
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

____________________ 

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge 

 Case No. 2025-002577 

Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright……………………………………………………….Appellant, 

v. 

Craig Bright,………………………………………………………………………….Respondent. 

APPELLANT’S MEMORANDUM OF LAW  
REGARDING APPEALABILITY OF ORDERS 

Appellant Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright hereby responds to this Court’s letter dated 

January 2, 2026, asking for memoranda addressing the appealability of two orders regarding four 

motions.  The two orders are Form 4 Orders issued by Judge Jocelyn Newman on December 22, 

2025 at 11:16 am and 11:30 am, respectively.  Judge Jocelyn Newman served as the designated 

complex case judge for this matter.  The first Form 4 Order (1) denied Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike 

Defendant’s Answer and Counterclaims and Eighth Motion to Compel, (2) granted Defendant’s 

Motion for Reconsideration of Order Regarding Warrant of Attachment, and (3) granted 

Defendant’s Second Motion for Reconsideration of Order Regarding Warrant of Attachment.  The 

granting of the motions for reconsideration of the Order regarding the Warrant of Attachment 
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resulted in Judge Newman’s dissolving the Warrant of Attachment.  The second Form 4 Order 

granted Defendant’s Motion for Release of the Matter to the General Docket.  The first Form 4 

Order is immediately appealable because it involves the dissolution of a warrant of attachment.  

Additionally, the other issue in the first Form 4 Order is immediately appealable because it 

involves a motion to strike that has a sufficient nexus to the warrant of attachment.  The second 

Form 4 Order is not immediately appealable, and Appellant has amended her notice of appeal 

reflecting the same. 

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

The case centers on a campaign of defamation, assault, and outrage that Respondent Craig 

Bright (“Respondent” or “Bright”) has inflicted (and continues to inflict) on Appellant Diana 

Janura (“Appellant” or “Janura”).  The parties were married for eleven years and divorced in 2016.  

After the parties’ divorce, Bright engaged in a relentless attack against Janura, as alleged in 

Janura’s Second Supplemental Complaint.  (A copy of the Second Supplemental Complaint is 

attached hereto as Exhibit A.)   

His wrongful behavior has not only been targeted at Janura, but also at the judicial system.  

He has consistently refused to play by the court’s rules and orders.  As a result, Janura has had to 

look to the judicial system to protect her, including asking the circuit court to issue a warrant of 

attachment and to strike his answer for violations of the warrant, along with court orders.  It is 

from the orders dissolving the warrant and denying the motion to strike that Janura is before this 

Court. 

I. Warrant of Attachment 

Bright was caught red-handed trying to move his assets out of South Carolina in an attempt 

to render himself judgment proof.  (Pl.’s Ex Parte Mot. for Attachment and supporting affidavit, 
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attached hereto as Exhibit B.) In a jail-house call with his mother, Bright told her that he was 

going to leave the State of South Carolina and “try to liquidate[.]”  (Ex. B, ¶5.)   After learning of 

this call and that Bright placed his house on the market, Janura sought an ex parte warrant of 

attachment.  As a result of the evidence presented to Judge Newman, she issued a Warrant of 

Attachment (“Warrant”), attached hereto as Exhibit C.  Then, Janura discovered an email from 

Bright to John Boretti, his banker, stating as follows:  

Just got a 96k bill for my litigation fees last month as still trying to get my kids 
back and get time for the five million dollar suit.  If I file bankruptcy to protect my 
personal assets what would happen. I’m thinking of paying off all my Bright 
[H]oldings loans and taking equity out as I don’t believe they can touch assets in 
my LLC like Bennie’s so will pay that off with personal cash to park money in 
another LLC which means I would want to borrow more against Bennie’s.  As 
much as the bank will allow me to borrow more and pay it off to get money out of 
my name.  Same with the raw land.  I will contact a bankruptcy attorney but need 
to move money out of my personal name by spring. 
 

(Email from Craig Bright to John Boretti, dated Nov. 28, 2023, attached hereto as Exhibit D 

(emphasis added).)   

With the consent of Janura, Judge Newman amended the warrant to allow Bright to sell his 

house and give him the opportunity to sell other items, but all proceeds (less any liens) from the 

sales must be deposited in Bright’s counsel’s trust account.  A copy of an Order addressing the 

amendment of the Warrant (“Amended Order”), is attached hereto as Exhibit E.   

In the Order section of the Amended Order, Judge Newman issued the following orders: 

1. “[P]ursuant to this Court’s order on November 21, 2023 that Defendant answer all 
discovery regarding this net worth, Defendant is ordered to provide a verified list 
of all entities in which he has any interest and to all financial records and 
documentation of such entities, including for any purchase, exchange, transfer, sale, 
or other disposition of any other real property, personal property, asset, or liability 
from the date of this order through the termination of this litigation.” 
 

2. “Defendant is once again ordered to answer all discovery (specifically discovery 
regarding his net worth) in accordance with this Court’s prior orders . . . .” 
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3. “[H]e is further ordered to supplement and verify all discovery pursuant to Rule 
26(e), SCRCP.” 

 
(Amended Order ¶ 4.)  Bright has not complied with any of these three specific orders in the 

Amended Order, which was issued on October 17, 2024—over one year ago.   

II. Motion to Strike 

After repeated violations of the Warrant and the Amended Order, Janura filed a Motion to 

Strike Defendant’s Answer and Counterclaims and Eighth Motion to Compel (“Motion to Strike”) 

on November 25, 2024, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit F.  During the hearing on 

the Motion to Strike, Janura’s counsel dropped the motion to compel as Judge Newman and 

Bright’s counsel raised the issue of whether a motion to strike could be granted regarding issues 

contained in motions to compel and other filings that had yet to be heard.  (Hr’g Tr.41-52 & 75, 

Feb. 19, 2025, a full copy of the hearing transcript is attached hereto as Exhibit G.)  Janura’s 

counsel limited the Motion to Strike to be based solely on violations of Judge Newman’s orders, 

the Warrant, and Amended Order, which include the following issues: 

 Failure to verify Bright’s Answers to Interrogatories, despite Judge Newman’s 
order (and SCRCP) requiring the same; 
 

 Failure to provide a verified list of all entities owned by Bright, despite Judge 
Newman’s order requiring the same; 

 

 Placing his house on the market prior to the Amended Order, despite Judge 
Newman’s Warrant seizing the house; 

 

 Attempt to sell and/or move out of the jurisdiction his $500,000 boat, subject to the 
Warrant and Amended Order; 

 

 Attempt to sell his Ferrari, subject to the Warrant and Amended Order; and, 
 

 Attempt to sell motorcycles, subject to the Warrant and Amended Order. 
 
(Ex. G, Hr’g Tr. 44, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51.)  Janura’s counsel specifically stated “we can argue all the 

discovery motions at a later time [provided Judge Newman did not grant the Motion to Strike].”  
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(Ex. G, Hr’g Tr. 50:3-4.)  Then, Janura’s counsel asked if suited the Court to proceed with the 

Motion to Strike only on violations of Court orders, Warrant, and Amended Order, and Judge 

Newman answered “[s]ure.”  (Hr’g Tr. 50:3-20).  Thus, to clarify the record, although Judge 

Newman’s Form 4 Order states “Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike Defendant’s Answer and 

Counterclaims and Motion to Compel (filed on 11/25/24) is DENIED”, only a motion to strike on 

limited grounds was argued, as agreed to by Judge Newman and argued by both parties. (Ex. G, 

Hr’g Tr. 50.)  The discovery motions were reserved to be argued at a later date.  The Motion to 

Strike was denied. 

LAW/ANALYSIS 

An order dissolving a warrant of attachment is an immediately appealable interlocutory 

order.  Va-Carolina Chem Co. v. Wilkins, 105 S.C. 291, 89 S.E. 659, 661 (1916); Jean H. Toal, 

Amelia W. Walker, Margaret E. Baker, Appellate Practice in South Carolina, 166 (S.C. Bar., 3d 

ed. 2016).  Thus, the part of the first Form 4 Order regarding the granting of motions for 

reconsideration, resulting in the dissolution of the warrant of attachment, is immediately 

appealable, as a matter of law. 

Orders containing a sufficient nexus to orders that contain immediately appealable issues 

may become reviewable.  Hodge v. UniHealth Post-Acute Care of Bamberg, LLC, 422 S.C. 544, 

575 n.9, 813 S.E.2d 292, 309 n.9 (Ct. App. 2018) (stating “courts may accept appeals of 

interlocutory orders not ordinarily immediately appealable when appealed with a companion issue 

proper for review but not when the issues appealed lack of sufficient nexus.”); Ferguson v. 

Charleston Lincoln/Mercury, Inc., 344 S.C. 502, 510, 544 S.E.2d 285, 290 (Ct. App. 2001), aff'd 

as modified sub nom. Ferguson v. Charleston Lincoln Mercury, Inc., 349 S.C. 558, 564 S.E.2d 94 
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(2002) (providing “an interlocutory order may be reviewed if it contains appealable issues which 

are properly before the court.”). 

Here, both the order dissolving the Warrant and the order denying the Motion to Strike 

center around the Warrant and the Amended Order.  There is a sufficient nexus between the two 

orders.  The two motions for reconsideration resulted in the dissolution of the Warrant.  The Motion 

to Strike was based in significant part on violations of the Warrant and Amended Order.  Moreover, 

as will be argued in the appellate briefs by Janura, Bright did not seek dissolution of the Warrant 

in his motions for reconsideration.  He only sought modification of the Warrant.  Therefore, the 

circuit court committed clear error when it dissolved the Warrant when that relief was not before 

it.   

If the Warrant was dissolved improperly, there are strong grounds for the granting the 

Motion to Strike, as Bright’s counsel admits that Bright does not have to verify his answers to 

interrogatories or a list of Bright’s entities.  (Ex. G, Hr’g Tr. 52-64.)  The circuit court already 

ordered him to verify his discovery answers on November 21, 2023.  (Order, dated May 20, 2024 

from Hearing on Nov. 21, 2023, attached hereto as Exhibit H.)  Then the circuit court ordered him 

again in the Amended Order.  (Ex. E.)   To date, Bright has not verified his discovery responses or 

a list of all entities in which he has an interest.   

In sum, the order dissolving the Warrant is an immediately appealable interlocutory order.  

The order regarding the Motion to Strike is a companion order to the order dissolving the Warrant.  

It was included in the same Form 4 Order; both motions (for reconsideration and to strike the 

answer) were argued one after the other at the same hearing; and they both involve the Warrant 

and Amended Order.  The order regarding the Motion to Strike is a companion order that should 

be heard on appeal by this Court, with the order dissolving the warrant of attachment. 
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CONCLUSION 

 For the above reasons, the Court should entertain both the order denying the motions to 

reconsider and dissolving the warrant and the order denying the motion to strike.  Prior to the filing 

of this memorandum, Janura submitted an amended notice of appeal to reflect that she is not 

appealing at this time the order granting the release of the case to the general docket. 

