneys’ fees and costs:  

1. Defendant Murdaugh has a constitutional right to counsel on appeal, which includes the 

right to retain counsel of his choice, using his own untainted assets. Luis v. United States, 

578 U.S. 5, 11 (2016);  Powell v. State of Ala., 287 U.S. 45, 53 (1932). 

2. The funds in the Receivership account are Murdaugh’s assets. 

3. The Receivership account includes more than $160,000 in untainted funds. 

4. Murdaugh has a constitutional right to access these untainted funds in the Receivership 

account to hire counsel of his choice to represent him on appeal from his murder 

convictions. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
      s/ James M. Griffin 

James M. Griffin, SC Bar No. 9995 
Margaret N. Fox, SC Bar No. 76228 
GRIFFIN DAVIS LLC 
4408 Forest Drive (29206) 
Post Office Box 999 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
(803) 744-0800 
jgriffin@griffindavislaw.com    
mfox@griffindavislaw.com  
 
 
 

 
 

1 A party must file a Rule 59(e) motion when an issue or argument has been raised, but not ruled 
on, in order to preserve it for appellate review. Elam v. S.C. Dep't of Transp., 361 S.C. 9, 24, 602 
S.E.2d 772, 780 (2004) 
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Richard A. Harpootlian, SC Bar No. 2725 
Phillip D. Barber, SC Bar No. 103421 
RICHARD A. HARPOOTLIAN, P.A.  
1410 Laurel Street (29201) 
Post Office Box 1090  
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
(803) 252-4848  
rah@harpootlianlaw.com  
pdb@harpootlianlaw.com 

 
      

Attorneys for Richard Alexander Murdaugh 
 

May 19, 2023 
Columbia, South Carolina. 
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Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach v. Gregory Parker, 
Inc., a/k/a Parker’s Corporation 
Appellate Case No. 2023-001013 
Appellant’s Memorandum Addressing the Issue of the Appealability 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 9 
(Order Denying Murdaugh’s Motion for 

Reconsideration, June 22, 2023) 
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After careful consideration, Defendant Richard Alexander Murdaugh’s, Motion For
Reconsideration Of Order Denying Application For Payment Of Attorney’s Fees From
Untainted Funds is DENIED.
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Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach v. Gregory Parker, 
Inc., a/k/a Parker’s Corporation 
Appellate Case No. 2023-001013 
Appellant’s Memorandum Addressing the Issue of the Appealability 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT 10 
(Notice of Appeal, June 22, 2023) 

  
 



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

___________ 

APPEAL FROM HAMPTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

 
Daniel DeWitt Hall, Circuit Court Judge 

___________ 

Case No. 2019-CP-25-00111 
___________ 

 
Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach, .............. Respondent, 
 

v. 
 

Gregory M. Parker, Inc. d/b/a Parker’s Corporation, Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Richard 
Alexander Murdaugh, Jr., John Marvin Murdaugh, as P.R. of the Estate of Margaret Kennedy 
Branstetter Murdaugh, and Randolph Murdaugh, IV, as P.R. of the Estate of Paul Terry 
Murdaugh, ...................................................................................................................... Defendants, 
 
OF WHOM Richard Alexander Murdaugh is ................................................................... Appellant. 
 

___________ 
  

NOTICE OF APPEAL 
___________ 

 

Richard Alexander Murdaugh appeals the Honorable Daniel DeWitt Hall’s Form 4 Order 

denying Mr. Murdaugh’s Motion to Reconsider entered on June 9, 2023, and his Form 4 Order 

denying Mr. Murdaugh’s Motion for Payment of Attorneys’ Fees and Cost from Untainted Funds, 

entered on May 12, 2023. 

   

      Respectfully submitted,  
 
      s/ Richard A. Harpootlian 

 Richard A. Harpootlian, SC Bar No. 2725 
 Phillip D. Barber, SC Bar No. 103421 
 RICHARD A. HARPOOTLIAN, P.A.  

Jun 22 2023



2 
 

 1410 Laurel Street (29201) 
 Post Office Box 1090  
 Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
 (803) 252-4848  
 rah@harpootlianlaw.com 
 pdb@harpootlianlaw.com 
 
 James M. Griffin, SC Bar No. 9995 
 Margaret N. Fox, SC Bar No. 76228 
 GRIFFIN DAVIS LLC 
 4408 Forest Drive (29206) 
 Post Office Box 999 
 Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
 (803) 744-0800 
 jgriffin@griffindavislaw.com  
 mfox@griffindavislaw.com 
       
 Attorneys for Richard Alexander Murdaugh 

 
 
June 22, 2023 
Columbia, South Carolina 
  



Beach v. Parker, et al. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Honorable Daniel Hall’s Form 4 Order denying 
Mr. Murdaugh’s motion for reconsideration, 

June 9, 2023 
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Beach v. Parker, et al. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
Honorable Daniel Hall’s Form 4 Order denying 

Mr. Murdaugh’s motion for payment of 
attorneys’ fees and costs, May 12, 2023 
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From: Dick Harpootlian
To: "mark@goodingandgooding.com"; Holli Miller; mappleby@huffpowellbailey.com;

dwilliford@huffpowellbailey.com; pkshere@huffpowellbailey.com; jhiller@huffpowellbailey.com;
sbarnes@huffpowellbailey.com; murrell@smithrobinsonlaw.com; tabor.vaux@vmblawfirm.com;
ayount@hsblawfirm.com; econdon@hsblawfirm.com; wac@roecassidy.com; cprice@roecassidy.com;
billy@newsomelawsc.com; david@earhartoverstreet.com; mike@earhartoverstreet.com; "M. Dawes Cooke, Jr."

