From: Meredith Brown

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: richardgergel@piercesloan.com; Carl Pierce; John Nichols; James Hood; collier.jones@hoodlaw.com

Subject: Notice of Appeal- PMPED v W Barnes and Barnes Law Firm v Parker Law Group, LLP (Circuit Court Case No:
2024-CP-25-00409)

Date: Wednesday, September 10, 2025 4:52:28 PM

Attachments: 2025.09.10- NOA with POS.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Dear Ms. Kitchings,

Please find enclosed for filing the Notice of Appeal for the Appellants, in
the above referenced matter. The Proof of Service is attached within
this filing.

A check in the amount of $250.00 has been placed in the USPS mail to
be delivered to the Court within five (5) business days.

If anything else is needed, please do not hesitate to reach out to me.

Thank you,
Meredith

Bluestein Thompson Sullivan, LLC

MEREDITH BROWN OFFICE MANAGER &
LEGAL ASSISTANT TO JOHN S. NICHOLS
1614 TAYLOR STREET | PO BOX 7965

COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29202

0:803.779.7599 F: 803 771.8097
MEREDITH@BLUESTEINATTORNEYS.COM
BLUESTEINATTORNEYS.COM

NOTICE: This e-mail is confidential and may contain information which is
legally privileged or otherwise exempt from disclosure. if you received this
message in error, please notify the sender and delete this message from

your device.
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I| BLUESTEIN

ATTORNEYS September 10, 2025 BLUESTEIN THOMPSON SULLIVAN,

LLC

BLUESTEINATTORNEYS.COM

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL (ctapniilingsisccourts.ors)
The Hon. Jenny A. Kitchings

Clerk of the Court of Appeals

Court of Appeals of South Carolina

1220 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE:  Peters, Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth & Detrick, P.A., Respondent vs. William
Barnes and Barnes Law Firm, LLC, Appellants vs. Parker Law Group, LLP,
Third-Party Defendant.

Case No: 2024-CP-25-00409

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

[ have enclosed for filing the Notice of Appeal with the Proof of Service for the
Appellant’s regarding the above matter.

A $250.00 filing fee check has been placed in the mail to be delivered within five (5)
business days.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you
have any questions or need any additional information.

With kind regards,

Meredith Brown
Legal Assistant to John S. Nichols, Esq.
Bluestein Thompson Sullivan, LL.C

co: James B. Hood (james.hoodiwhoodlaw.com)
J. Collier Jones (collier.jonest@hoodlaw,com)
John S. Nichols (johnibluesteinattorneys.com)
Robert R. Gergel (richardgergeliaipiercesloan.com)
Carl E. Pierce, II (caripiercei@picrcestioan.com)

COLUMBIA:
1614 TAYLOR STREET | PO BOX 7965 | COLUMBIA, SC 29202
pe 803 779.7599 F+ 803 771.8097






THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM HAMPTON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

R. Lawton Mclntosh, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2024-CP-25-00409
Court of Appeals Appellate Case No. 2025-

Peters, Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth & Detrick, P.A.,... ... Respondent,
v,
William Barnes and Barnes Law Firm, LLC,.......ooovriiiiiiiii e iiveeir e Appellants,
V.
Parker Law Group, LLP, ..o Third-Party Defendant.
NOTICE OF APPEAL

William Barnes and Barnes Law Firm, LLC, timely appeal from the following orders:

1. Order granting Plaintiff’s motion to stay case and compel arbitration, issued July
17, 2025;

2. Form 4 Order Granting Plaintiff’s motion to stay case and compel arbitration,
issued July 11, 2025;

3. Form 4 Order denying motion to reconsider and directing Plaintiff to prepare a
formal order, issued August 29, 2025; and

4, Order (erroncously styled “Proposed Order”) denying Defendants’ Rule 5%(e)

motion, issued September 10, 2025.






