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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 

Order of Honorable Judge R. Lawton McIntosh 

Appellate Case No. 2024-001641 

Dorothy Pierce-------------------------------------------------------Appellant, 

v. 

Samantha Leigh a/k/a Pierce, and Cody Hiott---------------Respondents. 

____________________________________________________________________ 

REPLY TO RESPONDENTS’ RETURN TO APPELLANT'S MOTION TO REVERSE 

DISMISSAL AND REMAND FOR FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Appellant received Respondents’ return on January 23, 2025. Respondents’ background is rife with 

inaccuracies, omissions, and mischaracterizations, all seemingly intended to distort the procedural 

history and legal issues central to this case. This reply seeks to set the record straight and refocus the 

Court’s attention on the substantive matters at hand: Appellant’s lawful authority as Personal 

Representative (PR), the binding effect of the October 25, 2024, appellate ruling, and the estate’s right to 

recover $18,500 in unpaid rent from Respondents. 

To be unequivocally clear: both removals of the Appellant as PR were not the result of any fiduciary 

misconduct. The removal on August 18, 2021, was based on fraudulent evidence submitted by the 

Plaintiff in that case (a two-time felon, Jared Adam Pierce) and his attorney, Richard Hunt McDuff. 

Furthermore, McDuff is simultaneously representing non-heirs Samantha Leigh and Cody Hiott in this 

case, creating a dual representation conflict that has worked to the detriment of the estate and its rightful 

heirs. Furthermore, the Probate Court’s removal of the Appellant on November 2, 2023, was retaliatory, 

unwarranted, and entirely unsupported by any claim of misconduct or fiduciary failure. This removal 

was plainly a punitive response to Appellant’s exercise of her constitutional right to appeal—a 

fundamental right that should never serve as grounds for punishment. These actions not only disregard 

due process but also compromise the fairness and impartiality that are cornerstone principles of our legal 

system. 

 

Jan 24 2025



Page 2 of 11 
 

A. RESPONDENTS HAVE MISREPRESENTED THE AUGUST 18, 2021, ORDER AND 

ONGOING APPEAL (CASE NO. 2021-001552): 

[Appellant’s Removal as Personal Representative Was Based on Fraud, Not Fiduciary 

Misconduct] 

1. Respondents inaccurately claim that the August 18, 2021, judgment—drafted by Attorney 

Richard Hunt McDuff and submitted to the Oconee County Probate Court—definitively declared 

the Last Will and Testament of Doyle Elton Pierce a forgery and removed the Appellant as 

Personal Representative (PR). This portrayal is misleading and ignores the fraudulent evidence 

upon which the Probate Court’s decision was based. 

2. McDuff himself drafted the order, inserting language not used by the court, improperly 

impeaching witnesses within the order who were not impeached during testimony, and including 

provisions removing the Appellant as PR without explicit instruction from the court. This 

manipulation exceeded the court’s directives and undermined the judicial process. 

3. Invalid, Outdated, Unverifiable, and Fabricated Evidence Used to Invalidate the Will: The 

Appellant was appointed PR on September 23, 2020, following the death of Doyle Elton Pierce 

on September 14, 2020. Shortly after, Jared Adam Pierce, the decedent’s son, contested the 

validity of the July 7, 2020, will, submitting fraudulent and manipulated signature exemplars 

through his attorney, Richard McDuff. 

4. Fraudulent Exemplars: The original documents from which these signatures were extracted 

were never made available during discovery and were deliberately withheld from the 

Appellant—if such documents even existed. Instead, the exemplars were copied and pasted onto 

a single sheet (See Exhibit 1).These exemplars included documents allegedly signed by the 

decedent as far back as 1965, as well as a FEMA letter dated May 18, 2020. These documents 

were unverifiable and outdated. 

5. Fabrication of the FEMA Letter (May 18, 2020): Jared claimed this letter was signed by the 

decedent, but he was not present at the decedent’s home on that date. In a text message, Jared 

canceled a scheduled meeting, stating: “Sorry for the delay. Worked last night, took a rest until 

12:30 and woke with a headache. Still not feeling well. Sandy has the letter for dad (FEMA) 

completed. Will be there in the morning, early. Maybe leave the side roll-up door unlocked so 

that I can get in without having to disturb anyone in the morning.”  
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(See Text message from Jared Adam Pierce to Appellant dated May 18, 2020- Exhibit 2). 