Cc: "Jim Griffin"; "Jaime Harmon"; Phillip Barber; "Maggie Fox"; bableman@huffpowellbailey.com;
rlawson@goodingandgooding.com; jlay@gwblawfirm.com; john@bluesteinattorneys.com; jlay@gwblawfirm.com

Subject: Beach v. Parker, et al.; Appellant No. 2023-001013
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 2:44:00 PM
Attachments: 2023-07-12 RAM"s Memo re Appealability.pdf

2023-07-12 Exhibit 1.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 2.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 3.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 4.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 5.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 6.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 7.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 8.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 9.pdf
2023-07-12 Exhibit 10.pdf
COS for Memo Addressing Appealability.pdf

Counsel,
 
Attached please find Appellant’s memorandum addressing the issue of the appealability which I am
filing with the court today.
 
Dick Harpootlian
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

___________ 

APPEAL FROM HAMPTON COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

 
Daniel DeWitt Hall, Circuit Court Judge 

___________ 

Case No. 2019-CP-25-00111 
___________ 

 
Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach, .............. Respondent, 
 

v. 
 

Gregory M. Parker, Inc. d/b/a Parker’s Corporation, Richard Alexander Murdaugh, Richard 
Alexander Murdaugh, Jr., John Marvin Murdaugh, as P.R. of the Estate of Margaret Kennedy 
Branstetter Murdaugh, and Randolph Murdaugh, IV, as P.R. of the Estate of Paul Terry 
Murdaugh, ...................................................................................................................... Defendants, 
 
OF WHOM Richard Alexander Murdaugh is ................................................................... Appellant. 
 

___________ 
  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
___________ 

 
I, Richard A. Harpootlian, attorney for the Appellant Richard Alexander Murdaugh, hereby 

certify that on July 12, 2023, did serve a copy of the following via email to counsel listed below 

as represented in the email(s) attached hereto: 

Document: Appellant’s Memorandum Addressing the Issue of the Appealability  

Counsel served:     
 
David L. Williford     Pankaj “PK” Shere  
Mitchell D. Appleby     Joshua M. Hill 
Huff Powell & Bailey, LLC    Huff, Powell & Bailey, LLC 
15 South Main Street, Suite 602   3737 Glenwood Drive, Suite 370  
Greenville, SC 29601     Raleigh, NC 27612 
mappleby@huffpowellbailey.com    pkshere@huffpowellbailey.com  
dwilliford@huffpowellbailey.com   jhiller@huffpowellbailey.com  
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Sharonda B. Barnes     G. Murrell Smith, Jr. 
Huff, Powell & Bailey, LLC    Smith Robinson 
999 Peachtree Street, Suite 950   Post Office Box 580 
Atlanta, GA 30309     Sumter, SC 29151-0580 
sbarnes@huffpowellbailey.com   murrell@smithrobinsonlaw.com  
 
Attorneys for Gregory M. Parker, Inc., d/b/a Parker’s Corporation 
 
Mark B. Tinsley     Roberts Tabor Vaux, Jr. 
Gooding and Gooding, PA    Vaux Marscher Berglind, PA 
Post Office Box 1000     Post Office Box 769 
Allendale, SC 29810     Bluffton, SC 29910 
mark@goodingandgooding.com   tabor.vaux@vmblawfirm.com 
 
Attorneys for Renee S. Beach, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Mallory Beach 
 
Adam N. Yount 
E. Elliot Condon 
Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, PA 
134 Meeting Street, 3rd Floor 
Post Office Box 340 
Charleston, SC 29402-0340 
ayount@hsblawfirm.com 
econdon@hsblawfirm.com 
 
Attorneys for Richard A. Murdaugh, Jr. 
 
William A. Coates     William G. Newsom, III 
V. Clark Price      Newsome Law Firm 
Roe Cassidy Coates & Price, PA   1501 Main Street, Suite 601 
Post Office Box 10529    Columbia, SC 29201 
Greenville, SC 29603     billy@newsomelawsc.com  
wac@roecassidy.com 
cprice@roecassidy.com 
 
Attorneys for John Marvin Murdaugh, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Margaret 
Kenney Branstetter Murdaugh 
 
David Overstreet 
Michael McCall 
Post Office Box 22528 
Charleston, SC 29413 
david@earhartoverstreet.com 
mike@earhartoverstreet.com 
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Attorneys for Randolph Murdaugh, IV, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Paul Terry 
Murdaugh 
 
M. Dawes Cooke, Jr. 
Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC 
Post Office Drawer H 
Charleston, SC 29402-0197 
mdc@barnwell-whaley.com 
 
Attorney for Richard Alexander Murdaugh 
 
        
       s/Richard A. Harpootlian  
       Richard A. Harpootlian 
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