The orders denied Appellants a mode of trial to which they are entitled as a matter of right
and, therefore, affect a substantial right. S.C. Code Ann. § 14-3-330(2) (2017). Appellants must,
therefore, immediately appeal these orders. See Foggie v. CSX Transp., Inc., 315 S.C. 17, 23, 431
S.E.2d 587, 590 (1993) (“Issues regarding mode of trial must be raised in the trial court at the first
opportunity, and the order ... is immediately appealable. The failure to timely appeal the
interlocutory order of the trial court effects a waiver of appeal rights.”); Flagstar Corp. v. Royal
Surplus Lines, 341 S.C. 68, 72, 533 S.E.2d 331, 333 (2000) (“when a trial court’s order deprives
a party of a mode of trial to which it is entitled as a matter of right, such order is immediately
appealable™); Creed v. Stokes, 285 S.C. 542, 542-543, 331 S.E.2d 351, 352 (1985) (a party must
immediately appeal an order affecting a mode of trial, “a substantial right™).

James B. Hood (SC #70212)
james.hood@hoodlaw.com

J. Collier Jones (SC #101767)
collier.jones@hoodlaw.com

HOOD LAW FIRM, LLC

172 Meeting Street/Post Office Box 1508

Charleston, SC 29402
Phone: (843) 577-4435/Fax: (843) 722-1630

-AND- \

BLUESTEIN THOMPSON SULLIVAN, LLC
1614 Taylor Street/P.O. Box 7965

olumbia, SC 29201 (29202)

Phone: (803) 779-7599
john{@bluesteinattorneys.com

Attorneys for the Defendants/Third-Party Plaintiffs
William Barnes and Barnes Law Firm, LLC
September 10, 2025
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF HAMPTON

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
CASE NO.: 2024-CP-25-00409

PETERS, MURDAUGH, PARKER,
ELTZROTH & DETRICK, P.A,,

Plaintiff,
ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S
V. MOTION TO STAY CASE AND
COMPEL ARBITRATION
WILLIAM BARNES and

BARNES LAW FIRM, LLC
Defendants/Third Party Plaintiffs.

Y.

R T N T i i

PARKER LAW GROUP, LLP.,

Third Party Defendant.

This matter is before the Court on Plaintiff Peters, Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth & Detrick,
P.A.’s (“Plaintiff” or “PMPED”) Motion to Stay Case and Compel Arbitration; Defendant William
Barnes and Barnes Law Firm’s (“Defendants™) Motion to Compel Discovery; Plaintiff’s Motion
for Protective Order; and Third Party Defendant Parker Law Group’s (“PLG”) Motion to Dismiss.

For the reasons stated below, the Court GRANTS Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay Case and
Compel Arbitration of all claims. All other motions are continued so that they may be determined
by the arbitrator.

BACKGROUND

Defendant Barnes is a former employee of Plaintiff PMPED who is currently employed by

Defendant Barnes Law Firm. Plaintiff PMPED alleges certain cases that originated at PMPED
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were transferred to Defendant Barnes Law Firm and have settled, but that Defendants have failed
to render attorney fees owed to Plaintiff.! Plaintiff further alleges Defendants withheld information
on the existence and the amount of the settlements.? Further, Plaintiff alleges Defendant Barnes
failed to reimburse Plaintiff for legal fees paid on behalf of Defendant Barnes.® Plaintiff also
alleged Defendant Barnes Law Firm was unjustly enriched by the retention of the attorney fees
and tortiously interfered with agreements regarding the sharing of attorney fees and reimbursement

of legal fees.*

Plaintiff asserts the PMPED Employment Agreement governing Defendant Barnes’
employment requires arbitration of all disputes between the parties. A copy of the Employment
Agreement was provided to the Court. As set forth in Paragraph 27 of the Employment Agreement:

(a) Except to the extent referenced in paragraph (b), the Employer
and the Employee agree that, to the extent permitted by law, any
dispute or_controversy arising out of, relating to, or in
connection _with this Agreement, or the interpretation,
validity, construction, performance, breach, or termination
thereof, or the Emplovee's employment by the Employer or
any_termination thereof, shall be settled by arbitration.
Arbitration will be held at a location in Hampton County, South
Carolina. If the parties proceed to arbitration, it will be
conducted in accordance with the South Carolina Uniform
Arbitration Act. The parties agree to employ a licensed attorney
as their arbitrator and will agree upon one arbitrator. In the event
that the parties cannot agree, they will proceed pursuant to S.C.
Code Ann. § 15-48-30, again relying on licensed attorneys for
the position of arbitrator. The decision of the arbitrator(s) will
be final, conclusive and binding on the parties to the arbitration.
Judgment may be entered on the arbitrator's decision in any
court having jurisdiction. Each party shall bear the costs equally
of arbitration.
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(b) The parties agree to resolve certain payment calculations (as
provided in Paragraphs 14, 15 and 16) and fee decisions for