 

 SOWELL & DuRANT, LLC 

 

By:      s/Bess J. DuRant 
 Thornwell F. Sowell III, SC Bar No. 5197 
 bsowell@sowelldurant.com 
 Bess J. DuRant, SC Bar No. 77920 
 bdurant@sowelldurant.com 
 1325 Park Street, Suite 100 
 Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
 (803) 722-1100 

 

Attorneys for Appellant Diana Janura 

 

Columbia, South Carolina 
January 15, 2026 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL 
COMPLAINT 

 
(Jury Trial Demanded) 

 

 
Plaintiff Diana Janura (“Plaintiff”) hereby supplements this action against Defendant Craig 

Bright (“Defendant”) based on the allegations set forth below: 

PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 

1. Plaintiff is a citizen and resident of Beaufort County, South Carolina. 

2. Upon information and belief, Defendant is a citizen and resident of Beaufort 

County, South Carolina. 

3. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over the claims in this lawsuit and 

personal jurisdiction over the parties. 

4. Venue is proper in this circuit because the Defendant lives, resides, and does 

business in Beaufort County, South Carolina, and the acts and omissions that are the subject of 

this action occurred in Beaufort County, South Carolina. 

FACTS 

5. Plaintiff and Defendant were wife and husband, having been married on August 26, 

2005. 

6. Three sons were born of this marriage.  The first son was born in January 2009; the 
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second son was born in October 2012; and the third son was born in September 2014. 

7. After nearly eleven years of marriage, Plaintiff and Defendant were divorced on 

March 9, 2016 pursuant to the Final Order Approving Final Settlement Agreement and Decree of 

Divorce filed on March 9, 2016 in the Beaufort County Family Court under Case Number 2015-

DR-07-286. 

8. Even though Plaintiff and Defendant are divorced, they are still 50/50 

members/owners of BNC Holdings, LLC, which owns a number of parcels of commercial real 

estate, which is in the process of being dissolved.    

9. Subsequent to the divorce, Defendant has engaged in a relentless attack against 

Plaintiff for years, sending barrages of false, defamatory, and outrageous emails and Facebook 

posts to Plaintiff, her lawyers, and the public at large.   

10. Defendant continues to send these derogatory and inflammatory emails to Plaintiff 

despite the fact that he is under a court order to have no contact, including written contact, with 

Plaintiff.   

11. Defendant’s false, defamatory, and outrageous campaign to harm Plaintiff, by 

emails and posts to third persons has been malicious and beyond the bounds of human decency, 

calling or referring to the Plaintiff as follows: 

a. A murderer, by informing the public via Facebook and third parties via email, that 

Plaintiff intends to “kill him[,]” said Facebook post and email attached hereto as 

Exhibit A;  

b. A “cunt” at least fifteen times, emails attached hereto as Exhibit B; 

c. A “whore” and that she “took money for sex[,]” emails attached hereto as Exhibit 

C; 
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d. A “con” and “liar” which is “confirmed by her accountant and friends[,]” emails 

and Facebook posts attached as Exhibit D; 

e. A “fraud[,]” emails attached as Exhibit E; 

f. A person who has a boyfriend who is a pedophile; emails attached as Exhibit F; 

g. A person who has committed perjury and lied under oath, emails attached as 

Exhibit G; and, 

h. Other defamatory and outrageous statements that may be revealed in discovery. 

12. After the filing of this Complaint, Defendant has continued to utter numerous 

defamatory statements about Plaintiff and engage in a terroristic campaign against Plaintiff.  These 

instances are as follows: 

a. On or about November 30, 2020, Defendant stated that Plaintiff pays off judges.  

Email attached hereto as Exhibit H. 

b. On or about November 30, 2020, Defendant informed Linda Toporek and Kamisha 

Pruitt (Defendant’s supervisors for his telephone calls with the parties’ children) 

that Plaintiff is a “cheat.”  Email attached hereto as Exhibit I. 

c. On or about May 12, 2022, Defendant sent an email to a Katherine Ferguson stating 

that Plaintiff’s husband abuses the parties’ children and Plaintiff.  Email attached 

hereto as Exhibit J. 

d. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant informed the Beaufort County Sheriff’s 

Office (Officer J. Mendicino) that Plaintiff and her husband threatened to kill him 

and stated these statements were made at the children’s soccer field and that the 

parties’ son could confirm that Plaintiff and her husband threatened to kill him.  He 

made this statement even though Plaintiff’s husband was not at the soccer field as 
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he was en route in a plane to Chicago, Illinois. 

e. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant called Plaintiff a “slut” and that she has had 

sexual intercourse with numerous men.  He made this statement to Officer J. 

Mendicino of the Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office. 

f. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant falsely accused Plaintiff of having sexual 

intercourse with Beaufort County Sheriff’s Officer Mendicino. 

g. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant again called the Beaufort County Sheriff’s 

Office and informed Officer Dickman and Officer Mendicino that Plaintiff and her 

husband threatened to kill him. He made this statement even though Plaintiff’s 

husband was not at the soccer field as he was en route in a plane to Chicago, Illinois. 

h. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant called Plaintiff a “fucking pariah” to Officer 

Dickman and Officer Mendicino of the Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office. 

i. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant called Plaintiff a cunt to Officer Dickman 

and Officer Mendicino of the Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office. 

j. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant called Plaintiff a harasser and a mother who 

wants to keep their children away from their father at a Beaufort County soccer 

field while numerous people were around and observing Defendant following 

Plaintiff around the field, videoing her every move. 

k. On or about May 14, 2022, Defendant left Plaintiff a voicemail, calling Plaintiff a 

“whore” and letting her know that he can come to “every sporting event I want” 

and “get ready to see me everywhere” which is in direct violation of a family court 

order. 

l. On or about August 15, 2022, Defendant cleaned out the parties’ sons’ 529 
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education plans to the tune of $190,000 to create financial havoc for and to punish 

Plaintiff. 

m. On or about September 22, 2022, Defendant called Plaintiff a cunt to Officer 

Seronka of the Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office.  Defendant admitted that he called 

Plaintiff a cunt and that “she’s still a cunt.”  Defendant made this statement while 

he was turning himself in to jail for charges of Unlawful Communications with 

Plaintiff.  While he was turning himself in to the police, Defendant stated that he 

has a “lady who has the same last name as me” senator for his lawyer and that he 

would be out of jail in “two seconds” conveying to the officer that he is above the 

law, has no respect for it, and can buy his way out of any situation. 

n. On or about July 6, 2023, Defendant called Plaintiff a liar to Defendant’s telephone 

call supervisor, Kamisha Pruitt.  He also called Ms. Pruitt a liar.  He then said 

Plaintiff and Ms. Pruitt “will burn in hell [f]or lies and I will Smile as [the parties’ 

children] will when their mom dies an early death.”  A copy of this email is attached 

hereto as Exhibit K. 

o. On or about July 3, 2025, Defendant emailed John Boretti at South State Bank and 

Phillip Hartman, the business manager employed by BNC, that Plaintiff is “stealing 

from the company”  and “I never expected my partner to steal but she has.”  A copy 

of this email is attached as Exhibit L. 

p. On or about July 10, 2025, Defendant claims Plaintiff “won’t win in court even 

though she has bought them.  There is a reason again she won’t go to court.  She 

loses the judge who is corrupt at best then” in an email to Kamisha Pruitt and 

Katherine Ferguson.  A copy of this email is attached as Exhibit M. 
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13. All of these statements are false and were published to third persons (except the 

voicemail to Plaintiff and the 529 plans).  These statements were made with the intent of harming 

Plaintiff.  These actions served to control Plaintiff and to instill fear in her. 

14. These emails and utterances represent a small fraction of the tens of thousands of 

emails and utterances that Defendant sends or speaks to third parties about Plaintiff in attempts to 

wrongfully defame, harass, humiliate, and harm Plaintiff. 

15. In addition to the harm Defendant has caused Plaintiff via character attacks, his 

publications are additionally harmful to Plaintiff because Defendant knows that he and Plaintiff 

are dissolving their business.  Upon information and belief, Defendant is engaging, in part, in this 

smear campaign to impugn her professional status so that any current or future business 

opportunities will fail. 

16. In addition to Defendant’s outrageous and defamatory campaign against Plaintiff, 

he has engaged in a long-standing stalking and harassment scheme to intimidate and strike fear in 

Plaintiff. 

17. Defendant repeatedly and slowly drives by Plaintiff’s house. 

18. Defendant has driven and stopped in Plaintiff’s driveway until she notices him, 

causing her to run around the house locking all doors and windows to protect herself and their 

young children.  Upon information and belief, once he receives enough satisfaction from terrifying 

Plaintiff by parking in her driveway, he then drives off. 

19. Defendant’s campaign of terror and fear includes chasing Plaintiff in her car until 

she had to call 911 so the police could stop him, and walking into Plaintiff’s house, opening up a 

beer, and refusing to leave. 

20. His harassment of Plaintiff extends to their business.  With no approval from 
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Plaintiff, he wrongfully withdrew approximately $500,000 from their business account.  He then 

texted Plaintiff’s business manager informing him that if Plaintiff wanted the money, she would 

have to sue him for it. 

21. Defendant has threatened to purchase the house across from Plaintiff to keep watch 

over all of her activities. 

22. This threat to purchase the house across the street is not idle as he has engaged in 

this behavior before.  Prior to buying her present home, Plaintiff purchased a lot in Spanish Wells 

and was planning on building a house.  Then, Defendant purchased a house around the corner 

solely to intimidate, harass, and strike fear in Plaintiff.  He succeeded because his purchase forced 

Plaintiff to abandon construction, sell the lot, and find a different property, where she currently 

resides with their three young children.   

23. For her current home, Plaintiff spent approximately one year fixing it up and then 

moved in March of 2019.  In or around August of 2020, Defendant placed an offer on the 

neighboring property and was under contract.  Upon information and belief, he contracted this 

property just to intimidate, harass, and strike fear in Plaintiff.  Due to Defendant’s substantial 

assets, he can afford to fulfill his threats and move next door to wherever Plaintiff moves. 

24. Plaintiff has received a phone call from Defendant’s friend that he is concerned for 

her life and welfare. 

25. Plaintiff fears for her life due to Defendant’s actions, and Defendant has been 

successful in his reign of terror. 

26. As a result of Defendant’s campaign to terrorize, defame, intimidate, and engage in 

other outrageous misconduct, Plaintiff has suffered mental and emotional distress, loss of sleep, 

constant fear, damage to her reputation, and other actual, special, and consequential damages. 
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FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Defamation) 

 
27. The above allegations are hereby realleged as if stated herein verbatim. 

28. All of the above statements made by Defendant about Plaintiff are defamatory, and 

none of them are true. 

29. All of the above statements are actionable per se as they are allegations of a crime, 

unchastity, and impropriety or inadequacy in performing a trade or profession, including but not 

limited to the business that Plaintiff continues to have with Defendant. 

30. All of the above statements were published with actual or implied malice. 

31. All of the above statements are false. 

32. All of the above statements were published by the Defendant to third persons, 

including the public at large. 

33. All of the above statements concern the Plaintiff and impugn her reputation. 

34. Plaintiff has been injured by Defendant’s defamatory statements. 

35. Defendant repeatedly made, and continues to make, the above defamatory 

statements wantonly, willfully, and maliciously to harm Plaintiff. 