6. Jared did not visit the home on May 19 or 20, 2020, making it impossible for him to have 

obtained his father’s signature. The FEMA letter and other exemplars were clearly forged. 

7. Fraudulent Evidence Presented by Document Examiner; The fraudulent FEMA letter and 

other forged signature exemplars were presented to the Probate Court to invalidate the will. 

These documents were relied upon to remove the Appellant as PR, despite being withheld from 

her before trial, denying her an opportunity to challenge their authenticity or cross-examine the 

handwriting expert. 

8. Removal Based on Fraudulent Evidence; August 18, 2021, removal of the Appellant as PR 

was not due to fiduciary misconduct but rather relied on fraudulent evidence. The Appellant’s 

motion for a new trial highlighting these irregularities was denied under questionable 

circumstances. Judge Kenneth Earl Johns signed the denial order on his last day in office before 

his suspension became public, raising doubts about the integrity of his ruling. 

9. Appellant’s Ongoing Appeal and Preservation of PR Authority; The Appellant timely 

appealed the August 18, 2021, removal order, which triggered an automatic stay under South 

Carolina Rule 241(a). Despite this, the Probate Court improperly appointed a Special 

Administrator, Adam Lee, in direct contravention of the stay. The validity of the removal order 

and the fraudulent evidence supporting it remain under review in the ongoing appeal (Case No. 

2021-001552). 

 

B. THE APPELLANT’S REMOVAL BY THE PROBATE COURT ON NOVEMBER 2, 2023, 

WAS RETALIATORY, UNWARRANTED, AND NOT BASED ON ANY MISCONDUCT 

OR FAILURE TO PERFORM FIDUCIARY DUTIES; [APPELLATE CASE: 2024-00455] 

10. Respondents’ assertion that Appellant was removed as Personal Representative (PR) for failing 

to abide by the October 17, 2023, settlement order is fundamentally flawed and misrepresents 

both the facts and the legal framework governing this matter. The following points refute their 

claim: 

11. Filing an Appeal Is a Constitutional Right: The Appellant’s decision to appeal the October 17, 

2023, settlement order is an exercise of her constitutional right to due process and judicial 
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review. This right is fundamental and cannot serve as grounds for punitive action. The settlement 

order did not meet the requirements under Rule 43(k), SCRCP, as it lacked the signatures of all 

parties necessary to waive appellate rights. Moreover, the Appellant’s removal on November 2, 

2023, was retaliatory, directly tied to her appeal. Judge Singleton explicitly tied her decision to 

appeal with potential consequences, stating, “[I]f it is your intent to appeal, you have every 

right to do so; however, it violates the agreement... A hearing will be scheduled soon to 

determine the status of the personal representative.” Judge Singleton’s communications 

explicitly linked her appeal to potential removal, constituting an abuse of judicial authority and 

undermining procedural fairness. [See Retaliatory Email from Judge Singleton, Exhibit 3]  

12. The November 1, 2023, hearing and subsequent removal order were designed to punish 

Appellant for exercising her lawful appellate rights. The contempt order issued on November 2, 

2023, further escalated this retaliation, disregarding the procedural safeguards and constitutional 

protections owed to Appellant. Judge Singleton explicitly linked her appeal to the potential 

removal in written communications, stating that filing an appeal would trigger hearings to assess 

her status as Personal Representative. Such actions constitute an abuse of judicial authority and 

violate fundamental fairness. 

13. Procedural Irregularities in the October 11, 2023, Status Conference: The October 11, 2023, 

conference, portrayed as a settlement agreement, was procedurally invalid and coercive. It was 

not conducted in open court, lacked public notice, and was not transcribed. The settlement was 

neither signed by the parties nor met the requirements for a valid agreement under Rule 43(k). 

Appellant was denied prior knowledge of the agenda, was subjected to undue pressure by Judge 

Singleton and Respondents, and had her objections disregarded. Furthermore, the conference 

sought to resolve issues already under appeal, undermining the appellate court's jurisdiction and 

the automatic stay provisions under Rule 241(a). 