! Complaint 1{8-23.
2 Complaini 719,

3 Complaint 426.

4 Complaint §Y24-27.





transferred cases (as provided in Paragraph 18) by a separate
arbitration procedure as set out in those Paragraphs.

The Complaint specifically asks the Court to determine whether the disputes are subject to
arbitration and order Defendants to participate in the arbitration of all claims deemed arbitrable.’

Defendants assert counterclaims related to the same disputed legal fees and the division of
attorney fees, as well as additional fees collected by PMPED aliegedly owed to Defendant Barnes.®
Further, Defendants assert third party claims against PLG relating to the same disputed legal and
attorney fees based on PLG’s alleged status as the “successor in interest” of PMPED.?

Plaintiff initially requested a determination regarding arbitrability in the Complaint and
again moved to compel arbitration when filing the Motion to Stay Case and Compel Arbitration.
Plaintiff also moved for a protective order preventing discovery until the Court reached a
determination regarding arbitration. PL.G moved to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6), and, alternatively,
asserted the disputes involving PLG are sufficiently related to the PMPED Employment
Agreement to fall under the arbitration provision.® Defendants moved to compel Plaintiff to
respond to discovery.

The threshold issue as to all motions presently before the Court is whether the claims are
subject to arbitration, in which case the additional issues must be decided by the arbitrator.

ARGUMENTS PRESENTED

Plaintiff PMPED asserts all claims between the parties arise from or relate to the
Employment Agreement, which contains an arbitration provision requiring the arbitration of all

disputes relating to the Agreement or Defendant Barnes’ employment.

* Complaint 54(g).

% Defendants’ Answer, Counterclaims and Third Party Complaint §§132-174.

7 Defendants’® Answer, Counterclaims and Third Party Complaint §§132-174.

® Third Party Defendant Parker Law Group’s Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at p. 8.

3
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Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay Case and Compel Arbitration filed May 9, 2025 asks the Court
to determine what claims are arbitrable and compel arbitration of all claims, a request also inciuded
in the Complaint. Plaintiff’s briefing also states that Plaintiff filed the Complaint to protect its
claims faced with an imminent statute of limitations deadline and Defendants’ refusal to cooperate
in resolving the dispute. During the July 10, 2025 hearing on the Motion, and in Plaintiff’s
supplemental briefing filed in support of the Motion, Plaintiff stated there have been repeated
requests to Defendants to select an arbitrator, but that Defendants refused to cooperate.

Defendants filed no response in opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay Case and Compel
Arbitration, Plaintiff’s Motion for Protective Order, or Third Party Defendant PLG’s Motion to
Dismiss. Similarly, Defendants filed no brief in support of their own Motion to Compel Discovery.

During the motions hearing, Defendants agreed the arbitration provision in the
Employment Agreement is valid. However, Defendants asserted Plaintiff waived the right to
enforce the arbitration provision by filing the Complaint in this case and serving discovery
requests. Defendants had not asserted that Plaintiff waived the right to enforce the arbitration
provision prior to the July 10, 2025 hearing. Defendants acknowledged the Complaint specifically
requested a determination of whether the claims are arbitrable and included a request to compel
arbitration, but argued the filing of the Complaint should be deemed a waiver of the right to
arbitrate because it also sought other relief for any claims not deemed arbitrable.

Defendant Barnes Law Firm argued it is not subject to the arbitration provision because it
is not a party to the Employment Agreement.

LAW AND ANALYSIS

“The question of the arbitrability of a claim is an issue for judicial determination, unless

the parties provide otherwise.” Zabinski v. Bright Acres Assocs., 346 S.C. 580, 596, 553 S.E.2d
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110, 118 (2001) (Emphasis added). “The policy of the United States and South Carolina is to favor
arbitration of disputes.” Id.