36. As a result of Defendant’s multiple and repeated defamatory statements about 

Plaintiff, Plaintiff is entitled to judgment against Defendant for an appropriate amount of actual, 

special, and punitive damages, as well as any other appropriate relief. 

FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Outrage) 

 
37. The above allegations are hereby realleged as if stated herein verbatim. 

38. Defendant has intentionally and recklessly inflicted severe emotional distress on 

Plaintiff while being certain or substantially certain that such distress would result from his 
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conduct. 

39. Defendant’s conduct has been and continues to be so extreme and outrageous as to 

exceed all possible bounds of decency and should be regarded as atrocious and utterly intolerable. 

40. Defendant’s relentless misconduct caused Plaintiff mental and emotional distress 

that no reasonable person could be expected to endure. 

41. Defendant maliciously chose to strike fear in Plaintiff with their children in her 

house. 

42. As a result of Defendant’s outrageous conduct, Plaintiff is entitled to judgment 

against Defendant for an appropriate amount of actual and punitive damages. 

FOR A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Assault) 

 
43. The above allegations are hereby realleged as if stated herein verbatim. 

44. Defendant’s misconduct places Plaintiff in reasonable fear of bodily harm. 

45. Defendant’s misconduct is of a nature, and made under circumstances, that would 

affect the mind of one of ordinary reason and firmness and influence her conduct. 

46. Defendant knows, or should know, that his threatening behavior causes fear in 

Plaintiff. 

47. Defendant maliciously chose to strike fear in Plaintiff with their children in her 

house. 

48. As a result of Defendant’s assaults on Plaintiff, Plaintiff is entitled to judgment 

against Defendant for an appropriate amount of actual and punitive damages.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendant in an appropriate amount 

of actual and punitive damages, to be determined by the jury, for the recovery of Plaintiff’s costs 

and attorney’s fees, and for such further and other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 
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SOWELL & DuRANT, LLC 
 
s/Bess J. DuRant 

Thornwell F. Sowell, III (SC Bar No. 5197) 
Bess J. DuRant (SC Bar No. 77920)  
1325 Park Street, Suite 100 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
803-722-1100 
bsowell@sowelldurant.com 
bdurant@sowelldurant.com 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Diana Janura 
 

Columbia, South Carolina  
September 15, 2025 
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From: Craig Bright <cbright696@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 6:27 PM 

To: Katherine G Ferguson <katherine@fergusonandfergusonlaw.com> 

Subject: Fwd: DIANA BRIGHT - Reference: 843-422-3802 - Order Number: 3280336 

I know you are in panic mode and she will do whatever before court but your emails show your lack of 

concern and she is a day late and a dollar short. I will have you pay all the fees and you can start bulking 

Diana as my server is trying again tonight. If your not representing her then let me know so I don't waste 

my time. I know you are and it's sad. She will be served tonight or tomorrow and then you and 1 can talk 

if you represnt her. She's guilty and you know it. As an attorney that gets paid you are super happy. The 

judge here on the civil case threw it back as she and Diana love each other as she pays her as well. You 

lied in front of the arbitrator when you said Diana doesn't make money. Did you believe that? She uses 

my good friend as an accountant so I know exactly what she made and I will show you lie for your client 

on purpose. You know she made money but you lied for her. Your ethics are horrible and you sold out 

and you sold your soul. When we go to court and I ask you in court if she made any money you are going 

to have to say no. Your guilty and the fact you coveted for her shoes your guilt. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Marie Garcia <marie.garcia@specialdelivery.com> 

Date: November 30, 2020 at 2:47:51 PM EST 

To:  cbright696@gmail.com 

Subject: Re: DIANA BRIGHT - Reference: 843-422-3802 - Order Number: 

3280336 

CRAIG BRIGHT, 

In regard to the service listed below: 

PROCESS SERVICE RECIPIENT: 
DIANA BRIGHT 
29 SEA OLIVE ROAD 
HILTON HEAD, SC 29928 

DBright_000405 
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Hello, I had to hire a new servers for this process, the one 1 hired previously, came down 

with Covid and had to be quarantined, However it only took them a week to respond to me 

and let me know. I just hired a new server and they will be attempting this either tonight of 
tomorrow. I sorry for the inconvenience. I will let you know as soon as we get it served. 

Marie Garcia 
Special Delivery Service, Inc. 
214-866-3267 

arie.Garcia(a)_SpecialDelivery.com 

DBright_000406 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit I 

 
 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL COMPLAINT 
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From: Craig Bright <cbright696@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 3:52 PM 

To: Linda Toporek <Lnda@familytiessc.com> 

Cc: Kamisha Pruitt <Kamisha@familytiessc.com> 
Subject: Re: Bright 

Thank you! It is amazing that she is going to court in the 12th and will now do want she hand t down in 

three years and it's documented. She is a bad mother and person who knows they were wrong and got 
away with it. One week in front of her court case won't help her. I don't think she has an attorney of 

record 
So we will see. Her attorney will lie on her behalf and is guilty of lying to the arbitrator. She is a cheat as 
well. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Nov 30, 2020, at 3:29 PM, Linda Toporek <Lnda@familytiessc.com> wrote: 

I did get the money, thank you. Kamisha has reached out to Diana and there will be a 
makeup call this Wednesday for the one missed last week. Kamisha will be sending out 

invites soon. She is reaching out to the supervisor now. You will still have your regular call 

next week as well. Just be sure you test 12 hours before the call times. And please keep all 

contact to a minimum as we will have to bill you if it is excessive. 

Respectfully, 

Linda Toporek 

New Mailing Address 

Family Ties of the Lowcountry, LLC 

PO Box 693 
Johns Island, SC 29457 
www.FamilyTiesSC.com 
843.478.9560 

DBright 000260 
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843.989.0158 fax 

Our office address: 
1525 Sam Rittenberg Blvd., Suite 103, Charleston, SC 29407 

"Your present circumstances don't determine where you can go, 
they merely determine where you start." Nido Qubein 

DISCLAIMER: 
This electronic message may contain information that is confidential and/or legally privileged. It is 
intended only for die use of the individual(s) and entity named as recipients in the message. If you are 
not an intended recipient of this message, please notify the sender immediately and delete the 
material from any computer. Do not deliver, distribute or copy this message, and do not disclose its 
contents or take any action in reliance on the information it contains. Thank you. 

On Mon, Nov 30, 2020 at 1:53 PM Craig Bright <cbright696@gmail.com> wrote: 

Are we cool? Did you get the money? 

Sent from my Whone 

DBright_000261 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit J  

 
 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL COMPLAINT 
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-----Original Message-----

 

From: Craig Bright <cbright696@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2022 1:42 PM 
To: Katherine G Ferguson <katherine@.fergusonandfergusonlaw.com> 
Subject: Bright 

Oliver also told me that Peter hits him and this has to stop. He told me that a few weeks ago when I saw him. I will 
calm the police but they protect the fireman. I'm on the record that he is abussive to the boys and most lik diana. 
It's a napoleon complex that he suffers from. I have to protect my sons and all We have to do is ask Oliver. 

Sent from my iPhone 

DBright_001024 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit K  

 
 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL COMPLAINT 
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From: Kamisha Pruitt <kamisha@carolinatiessc.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 6, 2023 6:17 PM
To: Katherine G Ferguson <katherine@fergusonandfergusonlaw.com>; Karyn L Brister <Karyn@fergusonandfergusonlaw.com>
Subject: Fwd: Bright
 
Good Evening,
 
I thought this was important to send to you. I have not shared this with Diana.
 
 

Respectfully, 

Kamisha Pruitt
Carolina Ties of the Lowcountry, LLC
PO Box 52194

Summerville, SC 29485

https://link.edgepilot.com/s/3a6848ed/_CWHc1SoZkmoUedqdC-kDw?u=http://www.carolinatiessc.com/

843.513.0570
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Craig Bright <cbright696@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Jul 6, 2023, 6:12 PM
Subject: Bright
To: Kamisha Pruitt <kamisha@carolinatiessc.com>

I am having Amex dispute the last charges as they are not valid at all and made up. I will not need to be abused by your bias anymore and will deal with diana and the kids without your encumbrance
anymore. She and you are simply liars and you will burn in hell
For lies and I will
Smile as the will when their mom dies an early death.

Sent from my iPhone

Links contained in this email have been replaced. If you click on a link in the email above, the link will be analyzed for known threats. If a known threat is found, you will not be able to proceed to
the destination. If suspicious content is detected, you will see a warning.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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Exhibit L  

 
 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL COMPLAINT 
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Amy Kelly

From: Craig Bright <cbright696@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 12:12 PM
To: John Boretti; Phillip Hartman; Marshall L. Horton; Justin P. Novak; Jessica Stratta; M. Cooke; 

Katherine G Ferguson
Cc: Bess DuRant
Subject: Bnc

Hey John, Diana has been taking bnc money as you know and puƫng it in her personal accounts without and properƟes 
being deeded to her. The liƟgaƟon will occur on the 4th on next month. She has been stealing from the company for 
months. Since the revenue she has been stealing isn’t going into the company bnc is not able to make payments on several 
building and won’t be able to so they will delinquent. I have copied my counsel as they are aware but bnc will not be able to 
make payments due to Diana’s theŌ. I have also copied Diana’s aƩorney to make them aware of the theŌ and the fact we 
will not make the payment and their will be delinquent due to her acƟons. Bnc will not be able to make payments moving 
forward due to her acƟons and will be forced to ask the court for assistance if she doesn’t return all funds taken over the 
last few months and possibly not in the future. I’m hopeful she will realize her mistake and pay the monies back plus 
penalƟes and legal fees but my business partner has seemed to go in a criminal path. Thank yoh and since we have baked 
together we have never missed a payment but I never expected my partner to steal but she has. We will do the best we can. 
Thanks Sent from my iPhone 

DBright_002259
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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 SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL COMPLAINT 
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1

Amy Kelly

  
From: Craig Bright <cbright696@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2025 12:02 AM 
To: Kamisha Pruitt <kamisha@carolinatiessc.com>; Katherine G Ferguson 
<katherine@fergusonandfergusonlaw.com> 
Subject: Bright  
  
Download Attachment 
Available until Aug 8, 2025 
  
 
Katherine, Marshall isn’t going to represent me on the visitation issue so I will myself. There 
was no way to pay and there was no attempt from Diana or you to tell me but I just confirmed 
soberlink sent her a document to sign and she didn’t on purpose. I will find an attorney to 
show you are so in contempt. Marshall your friend and he doesn’t want to deal with it so he 
told me that so I have to deal with you directly. He’s only going to help with the fraud case and 
I will be taken advantage off. Divorce is and equitable divorce of assets. We will show it’s not 
equitable. She won so much money and it’s done and it’s life changing and then you want to 
not pay the Pennie’s on the dollar. Those are my buildings and my dads and you lie and said it 
wasn’t his .its sick. Please tell your client to go to trial. I have paid for your kids school and 
have nothing against you except you lie for your clown but I may of as well .tell her to take her 
buildings which made her so rich, I don’t know if you know how bad I worked for it to lose it. 
Ask her to stop and stop trying for more money and let stop this. The boys will be of age soon 
and let’s get it done because I’m going to see my son at college and tell him I have spent 
millions to see him and their mom lied to get my dads property and I took such good care of 
her and show them that she afternoon only wants to hurt me and she is not nice. She slept 

DBright_002245
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2

with me the first night we went out when i was married. She knew what she was doing. There 
is a reason you’d t want to go to trial. Katherine, I said I was sorry and you continue to want to 
punish. Just tell Diana to stop everything and go away .indont bother her and this is you 
wanting to ruin me ask her to stop and go away and take her buildings and stop. My sons will 
see all of this and I haven’t done anything wrong accept being passionate and I’m sorry. I 
know I pay you firm more money then any other bit I’m done fighting and always have been. 
She won’t win in court even though she has bought them. There is a reason again she won’t go 
to court. She loses the judge who is corrupt at best then. Please Katherine. Make this go away  

Click to Download  
IMG_4369.MOV 

0 bytes 

  
Sent from my iPhone 

DBright_002246

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2025 S

ep 15 2:32 P
M

 - B
E

A
U

F
O

R
T

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2020C
P

0701753



 
 

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

____________________ 

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge 
 
 

Case No. 2025-002577 

 
 
 
 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright……………………………………………………….Appellant, 

 
v. 