14. The Invalidity of the October 12, 2023, Order: The October 12, 2023, order affirming the 

private family agreement was procedurally and substantively invalid. It violated South Carolina 

law by proposing asset distribution before satisfying estate debts, included unauthorized terms, 

and ignored the Appellant’s timely objections. These flaws rendered the order unlawful and 

unenforceable. [See attached Order- Exhibit 4] 
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15. Contradictory Court Orders and Fiduciary Dilemmas Conflicting directives issued by the 

court created legal and fiduciary conflicts for the Appellant. The October 17, 2023, settlement 

order required the distribution of assets within 30 days, while an affidavit signed on October 19, 

2023, obligated the Appellant to prioritize debt payments. These contradictory obligations placed 

the Appellant in an impossible position. Additionally, heirs pressured the Appellant for 

immediate distributions, further complicating her ability to comply with her fiduciary duties. The 

reappointment of the Appellant as PR on October 19, 2023, was unnecessary, as her authority 

was already preserved under Rule 241(a). [See attached PR Affidavit-Exhibit 5] 

16. The Appellant’s Removal Was Retaliatory and Unwarranted; The November 2, 2023, 

removal of the Appellant was not based on fiduciary misconduct or failure to fulfill her duties. 

Instead, it was a retaliatory response to her lawful appeal. The contempt order issued the same 

day escalated this punitive action, disregarding procedural safeguards and constitutional 

protections. This removal undermined the Appellant’s right to judicial review and created a 

chilling effect on the exercise of appellate rights, eroding trust in the judicial process. 

17. Necessary Appeal to Protect the Estate’s Interests; The Appellant’s decision to appeal the 

settlement order was both lawful and necessary to resolve procedural irregularities and safeguard 

her fiduciary obligations. The appeal was essential to ensure compliance with South Carolina 

law, protect the estate’s assets, and fulfill her duties as Personal Representative. The retaliatory 

removal disregarded these efforts and violated fundamental principles of justice. 

 

C. RESPONDENTS’ UNJUSTIFIED RENT-FREE OCCUPATION OF ESTATE PROPERTY 

18. Samantha Leigh, the step-granddaughter of Doyle Elton Pierce, and her boyfriend, Cody Hiott, 

are neither heirs nor beneficiaries under the decedent’s will or South Carolina intestate 

succession laws. They have no legal, equitable, or moral claim to reside on estate property rent-

free, nor have they initiated any valid claim to the estate in probate or appellate proceedings. 

Their continued occupation is unlawful and an affront to the estate’s rightful heirs, including the 

Appellant. 

19. Non-Heirs with No Legal Standing: Samantha Leigh and Cody Hiott lack any legal or 

equitable interest in the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce. Their occupancy of estate property is 

unauthorized and entirely without basis. 
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20. Failure to Pay Rent amounts to Unjust Enrichment: Despite residing on the property for over 

50 months, the Respondents have never paid rent. Their willful non-payment has caused 

financial harm to the estate, depriving it of $18,500 in overdue rent—funds critical to preserving 

estate assets and addressing financial obligations. Respondents’ prolonged rent-free occupation 

constitutes unjust enrichment, directly harming the estate and its rightful beneficiaries. Their 

exploitation of estate property without financial contribution disregards the decedent’s intentions 

and fiduciary principles. 

21. Disregard for Beneficiaries’ Rights: The Respondents’ continued occupation not only depletes 

the estate’s resources but also undermines the Appellant’s efforts to manage and preserve the 

estate for its lawful heirs. Their refusal to vacate or pay rent is a direct violation of South 

Carolina law and fiduciary principles. 

22. Misrepresentation of Tenancy by Respondents: Respondents have falsely portrayed their 

occupation as lawful, despite lacking any legal, equitable, or moral claim to the property. Their 

actions: 

• Deprive rightful heirs of their inheritance. 

• Jeopardize the estate’s financial viability. 

• Violate fiduciary obligations and the decedent’s wishes. 

23. This unlawful occupation must be addressed to uphold the integrity of the estate and protect the 

rights of its legitimate beneficiaries. 

 

D. RESPONDENTS ARE PRECLUDED FROM INTRODUCING NEW ARGUMENTS ON 

APPEAL 

24. Respondents failed to preserve any defense beyond the Appellant's alleged lack of standing 

during Circuit Court proceedings. At no point did they assert that they did not owe rent or raise 

any statutory defenses. Under South Carolina appellate principles, arguments not raised or ruled 

upon in the lower court are procedurally barred from being introduced for the first time on 

appeal. 