“To decide whether an arbitration agreement encompasses a dispute, a court must
determine whether the factual allegations underlying the claim are within the scope of the broad
arbitration clause, regardless of the label assigned to the claim.” Id. “[U]nless the court can say
with positive assurance that the arbitration clause is not susceptible to an interpretation that covers
the dispute, arbitration should be ordered.” Id. “A motion to compel arbitration made pursuant to
an arbitration clause in a written contract should only be denied where the clause is not susceptible
to any interpretation which would cover the asserted dispute.” Id.

A waiver is a voluntary and intentional abandonment or relinquishment of a known right.
Sanford v. South Carolina State Ethics Corn 'n, 385 S.C. 483, 496, 685 S.E.2d 600, 607 (2009).
The three factors generally considered to determine if a party has waived its right to enforce
arbitration include: (1) the time between commencement of the action and moving for arbitration;
(2) whether the party seeking arbitration engaged in extensive discovery; and (3) prejudice to the
non-moving party which must be more than mere inconvenience. Rhodes v. Benson Chrysler-
Plymouth, Inc., 374 S.C. 122, 126, 647 S.E.2d 249, 251 (Ct. App. 2007). “The party seeking to
establish waiver has the burden of showing prejudice through an undue burden caused by a delay
in the demand for arbitration.” Gen. Equip. & Supply Co. v. Keller Rigging & Const., SC, Inc., 344
S.C. 553, 556, 544 S.E.2d 643, 645 (Ct. App. 2001). “There is no set rule as to what constitutes a
waiver of the right to arbitrate; the question depends on the facts of each case.” Id.

In this case, Plaintiff has not acted in a manner contrary to its contractual right to arbitrate
as necessary to waive the right. Plaintiff’s filing of an action in Circuit Court asking the Court fo

find that the claims are arbitrable and compel Defendants to arbitrate does not constitute a
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voluntary and intentional abandonment of the right to arbitrate. The Complaint alleges the
existence of an arbitration provision and asks the Coust to order arbitration.” In addition to the
Complaint, Plaintiff asserted that the disputes are subject to arbitration in the Motion for Protective
Order, Motion to Stay Case and Compel Arbitration, and Plaintiff’s Memorandum in Opposition
to Defendants’ Motion to Compel. There are also email communications between counsel attached
to Plaintiff’s Motion to Quash where Plaintiff reminds Defendants that it does not intend to engage
in discovery pending resolution of whether the claims must be arbitrated. In sum, Plaintiff has not
demonstrated a knowing and voluntary relinquishment of the right to enforce the arbitration
provision. To the contrary, Plaintiff consistently demonstrated an intent to enforce the arbitration
provision.

Further, Defendants have the burden of establishing waiver. Gen. Equip. & Supply Co., 344
S.C. at 556, 544 S.E.2d at 645. Accoridngly, Defendants must show they have been prejudiced
“through an undue burden caused by a delay in the demand for arbitration.” Id. Defendants offered
no evidence of any such prejudice. Defendants provided no brief setting forth the waiver argument
or identifying or explaining any such prejudice. Defendants offered no exhibits evidencing such
prejudice. Defendants stated, during oral argument, that they had suffered a nonspecific prejudice
by virtue of responding to Plaintiff’s discovery requests, which were not provided to the Court,

This is insufficient to demonstrate prejudice suffered through an undue burden “caused by a delay

in the demand for arbitration.” Id.; Toler 's Cove Homeowners Ass'n, Inc. v. Trident Consir. Co.,

355 S.C. 605, 612, 586 S.E.2d 581, 585 (2003) (thirteen-month delay in demanding arbitration

during which limited discovery was conducted did not demonstrate waiver). In light of Plaintiff’s

? Complaint 12, 23, 54(g).
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request for arbitration appearing in the Complaint and other motions and briefs, Defendants’
argument regarding Plaintiff’s purported delay in demanding arbitration appears misplaced.