 
Craig Bright,………………………………………………………………………….Respondent. 

 

 

Exhibit B 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW REGARDING  
APPEALABILITY OF ORDERS 

 
Pl.’s Ex Parte Mot. for Attachment and 

supporting affidavit  
  



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

   
     
Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 

PLAINTIFF’S EX PARTE MOTION 
FOR ATTACHMENT   

 
Plaintiff Diana Bright n/k/a Diana Janura (“Plaintiff”), by and through her undersigned 

counsel, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §§ 15-19-10 through 15-19-110, moves this Court for an ex 

parte warrant of attachment on the real and personal property of Defendant Craig Bright, as set 

forth in the attached affidavit by Plaintiff in accordance with S.C. Code Ann. §§ 15-19-50 and 15-

19-60.  More specifically, Plaintiff seeks an attachment against:  

(1) Defendant’s house located at 24 Widewater Road, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 

29926 (the “House”), which is currently for sale, see Affidavit Exhibit E, Zillow Listing;  

(2) any proceeds from the sale of the House, see Stephen v. Thayer, 2 S.C. L. 272, 272, 

1800 WL 265, at *1 (S.C. Const. Ct. App. 1800);  

(3) Defendant’s investment account with Charles Schwab, account ending in -3481;  

(4) Defendant’s CrisCraft boat, see Affidavit Exhibit C, Craig Bright Depo. at 118, 220; 

Affidavit Exhibit G, Craig Bright Financial Declaration; 

(5) Defendant’s vehicles, including but not limited to his Bentley and his Ferrari, see 

Affidavit Exhibit C, Craig Bright Depo. at 18–19; Affidavit Exhibit G, Craig Bright Financial 

Declaration; 



(6) Defendant’s ownership interest in Bennies, Inc., a South Carolina corporation of which 

Defendant is the sole owner, see Affidavit Exhibit C, Craig Bright Depo., pursuant to S.C. Code 

Ann. § 15-19-220; and 

(7) Defendant’s fifty-percent (50%) ownership interest in BNC Holdings, LLC, a South 

Carolina limited liability company, see Affidavit Exhibit H, Family Court Final Settlement 

Agreement at 14, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 15-19-220.   

The grounds for this motion are fully set forth in the attached affidavit pursuant to S.C. 

Code Ann. §§ 15-19-50 and 15-19-60.  Therefore, Plaintiff respectfully moves this Court for 

issuance of a warrant of attachment. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 SOWELL & DuRANT, LLC 
 
By:      s/ Caroline D. Gimenez-Kaushik 
 Thornwell F. Sowell III, SC Bar No. 5197 
 bsowell@sowelldurant.com 
 Bess J. DuRant, SC Bar No. 77920 
 bdurant@sowelldurant.com 
 Caroline D. Gimenez-Kaushik, SC Bar No. 102719 
 cgimenez@sowelldurant.com 
 1325 Park Street, Suite 100 
 Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
 (803) 722-1100 

 
      and  
 

Thomas C. Davis, SC Bar No. 1603 
tdavis@harveyandbattey.com 
Harvey & Battey, P.A. 
1001 Craven Street 
Beaufort, SC 29902 
(843) 524-3109   

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Diana Bright 

 
Columbia, South Carolina 
October 24, 2023 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT  ) FOR THE FOURTEENTH  JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 
Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright 
 

Defendant. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Civil Action No.: 2020-CP-07-01753 
 
 

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF 
ATTACHMENT 

 

 
Personally appeared before me, Diana Bright n/k/a Diana Janura, who first being duly 

sworn, deposes and says as follows: 

1. That I am the Plaintiff in this action; 

2. That this action seeks to recover a multi-million dollar actual damages award, as 

well as punitive damages, against Defendant Craig Bright (“Defendant”) on claims of defamation, 

assault, and outrage, and the assets I seek to attach are valued less than the potential judgment; 

3. That, should the jury or the court, as a matter of law, find Defendant liable, 

Defendant will be justly and truly indebted to me, in an amount to be determined by the jury 

following the trial of this matter;  

4. That Defendant holds no respect for the law or the courts of this State as evidenced 

by his numerous and routine violations of the Beaufort County Family Court’s No Contact Order 

between the parties, see Exhibit A, Family Court No Contact Order and Communications, as well 

as his admitted failure to abide by the Litigation Hold Letter sent by my counsel at the beginning 

of this case, see Exhibit B, Litigation Hold Letter; Exhibit C, Craig Bright Depo. at 21–23, 27–

29;  

5. That Defendant has indicated his intention to “liquidate” his assets and “get out of 

town” as soon as possible, see Exhibit D, Jailhouse Call 81538452 at 6:41–6:46, 6:54–7:00, 



 
2 

 

7:38—7:50 (“When I get out of here [jail], I’m gonna get out of town for a while and try to liquidate 

. . . .  So I’m getting out, so I just need to pick a place to go.  Get out of state.”)1, and, in furtherance 

thereof, has placed his house located at 24 Widewater Road, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 

29926 (the “House”) for sale, see Exhibit E, Zillow Listing, and expects an offer imminently, see 

Exhibit F, Craig Bright Text (DBright_001235); and 

6. That I am, therefore, entitled to an attachment, as a security for the satisfaction of 

such judgment as I may recover, against:  

a. Defendant’s equity in the House;  

b. any proceeds from the sale of the House;  

c. Defendant’s investment account with Charles Schwab, account ending in -3481;  

d. Defendant’s CrisCraft boat, see Exhibit C, Craig Bright Depo. at 118, 220; Exhibit 

G, Craig Bright Financial Declaration; 

e. Defendant’s vehicles, including but not limited to his Bentley and his Ferrari, see 

Exhibit C, Craig Bright Depo. at 18–19; Exhibit G, Craig Bright Financial 

Declaration; 

f. Defendant’s ownership interest in Bennies, Inc., a South Carolina corporation of 

which Defendant is the sole owner, see Exhibit C, Craig Bright Depo. at 16, 

pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 15-19-220; and  

g. Defendant’s fifty-percent (50%) ownership interest in BNC Holdings, LLC, a 

South Carolina limited liability company, see Exhibit H, Family Court Final 

Settlement Agreement at 14, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 15-19-220, 

 
1 Exhibit D is an audio (.mp3) file and, therefore, cannot be filed electronically.  Plaintiff’s counsel 
will Traditionally File a copy with the Court pursuant to Rule 1(n) and 8(e) of the South Carolina 
Electronic Filing Policies and Guidelines. 
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Exhibit A  

 
 AFFIDAVIT OF DIANA JANURA 
 IN SUPPORT OF ATTACHMENT 

 
Beaufort County Family Court’s No Contact Order  
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Litigation Hold Letter 
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 AFFIDAVIT OF DIANA JANURA 
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Excerpts of Craig Bright deposition 

 
 
  



·1
· · · · · · · · IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
·2· · · · · · · ·FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
· · · · · · · · · STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
·3· · · · · · · · · ·COUNTY OF BEAUFORT

·4

·5· ·DIANA BRIGHT,

·6· · · Plaintiff,

·7

·8

·9
· · ·vs.· · · · · · · · · · · · CIVIL ACTION NUMBER
10· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·2020-CP-07-01753

11

12

13· ·CRAIG BRIGHT,

14· · · Defendant.

15· ·---------------------------/

16· · · · · · The videotaped deposition of CRAIG

17· ·BRIGHT, a witness in the above-entitled cause,

18· ·taken pursuant to Notice and agreement, before

19· ·Yvonne P. Fanning, Stenographic Court Reporter

20· ·and Notary Public, Keven Carvajal,

21· ·Video-Technician, at the offices of Twenge +

22· ·Twombley Law Firm, 311 Carteret Street,

23· ·Beaufort, South Carolina, on the 27th day of

24· ·October, 2022, commencing at or about the hour

25· ·of 10:11 a.m.
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·1· ·APPEARANCES OF COUNSEL:

·2· · · FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

·3· · · · · · · · (IN-PERSON)

·4· · · · · · BESS J. DuRANT, ESQUIRE
· · · · · · · Sowell Gray Stepp & Lafitte, L.L.C.
·5· · · · · · 1325 Park Street
· · · · · · · Columbia, South Carolina 29201
·6· · · · · · 803-722-1100
· · · · · · · bdurant@sowelldurant.com
·7

·8
· · · · FOR THE DEFENDANT:
·9
· · · · · · · · · VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE
10
· · · · · · · DAWES COOK ESQUIRE
11· · · · · · Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC
· · · · · · · 211 King Street
12· · · · · · Suite 300
· · · · · · · Charleston, South Carolina 29401
13· · · · · · 843.577.7700
· · · · · · · mdc@barnwell-whaley.com
14
· · · · · · · · · AND (IN-PERSON)
15
· · · · · · · JUSTIN P. NOVAK, ESQUIRE
16· · · · · · Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC
· · · · · · · 211 King Street
17· · · · · · Suite 300
· · · · · · · Charleston, South Carolina 29401
18· · · · · · 843.577.7700
· · · · · · · jnovak@barnwell-whaley.com
19
· · · · · · · · · ·AND (IN-PERSON)
20
· · · · · · · MARGIE BRIGHT MATTHEWS, ESQUIRE
21· · · · · · Bright Matthews Law Firm, LLC
· · · · · · · 205 East Washington Street
22· · · · · · Walterboro, South Carolina 29488
· · · · · · · 843.549.6028
23· · · · · · margie@brightmatthewslaw.com

24

25
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·1· ·you referred to earlier, is that B&C?

·2· · · ·A· · Yes, ma'am.

·3· · · ·Q· · Okay.· And the furniture store, what

·4· ·name is that entity?

·5· · · ·A· · The corporate name is Bennies,

·6· ·B-e-n-n-i-e-s.

·7· · · ·Q· · How long have you owned Bennies?

·8· · · ·A· · Right after we bought the building,

·9· ·seven and a half years, maybe, approximately.

10· · · ·Q· · What is your day-to-day role at Bennies

11· ·today?