25. In Wilder Corp. v. Wilke, 330 S.C. 71, 75, 497 S.E.2d 731, 733 (1998), the South Carolina 

Supreme Court emphasized, “It is axiomatic that an issue cannot be raised for the first time on 
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appeal but must have been raised to and ruled upon by the trial court to be preserved for 

appellate review.” Similarly, in Staubes v. City of Folly Beach, 339 S.C. 406, 421, 529 S.E.2d 

543, 550 (2000), the Court reaffirmed that appellate review is limited to properly preserved 

issues. 

26. Respondents’ failure to assert these arguments in the lower court deprived the Appellant of an 

opportunity to address or rebut them, violating procedural fairness. As noted in Elam v. South 

Carolina Department of Transportation, 361 S.C. 9, 26, 602 S.E.2d 772, 781 (2004), “An 

appellate court will not consider an issue unless it was raised to and ruled upon by the trial 

court.” 

27. Since Respondents did not argue non-payment of rent or statutory defenses in Circuit Court, 

these claims are procedurally barred from this appeal. Any additional arguments should be 

disregarded as irrelevant and improper. 

 

E. THE PROBATE COURT AFFIRMED THAT APPELLANT PRESERVED THE ESTATE 

28. In August 2022, Probate Court Judge Ashley Rice reviewed the administration of the estate and 

conclusively determined that the Appellant had preserved its assets. The court found no evidence 

of misappropriation or mismanagement by the Appellant. 

29. This determination affirms that the Appellant fulfilled her fiduciary duties as Personal 

Representative (PR) and acted in the estate’s best interests. Judge Rice’s finding underscores the 

Appellant’s diligent efforts to safeguard estate assets and maintain financial stability. 

30. The official acknowledgment directly refutes any claims of fiduciary misconduct and 

demonstrates the Appellant’s commitment to managing the estate responsibly for the benefit of 

all heirs. [See Attached Order of Judge Ashley Rice-Exhibit 6] 

 

F. THE OCTOBER 25, 2024, RULING CONFIRMS APPELLANT'S AUTHORITY TO 

PURSUE CLAIMS NECESSARY TO PRESERVE THE ESTATE 

31. Respondents argue that the October 25, 2024, ruling does not unequivocally grant Appellant full 

authority to pursue claims. This interpretation misrepresents the appellate court's clear findings 

and intent. The appellate court explicitly held that Rule 241(a), SCACR, imposes an automatic 

stay on the Circuit Court’s order affirming the Probate Court’s removal of Appellant as Personal 
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Representative (PR). This ruling preserves Appellant's authority as PR during the pendency of 

her appeal and safeguards her ability to act in matters necessary to preserve the estate. 

32. The October 25, 2024, Order Confirms the Applicability of Rule 241(a): The appellate court 

determined that Rule 241(a) applies to this case, staying the enforcement of the Circuit Court’s 

order removing Appellant as PR. The order also acknowledges Appellant’s standing to perform 

duties necessary to preserve the estate during the appeal process. While the court remanded a 

narrow issue to the Circuit Court—to determine if Appellant should be enjoined from taking 

actions beyond those required to preserve the estate—it did not restrict her authority to pursue 

claims directly linked to preserving the estate, such as recovering unpaid rent. 

33. The Appellate Court Did Not Limit Appellant’s Ability to Preserve the Estate: The remand 

in the October 25, 2024, ruling was confined to evaluating whether Appellant should be 

restricted from actions beyond preservation of the estate. This remand does not preclude 

Appellant from pursuing claims like recovering unpaid rent, which directly impacts the estate’s 

financial health. Recovering unpaid rent is a necessary action to preserve the estate's value and 

ensure its financial obligations are met, which aligns with Appellant’s fiduciary duties under 

South Carolina law. 

34. The Circuit Court Did Not Address the Merits of the Claims: The Circuit Court’s September 

23, 2024, dismissal focused exclusively on procedural standing and failed to address the merits 

of Appellant’s claims. Specifically:  Unpaid Rent Harms the Estate: Appellant seeks to recover 

$17,760 in unpaid rent owed by Respondents Samantha Leigh and Cody Hiott. Their rent-free 

occupation of estate property depletes resources critical to the estate’s financial stability. 