The claims brought by and against Defendant Barnes Law Firm are sufficiently related to
Defendant Barnes’ employment at PMPED and the Employment Agreement to fall within the
broad scope of the arbitration provision. Zabinski v. Bright Acres Assocs., 346 S.C. 580, 596, 553
S.E.2d 110, 118 (2001){an arbitration provision applies to claims outside the contract “when a
‘significant relationship’ exists between the asserted claims and the contract in which the
arbitration clause is contained”). A party that is not a signatory to an agreement may nonetheless
be bound by an arbitration provision contained in the agreement where there is a strong connection
between the claims asserted by the nonsignatory and the agreement containing the arbitration
provision. Pearson v. Hilton Head Hosp., 400 5.C. 281, 288-89, 733 S.E.2d 597, 600-01 (Ct. App.
2012). Defendant Barnes Law Firm’s claims against Plaintiff for unjust enrichment and accounting
relate to the Employment Agreement as they relate to the disputes between Defendant Barnes and
Plaintiff regarding legal fees paid by PMPED for Barnes and attorney fees collected on PMPED
cases, both of which are governed by the Employment Agreement and fall within the arbitration
provision. Similarly, Defendant Barnes Law Firm’s claims against PLG arise from PL.G’s alleged
status as the “successor in interest” to Plaintiff and responsibility for Plaintiff’s alleged duties
under the Employment Agreement. Further, Plaintiff’s claims against Defendant Barnes Law Firm
for unjust enrichment and conversion are directly related to the disputes between Plaintiff and
Defendant Barnes regarding legal and attorney fees, which are governed by the Employment
Agreement. Plaintiff’s claim against Defendant Barnes Law Firm for tortious interference relates

to the alleged breach of the Employment Agreement. There are many significant connections
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between all claims asserted in this matter and the Employment Agreement, and thus all claims
must be arbitrated.

CONCLUSION

The arbitration provision in the PMPED Employment Agreement is valid and applies to
the claims between the parties. Defendants failed to show Plaintiff waived the right to enforce the
arbitration provision. Plaintiff has consistently maintained the disputes ate subject to arbitration
and demanded arbitration, including in the Complaint. The claims asserted by and/or against
Barnes Law Firm and Parker Law Group are sufficiently related to the Employment Agreement
and fall under the broad arbitration provision contained in the Employment Agreement. All claims
between the parties are subject to arbitration.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Plaintiff’s Motion to Stay Case and Compel
Arbitration is GRANTED. The parties are instructed to provide the names of proposed arbitrators
within ten days from the issuance of this Order. All other motions are continued and are referred

to the arbitrator,

The Honorable R, Lawton Mclntosh
Fourteenth Judicial Circuit

, 2025
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Hampton Common Pleas

Case Caption: Peters Murdaugh Parker Eltzroth & Detrick, Pa VS William Barnes,
defendant, et al
Case Number; 2024CP2500409

Type: Order/Stay

S/R. LAWTON McINTOSH

S/R.ILAWTON McINTOSH

Electronically signed on 2025-07-15 14:.03:40 page 9of 9
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ATTACHMENT B






FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF HAMPTON

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2024CP2500409
Peters, Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth, & Detrick PA William Barnes et al
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

Submitted by: R. Lawton MecIntosh or
[] Seif-Represented Litigant

Attorney for : [ ] Plaintiff  [] Defendant

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered,

DECISION BY THE COURT., This action came to trial or hearing before the court.

The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. [ ] See Page 2 for additional information.
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ ] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; [_] Rule 41(a),

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [_] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [] Other

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [_] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [_] Bankruptcy;

{1 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify

arbitration award; [_] Other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY

DISPOSITION OF APPEAYL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
[] Affirmed; [] Reversed; [] Remanded; {_] Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [[] See attached order (formali order to follow) [X] Statement of FJudgment
by the Court:

O O & O

0O

ORDER INFORMATION

PLAINTIFE’S MOTION TO STAY CASE AND COMPEL ARBITRATION OF ALL ISSUES AND
CLAIMS IS GRANTED.

PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO DISMISS, PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO QUASH, & DEFENDANT’S
MOTION TO COMPEL ARE CONTINUED SO THAT THEY MAY BE DERTERMINED BY THE
ARBITRATOR.

MR, PIERCE TO PREPARE A FORMAL ORDER.

This order [} ends PX{] does not end the case.