12· · · ·A· · I do not play an active role in the

13· ·company.

14· · · ·Q· · Are you the 100 percent owner of

15· ·Bennies?

16· · · ·A· · Yes, I am.

17· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Mr. Bright, when did you and

18· ·Ms. Janura get married?

19· · · ·A· · I'm not sure, ma'am.

20· · · ·Q· · When did you get divorced?

21· · · ·A· · I do know it was on my birthday, so --

22· ·and I think it's been -- this year will be eight

23· ·years, seven or eight years this year.  I

24· ·believe it would be eight.

25· · · ·Q· · And thank you for reminding me of a

DIANA BRIGHT vs CRAIG BRIGHT
Craig Bright on 10/27/2022

www.huseby.com Huseby Global Litigation 800-333-2082

DIANA BRIGHT vs CRAIG BRIGHT
Craig Bright on 10/27/2022 Page 16

www.huseby.com Huseby Global Litigation 800-333-2082
YVer1f



·1· · · ·A· · Not that I'm aware of.

·2· · · ·Q· · Okay.· So if we have any emails from

·3· ·this address, did you send those emails?

·4· · · ·A· · It would be my belief that I would

·5· ·have, yes.

·6· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Craig, what cars have you owned

·7· ·or rented since 2015?

·8· · · ·A· · Boy, I wasn't prepared to answer that

·9· ·question.

10· · · · · · I believe I've owned not many.· I'm

11· ·just trying to think.· I had a Porsche.  I

12· ·currently have a Bentley.· I do collect cars and

13· ·race them, so it's a hobby.· I've had a

14· ·couple -- two to three Ferraris in the period,

15· ·and I believe two Aston Martins.

16· · · ·Q· · What about a green Land Rover?

17· · · ·A· · Range Rover.

18· · · ·Q· · Range Rover.· Excuse me.

19· · · ·A· · You've had -- you're right.· I've

20· ·had -- sorry, not a question I don't think about

21· ·very often.· I had -- I had a black and a green

22· ·Range Rover.

23· · · ·Q· · Is your Bentley blue?

24· · · ·A· · No.· My Bentley was blue for a couple

25· ·of months, the one that was photographed, but I
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·1· ·changed.· I was waiting for the one that I

·2· ·ordered to come in, and that was kind of a

·3· ·loaner.

·4· · · ·Q· · What is the color of the Bentley that

·5· ·you own now?

·6· · · ·A· · It's gray.

·7· · · ·Q· · Do you have a white car, or have you

·8· ·had a white car for the past -- since 2015?

·9· · · ·A· · I'm sure I have, and given some time,

10· ·I'll -- I'll get together a complete list for

11· ·you.

12· · · ·Q· · Thank you.

13· · · ·A· · Sure.

14· · · ·Q· · Do you own any guns?

15· · · ·A· · I do.

16· · · ·Q· · Okay.· How many?

17· · · ·A· · Two.

18· · · ·Q· · Do you know when you purchased those

19· ·guns?

20· · · ·A· · Within the last year.

21· · · · · · MS. DuRANT:· Okay.· Ms. Kelly, may

22· · · I have the engagement letter, please,

23· · · ma'am?

24· · · · · · Mr. Bright, I'm going to hand you

25· · · and your lawyer -- let's make this his

DIANA BRIGHT vs CRAIG BRIGHT
Craig Bright on 10/27/2022

www.huseby.com Huseby Global Litigation 800-333-2082

DIANA BRIGHT vs CRAIG BRIGHT
Craig Bright on 10/27/2022 Page 19

www.huseby.com Huseby Global Litigation 800-333-2082
YVer1f



·1· · · · · · Do you see that?

·2· · · ·A· · Yes, ma'am.· I should have brought my

·3· ·glasses.

·4· · · ·Q· · Do you have any reason to doubt that

·5· ·you did not receive this letter marked as

·6· ·Exhibit 1?

·7· · · ·A· · I received -- what I do receive -- call

·8· ·receiving through a server was the initial

·9· ·filing asking for a jury trial and a packet of

10· ·paper that was fairly lengthy.· In regards to

11· ·this particular case, and again, we have several

12· ·ongoing cases, I believe this to be the only

13· ·document that I was served.· Whether this was

14· ·part of it, I do recall being served once in

15· ·this case asking for a jury trial.

16· · · ·Q· · Yeah.· I guess let me go back to my

17· ·question and make it a little bit clearer.

18· · · · · · If the process server says he served

19· ·you with this letter, do you have any reason to

20· ·question that you did not receive this letter?

21· · · ·A· · Again, I would not question.· I just

22· ·don't recall unless it was in the initial

23· ·packet --

24· · · ·Q· · Okay.

25· · · ·A· · -- which would have been around that
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·1· ·date --

·2· · · ·Q· · Yeah.

·3· · · ·A· · -- would it not have been?

·4· · · ·Q· · Yes, correct.· And you are correct.

·5· ·This was served with the summons and complaint.

·6· · · ·A· · Okay.· Then I do recall having a

·7· ·server.

·8· · · ·Q· · Great.

·9· · · · · · Have you read this letter before today?

10· · · ·A· · I don't recall.

11· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Do you understand -- and you can

12· ·read it if you want to now.

13· · · ·A· · I just did.· Yeah.

14· · · ·Q· · Do you understand the purpose of this

15· ·letter?

16· · · ·A· · Yes.

17· · · ·Q· · And what is that purpose?

18· · · ·A· · To not destroy any electronic

19· ·documents.

20· · · ·Q· · Uh-huh.· Along with any tangible

21· ·documents, hard copies of documents.

22· · · · · · Do you understand that as well?

23· · · ·A· · I understand what a hard document is.

24· ·But that would be in my possession?· And what

25· ·would be -- what type of document, for example?
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·1· ·Just for me to better understand.

·2· · · ·Q· · Sure.

·3· · · ·A· · I don't need --

·4· · · ·Q· · Sure.

·5· · · ·A· · I'm just curious.

·6· · · ·Q· · That -- that you wouldn't go around

·7· ·shredding documents.

·8· · · ·A· · No, ma'am.· I don't own a shredder.

·9· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Or -- or destroying documents,

10· ·burning documents, that you wouldn't

11· ·intentionally destroy any paper documents that

12· ·you have.

13· · · ·A· · Yeah.· As you're aware, I'm -- I'm

14· ·100 percent electronic, unfortunately.

15· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Have you deleted any texts or

16· ·emails since receiving this letter?

17· · · ·A· · I certainly have deleted texts.  I

18· ·don't know any of them would be relevant to this

19· ·case.· I do know that they all go up into the

20· ·cloud, and I believe that's why you guys ceased

21· ·my equipment to get access.· But I do not

22· ·keep -- for example, the text I received today,

23· ·I don't keep every text that I receive.· I,

24· ·frankly, wasn't aware that I was supposed to.

25· · · · · · MS. DuRANT:· Ms. Kelly, if you
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·1· · · ·Q· · Do you understand that I subpoenaed

·2· ·documents from Phil Hartman?

·3· · · ·A· · Yeah.· I know Phil Hartman has had

·4· ·documents requested.

·5· · · ·Q· · Do you -- are you aware that

·6· ·Phil Hartman produced texts between you and him

·7· ·about Ms. Janura in this case during that time

·8· ·frame?

·9· · · ·A· · I -- I'm not aware, nor do I not

10· ·believe it to be true.· I lose my phone at least

11· ·on a quarterly basis, and records will show from

12· ·Verizon that I just got a new one the other day

13· ·because I misplaced one.· So very, very possibly

14· ·during this period of time, I missed a phone

15· ·and, of course, when you get a new phone, your

16· ·texts aren't there.

17· · · ·Q· · Okay.· It is my understanding from your

18· ·testimony just a few minutes ago that your texts

19· ·go to an iCloud?

20· · · ·A· · I'm hoping or assuming they do.  I

21· ·would think everything these days goes to a

22· ·cloud.

23· · · ·Q· · Would it surprise you that we could not

24· ·find the forensic accountant -- not accountant,

25· ·excuse me -- the forensic IT -- gentleman who
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·1· · searched your phone could not find these texts

·2· · that Mr. Hartman had between you and he?

·3· · · · A· · It would --

·4· · · · · · ·MR. NOVAK:· Objection.

·5· · · · · · ·You can answer.

·6· · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Yeah.· It would --

·7· · · ·it would surprise me that a

·8· · · ·professional wasn't able to find them.

·9· · · ·I -- I turn my phone on and off when

10· · · ·it's not working like my computer.  I

11· · · ·don't know anything about technical.  I

12· · · ·have no capacity to make something go

13· · · ·away, and I would think a forensic

14· · · ·examiner, since that's his job, would

15· · · ·be able to take a layman's phone and

16· · · ·extract it, but I have no professional

17· · · ·knowledge of their field.

18· ·BY MS. DuRANT:

19· · · · Q· · Did you delete any texts during this time

20· · frame?

21· · · · A· · Ma'am, I -- obviously, if they're not

22· · there, possibly I could have.· No recollection.

23· · But it's great that you have the copies.

24· · · · Q· · The copies of what?

25· · · · A· · The ones that Phil sent, so you have

DIANA BRIGHT vs CRAIG BRIGHT
Craig Bright on 10/27/2022

www.huseby.com Huseby Global Litigation 800-333-2082

DIANA BRIGHT vs CRAIG BRIGHT
Craig Bright on 10/27/2022 Page 28

www.huseby.com Huseby Global Litigation 800-333-2082
YVer1f



·1· ·records of them.

·2· · · ·Q· · Have you deleted any other texts

·3· ·related to this litigation?

·4· · · ·A· · I -- I would say that there's a great

·5· ·certainty that if I sent an email to Diana, I

·6· ·would delete it because she would have a copy,

·7· ·of course, and that would be the only thing

·8· ·relevant.

·9· · · ·Q· · Okay.· What about other emails or texts

10· ·not sent to Diana; would you delete them?

11· · · ·A· · If it was in regards to the case of --

12· ·I would have nobody that I would be texting.

13· · · ·Q· · What about emailing?

14· · · ·A· · Emailing would be through my attorneys,

15· ·and I guess that would be protected.

16· · · ·Q· · Yeah.· I don't -- I don't want to know

17· ·about any communications with your lawyers, but

18· ·if you have any emails with Phil Hartman, your

19· ·parents, anybody else in your world about this

20· ·case, have you deleted those emails or texts

21· ·since September 3rd of 2020?

22· · · ·A· · It's possible.· I don't have any

23· ·recollection.

24· · · · · · MS. DuRANT:· Ms. Kelly, may I have

25· · · the next exhibit, please, ma'am.
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·1· ·the house, paid the repairs.· No harm, no foul.

·2· ·Ms. Bright never knew I was anywhere in the

·3· ·area.

·4· · · ·Q· · What kind of boat do you have?

·5· · · ·A· · I have a CrisCraft.

·6· · · ·Q· · How much does it cost?

·7· · · ·A· · I don't recall.

·8· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Does $500,000 sound about right?

·9· · · ·A· · That would sound about right, yes.