35. The October 25, 2024, ruling unequivocally affirms that the automatic stay under Rule 241(a) 

preserves Appellant’s authority as PR for actions necessary to preserve the estate. The appellate 

court’s remand for a limited inquiry into whether Appellant should be enjoined from actions 

beyond preservation does not impact her ability to pursue claims essential to maintaining the 

estate’s financial health. Appellant’s lawsuit to recover unpaid rent falls squarely within her 

preserved authority and is crucial for protecting the estate and its beneficiaries. Therefore, 

Respondents’ argument lacks merit and should be rejected. 
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G. ATTORNEY RICHARD HUNT MCDUFF MUST BE DISQUALIFIED FROM 

REPRESENTING BOTH HEIRS AND NON-HEIRS 

36. Attorney Richard Hunt McDuff represents both heirs (Jared Adam Pierce and Gregory Alan 

Pierce) and non-heirs (Samantha Leigh and Cody Hiott) in this estate matter. This dual 

representation creates a clear conflict of interest that undermines the estate’s administration and 

prejudices the Appellant, who holds a 50% interest in the estate. 

37. Samantha Leigh and Cody Hiott, as non-heirs, have no legal, equitable, or moral claim to reside 

on estate property rent-free under the decedent’s will or South Carolina intestate succession laws. 

Despite this, McDuff has prioritized their interests by enabling them to remain on the property 

without paying rent, which has caused significant financial harm to the estate and its rightful 

beneficiaries. Allowing non-heirs to exploit estate property while the estate faces unpaid property 

taxes and financial instability directly conflicts with the fiduciary duty to preserve and maximize 

the estate’s assets for all heirs. 

38. McDuff’s simultaneous representation of heirs and non-heirs violates Rule 1.7 of the South 

Carolina Rules of Professional Conduct, which prohibits representation where a lawyer’s ability 

to represent one client is materially limited by responsibilities to another. Representing non-heirs 

who benefit at the expense of the estate and its heirs creates a direct conflict of interest that has 

resulted in: 

i. Unjust Enrichment: Non-heirs Samantha Leigh and Cody Hiott have lived rent-free 

on estate property for over 50 months, depriving the estate of $18,500 in rent. 

ii. Financial Instability: The estate has struggled to meet its obligations, including 

unpaid taxes, due to McDuff’s failure to prioritize rent collection or support the 

fiduciary duties of the Personal Representative (PR). 

iii. Prejudice to the Appellant: The Appellant’s share of the estate has been diminished 

by McDuff’s actions, which have diverted resources away from rightful heirs to 

benefit non-heirs unlawfully occupying estate property. 

39. Ethical breaches are further compounded by McDuff’s failure to obtain informed consent from 

all parties for this dual representation. His actions violate several ethical obligations, including: 

i. Rule 1.7: Avoiding conflicts of interest. 
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ii. Rule 1.9: Protecting the estate’s integrity after representing its interests. 

iii. Rule 3.4: Ensuring fairness to all parties by not obstructing rent collection or estate 

administration. 

40. McDuff’s continued representation jeopardizes the equitable administration of the estate and 

undermines the fiduciary obligations owed to its beneficiaries. To protect the estate’s integrity 

and ensure fairness to all heirs, this Court must disqualify McDuff from representing any party in 

this matter. 

 

Submitted this January 24, 2025 

 

s/Dorothy Pierce  

DOROTHY PIERCE, Appellant. 

750 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, South Carolina 29678 

(864) 324-3247 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

 

APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT 

 

Order of Honorable Judge R. Lawton McIntosh 

Appellate Case No. 2024-001641 

Dorothy Pierce----------------------------------------------------Appellant, 

v. 

Samantha Leigh a/k/a Pierce, and Cody Hiott---------------Respondents. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on January 24, 2025, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Reply To 

Respondents’ Return To Appellant's Motion To Reverse Dismissal And Remand For Further 

Proceedings was served upon Respondents’ Counsel of Record.  

 

Richard Hunt McDuff, Esq. 

Merrell & McDuff (MJM Law, LLC) 

119B Professional Park Drive 

Seneca, South Carolina 29678 

rick@mjmlawsc.com 

 

s/Dorothy Pierce  

DOROTHY PIERCE 

750 Mourning Dove Ln. Seneca, South Carolina 29678 

(864) 324-3247 

dorothypierce84@gmail.com 

Jan 24 2025