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX
Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount
should be enrolled. If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be Enrolled
(List name(s) below) (List name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)

$

$

$

If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017) Page 1 of 4
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The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion pursvant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest
or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and finat order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the
clerk. Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the afficial court order for judgment details.

IE-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will electronically sign this form using a separate electronic signature page.

2155

Cireuit Court Judge Judge Code Date

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of » 20 and a copy mailed first class or

placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this day of , 20 to attorneys of record or
to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT
Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same dafe as reflected on the Electronic File
Stamp and the clerk's entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy
of the judgement to parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON
PAGE 1.

This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017) Page 2 of 4
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Hampton Common Pleas

Case Caption: Peters Murdaugh Parker Eltzroth & Detrick, Pa VS William Barnes ,
defendant, et al
Case Number: 2024CP2500409

Type: Order/Form 4

S/R. LAWTON McINTOSH

S/R.LAWTON McINTOSH

Electronically signed on 2025-07-10 14:46:06 page 3 of 3
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ATTACHMENT C






FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF HAMPTON

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2024 CP-25-00409

PETERS, MURDAUGH, PARKER, ELZROTH & WILLIAM BARNES AND BARNES LAW
DETRICK P.A. FIRM, LLC.

PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

Attorney for : [ | Plaintiff  [[] Defendant
Submitted by: or
[] Self-Represented Litigant

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)

| JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been fried or heard and a decision rendered. [ ] See Page 2 for additional informatign,
1] ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; [_] Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [*] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Seitled); [_] Other
O ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): ["] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [] Bankruptcy;
3 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award; [_] Other
| STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
l DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

[7] Affirmed; [ Reversed; [ ] Remanded; [] Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

I'T IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [ ] See attached order (formal order to follow) P4 Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

ORDER INFORMATION
DEFENDANT RULE 59 MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION IS DENIED. MR. PIERCE TO PREPARE
A FORMAL ORDER. HOWEVER, ORDER SHALL CORRECTLY PROVIDE THAT SOUTH
CAROLINA POLICY IS TO NO LONGER FAVOR ARBITRATION.

This order [] ends DX does not end the case.

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX
Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount
should be enrolled. If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below,
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Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be Enrolled
(List name(s) below) (List name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)

$

$

$

If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest
or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the
clerk. Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details,

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will electronically sign this form using a separate electronic signature page.
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Circuit Court Judge Judge Code Date

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of ,20 and a copy mailed first class or

placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this day of , 20 to attorneys of record or
to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT
Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File
Stamp and the clerk’s entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties, The clerk will mail a copy
of the judgement to parties whe are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON
PAGE 1.

This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017) Page 2 of 4
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Hampton Common Pleas

Case Caption: Peters Murdaugh Parker Eltzroth & Detrick, Pa VS William Barnes ,
defendant, et al
Case Number: 2024CP2500409

Type: Order/Form 4

S/R. LAWTON McINTOSH

S/RLAWTON McINTOSH

Electronically signed on 2025-08-28 14:01:47 page3of3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )} IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF HAMPTON } FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
} CASE NO.: 2024-CP-25-00409
PETERS, MURDAUGH, PARKER,
ELTZROTH & DETRICK, P.A.,
Plaintiff,
PROPOSED ORDER DENYING
V. DEFENDANTS RULE 59(e) MOTION
WILLIAM BARNES and
BARNES LAW FIRM, L1.C

Defendants/Third Party Plaintiffs.
V.

PARKER LAW GROUP, LLP.,

L R T T T i g g

Third Party Defendant.

This matter is before the Court on Defendants Barnes’ and Barnes Law Firms® Rule 59(e)
Motion seeking reconsideration of the Court’s July 17, 2025 Order compelling arbitration, The
Defendants’ Motion was timely filed on July 25, 2025.

Defendants’® Rule 59(e) Motion asks the Court to alter, amend or reconsider its July 17,
2025 Order granting Plaintiff Peters, Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth & Detrick’s Motion to compel
arbitration. After reviewing the applicable law and considering arguments raised in Defendants’
Motion, the court is unable to discover any material fact or principle of law that has either been
overlooked or disregarded in compelling arbitration, and further finds no error of law or fact not
appropriately considered. Accordingly, Defendants® Motion is DENIED.