10· · · ·Q· · I'm going to ask Ms. Kelly to play some

11· ·videos for us, and I'll ask you questions after

12· ·them --

13· · · ·A· · Okay.

14· · · ·Q· · -- if you don't mind, please, sir.

15· · · · · · MS. DuRANT:· Oh.· It's sounds like

16· · · lunch is on its way.· Do y'all -- this

17· · · might be a good time to --

18· · · · · · MR. NOVAK:· Yeah.· If it works --

19· · · · · · MS. DuRANT:· Great.

20· · · · · · MR. NOVAK:· -- that's fine with

21· · · me.

22· · · · · · We'll go off the record.

23· · · · · · THE VIDEOGRAPHER:· The time is

24· · · 12:36 p.m. and we're off the record.

25· · · · · · · · ·(Recess taken from 12:36 p.m. to
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·1· · · ·Q· · Okay.· The boat?

·2· · · ·A· · Uh-huh.· There's a liability for you.

·3· · · ·Q· · A liability regardless if you have debt

·4· ·or not.

·5· · · · · · How much equity do you have in the

·6· ·boat?

·7· · · ·A· · I don't think really any.

·8· · · ·Q· · Okay.

·9· · · ·A· · I mean, maybe 50 grand.· Who knows.

10· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Do you have any trusts?

11· · · · · · Did I just ask you this?

12· · · ·A· · You just asked me that.

13· · · ·Q· · Sorry.

14· · · ·A· · No, I do not.

15· · · ·Q· · Have you received any loans recently?

16· · · ·A· · Yes.· And I'm just waiting to hear

17· ·today about another one.

18· · · ·Q· · Is that what you submitted the verified

19· ·financial statements for?

20· · · ·A· · I mean, the banker just asked for this

21· ·information.· I didn't have to give him any

22· ·statements.

23· · · ·Q· · Okay.· Well, I thought you just said

24· ·you just did some financial statements or

25· ·declarations?
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WARRANT OF ATTACHMENT  

(Real Property, Personal Property, and 

Business Assets Owned by Craig Bright) 

 

 

TO ALL AND SINGULAR THE SHERIFFS AND CONSTABLES OF SAID STATE AND COUNTY: 

YOU ARE HEREBY commanded to attach and seize the real and personal property and 

business assets identified at the attached Exhibit “A”, to serve such summons as may be placed in 

your hands and to make return of this attachment, with your actings and doings entered thereon, 

to this court.  Hereof fail not. 

 

Witness my hand and seal this ______ day of October, 2023. 

 

 

________________________________ (L.S.) 

      Clerk of Court 

      Fourteenth Judicial Circuit 
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Exhibit “A” 

 

a. ALL that certain piece, parcel or lot of land, situate, lying and being on Hilton Head 

Island, County of Beaufort, State of South Carolina, shown and described as Lot 

B22, 1.50 acres, Spanish Wells Plantation, Hilton Head Island, on a plat recorded 

in the Beaufort County Records in Plat Book 67 at Page 42.  For a more detailed 

description as to courses and distances, metes and bounds of the above-described 

lot, reference is had to the above-mentioned plat of record.  

AND ALSO 

All that certain piece, parcel or lot of land situate, lying and being on Hilton Head 

Island, Beaufort County, South Carolina, shown and designated as the 0.19 acre 

parcel on that certain plat entitled “A Boundary Survey of Lots B20, B21, and B22, 

Widewater Road, A Section of Spanish Wells Plantation, Hilton Head Island, 

Beaufort County, South Carolina” prepared by Costal Surveying Co., Inc., Antoine 

Vinel, SCRLS #9064, dated April 16, 1998 and recorded in the Office of the 

Register of Deeds for Beaufort County, South Carolina in Plat Book 67 at Page 42.  

Said land measures ten (10.00’) feet on its northern side, five hundred forty-eight 

and thirty-hundredths (548.30’) feet on its eastern side, sixteen and eight-

hundredths (16.08’) feet on its southern side, and five hundred fifty-five and forty-

hundredths (555.40’) feet on its western side.  For a more detailed description as to 

courses and distances, metes and bounds of the above-described land, reference is 

had to the above-mentioned plat of record. 

The above properties can also be shown by reference to that certain plat recorded 

in Plat Book 12 at Page 60. 

Property Address: 24 Widewater Road, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926 

 

b. Any and all right, title, and interest of Craig Bright in and to the following, whether 

now owned or existing or owned, acquired or arising hereafter (collectively, the 

“Personal Property, Business Assets”);  

i. Investment account with Charles Schwab, account ending in -3481;  

ii. CrisCraft boat, located at 24 Widewater Road, Hilton Head Island, South 

Carolina 29926; 

iii. All motor vehicles, including but not limited to a Bentley and a Ferrari, 

located at 24 Widewater Road, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926; 

iv. All Equipment, Fixtures, Furniture, General Intangibles, Inventory, and, to 

the extent not otherwise included, all Proceeds and products of any and all 

of the foregoing, located at 19 Sheridan Park Circle, Bluffton, SC 29910, at 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2023 N

ov 29 4:53 P
M

 - B
E

A
U

F
O

R
T

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2020C
P

0701753



 

3 

 

that business operation known as Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’, 

owned and operated by Bennies, Inc., a South Carolina corporation owned 

by Craig Bright, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 15-19-220; and  

v. Craig Bright’s fifty-percent (50%) ownership interest in BNC Holdings, 

LLC, a South Carolina limited liability company, pursuant to S.C. Code 

Ann. § 15-19-220. 
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So Ordered

Jocelyn Newman

Electronically signed on 2023-11-29 14:57:49     page 4 of 4
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

____________________ 

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge 
 
 

Case No. 2025-002577 

 
 
 
 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright……………………………………………………….Appellant, 

 
v. 

 
Craig Bright,………………………………………………………………………….Respondent. 

 

 

Exhibit D 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW REGARDING  
APPEALABILITY OF ORDERS 

 
Email from Craig Bright to John Boretti, dated 

Nov. 28, 2023 



From Craig Bright cbright696 gmail com

Sent Tuesday November 28 2023 7 07 AM

To John Boretti

Subject Fwd SouthState Transfer Processing Failure

I am getting multiple of these Please see if they can assist in getting rid of I will probably pay down another 50k bit

don t to out rest into another loan where fixed over three years or a simple line of credit Just got a 96k bill for my

litigation fees last month as still trying to get my kids back and get time for the five million dollar suit If I file

bankruptcy to protect my personal assets what would happen I m thinking of paying off all my Bright holdings loans

and taking equity out as I don t believe they can touch assets in my LLC like Bennie s so will pay that off with

personal cash to park money in another LLC which means I would want to borrow more against Bennie s As much as

the bank will allow me to borrow more and pay it off to get money out of my name Same with the raw land I will

contact a bankruptcy attorney but need to move money out of my personal name by spring Thanks Diana is going for

the repair and haven t seen her or the kids on three years and when I showed up at one soccer game she through me in

jail for 20 days for contempt of court She didn t put on her Last statement that she even bought land in Bluffton to

develop so getting that info all together Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message

From OnlineNotifications southstatebank com

Date November 28 2023 at 1 37 42 PM GMT 2

To cbright696 gmail com

Subject SouthState Transfer Processing Failure

To help protect your privacy Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet

SouthState Bank

A SouthState transfer has failed during processing on 11 28 2023 6 37 AM

If you have any questions please call us at 800 2772175 Thank you for banking with us

Email Disclaimer All email sent to or from this sender is subject to archival monitoring and or

review by and or disclosure to someone other than the recipient This message is intended only

for the use of the person s intended recipient to whom it is addressed It may contain

information that is privileged and confidential If you are not the intended recipient please

contact the sender as soon as possible and delete the message without reading it or making a

copy Any dissemination distribution copying or other use of this message or any of its content

by any person other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited

This email has been automatically generated by request This electronic transmission is confidential and is intended for desi gnated

recipients only If you have received this message in error please delete the original and all copies and notify the sender immediately

To ensure that you continue receiving our emails please add us to your address book or safe list

1



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

____________________ 

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge 
 
 

Case No. 2025-002577 

 
 
 
 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright……………………………………………………….Appellant, 

 
v. 

 
Craig Bright,………………………………………………………………………….Respondent. 

 

 

Exhibit E 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW REGARDING  
APPEALABILITY OF ORDERS 

 
Order addressing the amendment of the Warrant 

(“Amended Order”) 



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  
 
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT  
 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 

Civil Action No.: 2020-CP-07-01753 
 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright,  
 

                     Plaintiff,  
 
v.  
 
Craig Bright,  
 

                    Defendant.   
 

 
 

 
 

AMENDED ORDER 

 
This matter came before the Court for hearing on October 9, 2024, upon (1) Plaintiff’s Verified 

Second Motion for Contempt and/or Motion for Rule to Show Cause (Violation of Warrant of 

Attachment by Defendant Craig Bright) filed on September 25, 2024; and (2) Defendant’s Motion and 

Memorandum in Support to Vacate and Discharge the Ex Parte Warrant of Attachment (Real 

Property, Personal Property, and Business Assets Owned by Craig Bright) filed on November 29, 

2023. Present at the hearing were Justin P. Novak, Esquire, and M. Dawes Cooke, Esquire, as counsel 

for Defendant Craig Bright, and Thornwell F. Sowell, III, Esquire, and Caroline D. Gimenez-Kaushik, 

Esquire, as counsel for Plaintiff Diana Janura. After careful consideration of the parties’ arguments 

and submissions, this Court hereby revises and amends the Warrant of Attachment filed on November 

29, 2023, as follows: 

 
1. The Five Hundred Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($500,000.00) that Defendant Craig 

Bright has placed in escrow for this litigation shall remain in escrow pursuant to the 
existing escrow agreement unless otherwise ordered by the Court.  

 

2. The funds contained within all of Defendant Craig Bright’s investment brokerage 
account(s) with Charles Schwab shall remain within Defendant Craig Bright’s 
investment brokerage account(s) held at Charles Schwab except that Defendant Craig 
Bright may purchase, sell, trade, exchange, transfer, convey, and/or otherwise dispose 
of the securities, cash, bonds, and other types of investment instruments held in the 
account(s) as long as the proceeds (including any securities, cash, bonds, or other types 
of investment instruments purchased or exchanged for) or losses of any such 
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transaction remain within Defendant Craig Bright’s investment brokerage account(s) 
with Charles Schwab. Defendant Craig Bright may also use the securities, cash, bonds, 
and other types of investment instruments held in the individual investment brokerage 
account(s) with Charles Schwab to lessen the amount of the pledged asset line of credit 
owed by Defendant Craig Bright to Charles Schwab. This provision shall remain in 
effect until further Order of this Court or the conclusion of this litigation.  
 

 

3. The Warrant of Attachment is expressly modified as follows: 
 

a. With respect to the real and personal property located at 24 Widewater Road, 
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926,  identified and described as Lot 
B22, 1.50 acres, Spanish Wells Plantation, Hilton Head Island, on a plat 
recorded in the Beaufort County Records in Plat Book 67 at Page 42, and the 
0.19 acre parcel on that certain plat entitled “A Boundary Survey of Lots B20, 
B21, and B22, Widewater Road, A Section of Spanish Wells Plantation, Hilton 
Head Island, Beaufort County, South Carolina” dated  April 16, 1998, and 
recorded in the Office of the Register of Deeds for Beaufort County, South 
Carolina, in Plat Book 67 at Page 42, and known as Tax Map No. R510-010-
000-0093-0000, as described in Attachment “A” to the Warrant of Attachment 
(the “House”), Defendant shall be permitted to sell the House subject to the 
following conditions: (1) the transaction must be supervised and the closing 
conducted by Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC, including the 
distribution of all proceeds; and (2) all proceeds of the sale shall be used first 
to pay off any mortgage(s) or lien(s) on the House.  The balance of all proceeds 
shall be deposited in an escrow or trust account with Barnwell Whaley 
Patterson & Helms, LLC.  Defendant Craig Bright shall provide a copy of all 
closing documents to Plaintiff within ten (10) days of closing;  
 

b. With respect to Defendant Craig Bright’s CrisCraft Boat located at 24 
Widewater Road, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926 (the “Boat”), 
Defendant shall be permitted to sell the Boat subject to the condition that any 
and all proceeds from the sale shall be used first to pay off any lien(s) on the 
Boat.  The balance of all proceeds shall be deposited in an escrow or trust 
account with Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC.  Defendant Craig 
Bright shall provide a copy of all sale(s) documents to Plaintiff within ten (10) 
days of any sale of the Boat;  
 

c. With respect to Defendant Craig Bright’s motor vehicles, including but not 
limited to the Bentley, Ferrari, and motorcycles located at 24 Widewater Road, 
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926, Defendant shall be permitted to 
sell his motor vehicle(s) subject to the condition that any and all proceeds from 
the sale(s) shall be used first to pay off any lien(s) on the motor vehicle that 
has been sold.  The balance of all proceeds from the sale(s) shall be deposited 
in an escrow or trust account with Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC.  
Defendant Craig Bright shall provide a copy of all sale(s) documents to 
Plaintiff within ten (10) days of the sale of any motor vehicle(s); 
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d. With respect to all Equipment, Fixtures, Furniture, General Intangibles, 
Inventory, and, to the extent not otherwise included, all proceeds and products 
of any and all of the foregoing, located at 19 Sheridan Park Circle, Bluffton, 
SC 29910, at that business operation known as Casual Living, Fireside and 
Grillin’, owned and operated by Bennies, Inc. a South Carolina corporation 
owned by Defendant Craig Bright, Defendant shall be permitted to purchase 
and sell any inventory of Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’, and to operate 
and conduct the business of Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’ and Bennies, 
Inc. in the normal course.  Defendant shall provide copies of monthly financial 
statements for Bennies, Inc. and Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’ to Plaintiff 
on a monthly basis.  Additionally, Defendant is ordered to provide the latest 
tax returns for Bennies, Inc. and Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’ to Plaintiff 
within ten (10) days of the entry of this Order. 

 

4. Defendant Craig Bright, and any entity in which he has an interest, is hereby enjoined 
from creating, establishing, founding, merging, or purchasing an interest in any entity 
in which he does not currently own an interest from the date of this Order until the 
termination of this litigation. Defendant Craig Bright, including any entity in which he 
currently has an interest, may transfer, sell, or otherwise dispose of any other real 
property, personal property, assets, or liability within the ordinary course of business, 
subject to Plaintiff’s approval which shall be exercised in good faith. Further, pursuant 
to this Court’s order on November 21, 2023 that Defendant answer all discovery 
regarding his net worth, Defendant is ordered to provide a verified list of all entities 
in which he has any interest and to provide all financial records and documentation of 
such entities, including for any purchase, exchange, transfer, sale, or other disposition 
of any other real property, personal property, asset, or liability from the date of this 
order through the termination of this litigation.  Defendant is once again ordered to 
answer all discovery (specifically discovery regarding his net worth) in accordance with 
this Court’s prior orders, and he is further ordered to supplement and verify all 
discovery pursuant to Rule 26(e), SCRCP.  
 

5. Defendant Craig Bright, including any entity in which he has an interest, shall not 
remove any of his assets from South Carolina nor assign or dispose of any of his assets 
other than as permitted in Paragraphs 1 and 2 until further order of this Court or the 
termination of this litigation. He shall not remove any assets from South Carolina nor 
assign or dispose of any of his assets so as to knowingly reduce his personal net worth, 
until further order of this Court or the termination of this litigation. 
 

6. This Order is entered without prejudice to any right or claim of either party pursuant 
to S.C. Code § 15-19-10 et seq., including the parties’ respective contentions as to the 
propriety of the Warrant of Attachment, the sufficiency of the bond posted in support 
of the Warrant of Attachment, or Defendant’s violations of the Warrant of 
Attachment while it was in place. 

 
 

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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Case Caption: Diana  Bright , plaintiff, et al VS Craig  Bright

Case Number: 2020CP0701753

Type: Order/Other

So Ordered

Jocelyn Newman

Electronically signed on 2024-10-17 16:10:50     page 4 of 4
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

____________________ 

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge 
 
 

Case No. 2025-002577 

 
 
 
 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright……………………………………………………….Appellant, 

 
v. 

 
Craig Bright,………………………………………………………………………….Respondent. 

 

 

Exhibit F 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW REGARDING  
APPEALABILITY OF ORDERS 

 
Motion to Strike Defendant’s Answer and 

Counterclaims and Eighth Motion to Compel 
(“Motion to Strike”)   



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE 
DEFENDANT’S ANSWER AND 

COUNTERCLAIMS AND EIGHTH 
MOTION TO COMPEL 

 

 
The conduct Defendant has exhibited in this case—including his blatant disdain for this 

Court and its orders, the rules of discovery, and Plaintiff’s rights—would be unfathomable in any 

other civil case.  For the more than four years this case has been pending, his disrespect for the 

law, the Court, and the judicial process has been constant.  If this behavior is permitted to continue 

unchecked, this case will never end, and that is exactly what Defendant wants.  The longer this 

case drags on, the longer Defendant can keep Plaintiff tethered to him and continue to harass, 

defame, and terrorize her with impunity as he has done relentlessly since their divorce in 2016, 

including during the entire pendency of this case.  It is time for the madness to stop and for 

Defendant to be held accountable for his failure to comply with and numerous violations of this 

Court’s orders.  Accordingly, Plaintiff Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, by and through her 

undersigned counsel, moves this Honorable Court for an order striking Defendant’s Answer and 

Counterclaims, holding Defendant in default, and issuing an award of attorney’s fees and costs 

pursuant to South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 37(b). 

The Court has issued written orders granting Plaintiff’s first three motions to compel, and 

an oral ruling on November 21, 2023 granting Plaintiff’s motion to compel Defendant to produce 
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2 
 

his financial records and information regarding his net worth.1  Defendant has disregarded each 

and every one of these orders.  In Griffin Grading & Clearing, Inc. v. Tire Serv. Equipment Mfg. 

Co., Inc., 334 S.C. 193, 511 S.E.2d 716, under very similar facts, the South Carolina Court of 

Appeals upheld the trial court’s order striking the defendant’s answer after it failed to meaningfully 

comply with four prior orders of the court compelling discovery.  The trial court, in striking the 

Defendant’s answer, found that Defendant’s “pattern of non-compliance and discovery abuse 

constitutes . . . evidence of bad faith and willful, intentional disobedience[,]” and that Defendant’s 

“misconduct [was] more than egregious.’”  Id. at 198, 511 S.E.2d at 718.  The Court of Appeals 

affirmed, noting “[i]f there was ever a case where striking a party’s pleading was an appropriate 

sanction, it is this case where the record is full of multiple, egregious discovery abuses that blocked 

the opposing party’s attempts to conduct meaningful discovery.”  Id. at 199, 511 S.E.2d at 719.   

The circumstances of this case mirror those in Griffin.  Discovery has been ongoing for 

years, and Defendant has taken every opportunity to frustrate baselessly Plaintiff’s attempts to 

discover relevant and necessary information.  Defendant has also refused to comply meaningfully 

with numerous orders of the Court compelling him to produce documents and information, each 

of which was issued more than a year ago.  As in Griffin, Defendant’s “pattern of non-compliance” 

and “multiple, egregious discovery abuses that blocked [Plaintiff’s] attempts to conduct 

meaningful discovery,” have created a situation where there is “no less drastic sanction [that] 

would be effective in this case.”  Id.  In fact, Defendant’s conduct is even more outrageous than 

that in Griffin because Defendant has not only disregarded and refused to comply with the Court’s 

discovery orders, but he has also taken affirmative actions to violate the Warrant of Attachment 

 
1 The Court issued a written order on May 20, 2024, confirming the ruling issued at the hearing on 
November 21, 2023. 
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3 
 

on multiple occasions.  Defendant’s behavior goes far beyond merely not cooperating in discovery.  

Up to now, Defendant has manipulated and controlled the pace of this case through his obstinance 

and obstructionism, wasting the valuable time and resources of the Court and Plaintiff while 

preventing this case from moving any closer to a final resolution.  It is the Court, not Defendant, 

who has the authority and responsibility to ensure this case—like every other case—proceeds in 

an efficient and timely fashion.  Defendant has usurped the purview of this Court long enough.  

Therefore, pursuant to Rule 37(b)(2)(C), Defendant’s Answer and Counterclaims should be struck 

and Defendant held in default. 

Further, although liability is deemed admitted once Defendant is in default, Plaintiff is still 

entitled to and in need of the discovery that is the subject of her additional discovery motions 

before this case can proceed to trial on the issue of damages.  As laid out in Plaintiff counsel’s 

letter to the Court dated November 6, 2024, there are numerous outstanding motions, all addressing 

Defendant’s repeated and continued misconduct, including his disregard for and violation of this 

Court’s orders.2  For the court’s convenience, each of those motions is consolidated and 

incorporated herein, and a summary of the issues raised in each of the motions is provided below: 

 Plaintiff’s Amended Motion for Sanctions Due to Spoliation of Evidence filed September 

6, 2023:3 During his deposition, Defendant admitted to deleting relevant text messages after this 

 
2 The only motion in Plaintiff’s counsel’s November 6th letter which does not directly address 
Defendant’s misconduct is Plaintiff’s Motion to Dismiss Defendant’s Counterclaims filed January 
10, 2024.  That motion will be moot if the Court grants this motion and strikes Defendant’s Answer 
and Counterclaims.  Accordingly, Plaintiff does not include that motion in this consolidation. 

3 While this motion was not expressly addressed in Plaintiff’s counsel’s November 6th letter, 
Plaintiff is incorporating it in the instant motion because it highlights yet another example of 
Defendant’s blatant abuse of the discovery process and an order has yet to be ruled on this matter. 
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4 
 

case began.  Accordingly, Plaintiff filed this motion seeking sanctions for spoliation.  The Court 

heard the parties’ arguments on this motion on September 7, 2023, but no ruling has been issued.4   

 Plaintiff’s Fifth Motion to Compel filed November 10, 2023: The only outstanding issue 

concerns Plaintiff’s request for the amount of money Defendant spends on illegal drugs and the 

Fifth Amendment’s application, if any, to this interrogatory.  The Fifth Amendment issue has been 

fully briefed by both parties.  If Defendant chooses to invoke the Fifth, Plaintiff is entitled to an 

instruction at trial that the jury may draw any inference it sees fit from Defendant’s invocation. 