However, the Court has determined the July 17, 2025 Order quoted from South Carolina

authority incorrectly stating that South Carolina and Federal law favor arbitration. See: Order at p.
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5 (quoting Zabinski v. Bright Acres Assocs., 346 S.C. 580, 596, 553 S.E.2d 110, 118 (2001). The
South Carolina Supreme Court has more recently expressed that arbitration agreements are treated
like any other contract and that there is no policy favoring arbitration. See, e.g. Lampo v. Amedisys
Holding, LLC,445S.C. 305,317,914 S.E.2d 139, 146 (2025). In this case, the July 17, 2025 Order
did not order arbitration based on a policy favoring arbitration. Nor did the Court rely on such a
policy in its analysis of the disputes and whether they are subject to arbitration. To the contrary,
the Court examined and addressed the terms of the relevant agreement containing the arbitration
provision and the relationship and uses of the agreement between and among the parties and
subject disputes. This close analysis provided the substantive basis for the Order compelling
arbitration.

The Court thus amends the July 17, 2025 Order only to remove the incorrect reference to
the policy favoring arbitration.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Defendants’ Rule 59(e) Motion is DENIED. The
parties are instructed to provide the names of proposed arbitrators within tem days from the

issnance of this Order.

The Honorable R. Lawton Mclntosh
Fourteenth Judicial Circuit

, 2025
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Hampton Common Pleas

Case Caption: Peters Murdaugh Parker Eltzroth & Detrick, Pa VS William Bames ,
defendant, et al
Case Number: 2024CP2500409

Type: Order/Other

S/R. LAWTON McINTOSH

S/R.LAWTON McINTOSH

Electronically signed on 2025-09-10 09:21:289 page 3 of 3
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY
The Honorable Heath P. Taylor, Charleston County Clerk of Court

Circuit Court Case No.; 2024-CP-25-00409

Peters, Murdaugh, Parker, Eltzroth & Detrick, PA.......cccocoviiiviiniiiniiininioniiinnes Respondent,
VS.
Willisin Barnes and Barties Law Fithl; LLC een s smmmsmnvsssniiseassrs ey Appellants.
VS.
Parker Law Group, LLP,.....ccooiiriiiiiiiiie e Third- Party Defendant.
PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that [ have served a copy of the Notice of Appeal for the Appellants on all
counsel, by emailing a copy of the same on September 10, 2025, by address as follows:

Robert R. Gergel, Esq.
richardgergelagpiercesloan.com
Carl E. Pierce, 11, Esq.
catlpierce@piercesloan.com
Pierce, Sloan, Wilson, Kennedy & Early, LLC
The Blake- Grimké House
321 E. Bay St (29401)
PO Box 22437
Charleston, SC 29413
(843) 725-7720

VN

Melngﬂerzm

Legal Assistant to John S. Nichols, Esq.






Bluestein Thompson Sullivan, LLC
meredith@bluesteinattorneys.com

September 10, 2025
ce: John S. Nichols, Esq. (john/ibluesteinatiorneys.com)

James B. Hood, Esq. (james.hoodughoodlaw,com)
I. Collier Jones, Esq (collier.jonestehoodlaw,com)






Meredith Brown

R N ISR
From: Meredith Brown
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2025 4:40 PM
To: ‘richardgergel@piercesloan.com’; Carl Pierce
Cc: John Nichols; famie Hood; 'collier jones@hoodiaw.com’
Subject: Notice of Appeal- PMPED v W Barnes and Barnes Law Firm v Parker Law Group, LLP
Attachments: 2025.09.10- Notice of Appeal.pdf
Categories: Smokeball

All,

Please see attached the Notice of Appeal for filing on behalf of the Appellants, in the above
referenced matter.

Thank you,
Meredith

=~f BLUESTEIN
l= AtrrTorNEYS

i solaning Lyt ings Loadiog,

MEREDITH BROWN OFFICE MANAGER &
LEGAL ASSISTANT TO JOHN 8. NICHOLS
1614 TAYLOR STREET | PO BOX 7965

COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29202

0:803.779.7599 £ 803 771,8007
MEREDITH@BLUESTEINATTIORNEYS.COM
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