 Plaintiff’s Sixth Motion to Compel filed November 10, 2023: At the hearing on November 

21, 2023, Plaintiff’s counsel explained this motion was filed to request Defendant comply with the 

duty to supplement his discovery responses given that trial was scheduled to proceed imminently.  

In response, Defendant’s counsel stated, “We will adhere to the South Carolina rules and 

supplement as we get things.”  (Exhibit B, Transcript from Nov. 21, 2023 Hearing at 69:12-13.)  

Rule 26(e), SCRCP provides, in pertinent part, that “requests for discovery under Rules 31, 33, 34, 

and 36 shall be deemed to continue from the time of service until the time of trial of the action so 

that information sought, which comes to the knowledge of a party, or his representative or attorney, 

after original answers have been submitted, shall be promptly transmitted to the other party.”  

(emphasis added).  While Defendant has provided some supplemental documents since the hearing 

almost a year ago, Plaintiff’s concern remains that Defendant is not turning over all relevant and 

 
4 Defendant has already failed to produce one smoking gun.  See Exhibit A, Nov. 28, 2023 Email 
from Defendant to John Boretti (requesting advice on how to remove assets from Defendant’s 
name and the impact of filing bankruptcy to hide funds from Plaintiff in violation of the Warrant 
of Attachment).  This email was produced by SouthState Bank in response to Plaintiff’s subpoena 
but was not included in Defendant’s production of his communications with John Boretti and 
SouthState.  One can only imagine what other communications there are between Defendant and 
Robert Rini, Chris Bright, and who knows who else that Defendant has destroyed, deleted, or 
simply refused to produce. 
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5 
 

responsive documents to his attorneys, particularly in light of counsel’s statement at the hearing 

that they will supplement “as [they] get things.”  See supra, footnote 4.  Defendant cannot avoid 

his duty by deleting, destroying, or simply failing to turn over relevant evidence to his counsel. 

 Plaintiff’s Request for Emergency Hearing and Initial Response to Defendant’s Motions to 

Quash filed December 14, 2023:  Plaintiff subpoenaed John Boretti (Defendant’s banker), Bright 

Holdings, LLC (an entity owned entirely by Defendant), and Robert Rini (Defendant’s personal 

friend and real estate agent).  Defendant moved to quash all three subpoenas, despite none of the 

subpoenaed parties objecting.  The relevance and importance of the information sought from each 

of the subpoenaed parties is readily apparent from other discovery ordered and/or produced in this 

case.  Documents from SouthState Bank and John Boretti are highly relevant to Defendant’s net 

worth and his general disregard for the law and court orders.  See Exhibit A, Nov. 28, 2023 Email 

from Defendant to John Boretti.  Documents regarding Bright Holdings, LLC are squarely relevant 

to Defendant’s net worth and have been ordered to be produced by this Court numerous times, 

most recently in the Amended Ordered entered October 17, 2024, attached as Exhibit C.  Robert 

Rini was on notice of the Warrant as evidenced by the fact he filed an affidavit in support of 

Defendant’s Motion to Dissolve, and yet has repeatedly acted with and on Defendant’s behalf to 

aid Defendant in violating and evading court orders, including the Warrant of Attachment.  (See 

Exhibit D, March 20, 2024 Letter from Biff Sowell to Dawes Cook and Justin Novak attaching 

screen shot of a listing of Defendant’s Ferrari for sale by Rini for $232,000.)  The documents 

requested from Rini are relevant and necessary to further establish evidence of Defendant’s net 

worth and his disregard for the law and court orders.  Defendant’s refusal to withdraw his motions 

to quash these subpoenas—absent any valid grounds to object or prevent the production of the 

requested documents, especially in light of the information that has already been discovered—is 
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6 
 

yet another example of Defendant’s improper attempts to abuse and frustrate the discovery process 

to deprive Plaintiff of information to which she is fully entitled under the law and which will be 

crucial evidence at trial. 

 Plaintiff’s Emergency Motion for Defendant to be Held in Contempt and for Sanctions 

filed January 8, 2024:  The subject of this motion is Defendant’s failure to produce all documents 

and information related to his net worth.  The pertinent requests were served on Defendant on 

November 2, 2023, and the Court ordered Defendant to produce this information at the hearing on 

November 21, 2023—over a year ago.  While Defendant has produced some information pursuant 

to the Court’s order, Defendant has repeatedly refused to verify his answers to interrogatories 

purporting to identify all of Defendant’s accounts and financial information.  Plaintiff has strong 

reason to believe that there are additional accounts or sources of income which Defendant has not 

disclosed, particularly in light of Defendant’s recent purchase of a $370,000 Ferrari which must 

necessarily have been made in cash by assets of Defendant not subject to the Warrant of 

Attachment.  (See Exhibit E, Plaintiff’s Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for 

Reconsideration filed October 30, 2024.)  Defendant’s refusal to provide all information 

concerning his net worth and to verify information he has already provided over a year after the 

Court ordered him to do so is, frankly, absurd.  

 Plaintiff’s Seventh Motion to Compel filed April 29, 2024:  Plaintiff has requested all 

communications between Defendant and Rini,5 and Defendant and his brother, Chris Bright.  Rini 

attempted to help Defendant violate the Warrant of Attachment by listing Defendant’s Ferrari for 

sale.  Similarly, Chris Bright tried to move Defendant’s $500,000 boat which is also subject to the 

 
5 This request overlaps with the subpoena to Rini which sought all communications between 
Defendant and Rini from January 1, 2023 to present.  (See Exhibit F, Subpoena to Robert Rini.) 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2024 N

ov 25 5:48 P
M

 - B
E

A
U

F
O

R
T

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2020C
P

0701753



7 
 

Warrant.  Based on the known activities of these individuals, Plaintiff strongly believes there are 

documents and communications between them and Defendant which are responsive to Plaintiff’s 

discovery requests and should be produced.  Defendant has raised no legitimate argument as to 

why these documents should not be produced, nor has he provided any response to this request. 

 Plaintiff’s Verified Motion for Rule to Show Cause filed August 13, 2024:  This motion 

addresses Defendant’s multiple violations of the Warrant of Attachment.  Defendant’s only 

defense, which his counsel raised at the hearing on October 9, 2024, is that Defendant did not 

actually sell any of the assets subject to the Warrant.  Nevertheless, the mere attempt to dispose of 

assets which Defendant knew were subject to the Warrant of Attachment violates the Warrant and 

constitutes contempt of court for which Defendant has yet to suffer any consequences or sanctions. 

 Plaintiff’s Verified Second Motion for Contempt and/or Motion for Rule to Show Cause 

filed September 25, 2024:  Plaintiff’s last pending motion addresses Defendant’s most egregious 

violation of the Warrant of Attachment—executing a contract for the sale of his house at 24 

Widewater Road, the very first item listed in the Warrant.  Defendant executed the contract before 

the Court modified the Warrant to permit the sale of the house.  Accordingly, Defendant’s actions 

were in direct and knowing contravention of the requirements of the Warrant and subject 

Defendant to sanctions for his blatant contempt of this Court and its orders. 

This case was filed over four years ago.  All of Plaintiff’s prior motions to compel have 

been granted.  Plaintiff’s pending motions are no different—the information and production sought 

to be compelled thereby are non-objectionable and, more importantly, are squarely at issue in this 

case and will be evidence introduced and necessary to try the case as to damages.6     

 
6 To the extent Defendant has any objections to the information and documents sought in Plaintiff’s 
pending discovery motions, they are not valid discovery objections.  At best, they are objections 
as to the admissibility of the discovery, and such trial objections are premature at this stage. 
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8 
 

Even when Defendant has provided information, he has refused to verify any of his 

interrogatory responses.  That alone is deeply troubling given that all the information should be 

fully within Defendant’s personal knowledge, and he should have no problem verifying it if it is, 

in fact, complete and accurate information as he claims.  Similarly, the document productions 

Defendant has made have been incomplete or partial productions.  Once again, this case is on the 

precipice of trial, and Plaintiff needs this discovery so that her experts have sufficient time to 

prepare.  Plaintiff should not be punished by having to scramble on the eve of trial when Defendant 

has been under order of this Court to provide this information and documentation for over a year.  

At this point, the outstanding discovery issues must be brought to a head, and Plaintiff is entitled 

to an order compelling the production of and responses to all her outstanding discovery requests 

outlined above.  

Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff respectfully requests this Court issue an order striking 

Defendant’s Answer and Counterclaims as a sanction for Defendant’s gross discovery abuses and 

contempt of court hereto, holding Defendant in default, compelling Defendant to produce any and 

all responsive documents and information to Plaintiff’s outstanding discovery requests addressed 

in Plaintiff’s pending motions, including supplementing any prior responses or production, finding 

Defendant has improperly deleted or destroyed relevant evidence, and granting Plaintiff’s motion 

for spoliation sanctions, including granting an adverse inference jury charge on that issue.  Plaintiff 

also requests the Court issue an award of reasonable attorney’s fees and expenses in connection 

with this motion and all seven previous motions to compel necessitate by Defendant’s misconduct. 

This motion to compel is made pursuant to Rule 37, SCRCP, and is based upon the 

pleadings and deposition testimony, answers to interrogatories and requests for production, and 
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9 
 

any other discovery herein, any affidavits submitted in this matter, and any memoranda of law to 

be submitted before this motion is heard. 

 

SOWELL & DuRANT, LLC 
 

 
By:      s/Bess J. DuRant 
 Thornwell F. Sowell III, SC Bar No. 5197 
 bsowell@sowelldurant.com 
 Bess J. DuRant, SC Bar No. 77920 
 bdurant@sowelldurant.com 
 Caroline D. Gimenez-Kaushik, SC Bar No. 102719 
 cgimenez@sowelldurant.com 
 1325 Park Street, Suite 100 
 Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
 (803) 722-1100 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Diana Janura  

 
Columbia, South Carolina 
November 25, 2024 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit A  

 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE 

DEFENDANT’S ANSWER AND 
COUNTERCLAIMS AND EIGHTH MOTION TO 

COMPEL 
 

Nov. 28, 2023 Email from Defendant Craig 
Bright to John Boretti (requesting advice on how 
to remove assets from Defendant’s name and the 
impact of filing bankruptcy to hide funds from 

Plaintiff in violation of the Warrant of 
Attachment) 
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From Craig Bright cbright696 gmail com

Sent Tuesday November 28 2023 7 07 AM

To John Boretti

Subject Fwd SouthState Transfer Processing Failure

I am getting multiple of these Please see if they can assist in getting rid of I will probably pay down another 50k bit

don t to out rest into another loan where fixed over three years or a simple line of credit Just got a 96k bill for my

litigation fees last month as still trying to get my kids back and get time for the five million dollar suit If I file

bankruptcy to protect my personal assets what would happen I m thinking of paying off all my Bright holdings loans

and taking equity out as I don t believe they can touch assets in my LLC like Bennie s so will pay that off with

personal cash to park money in another LLC which means I would want to borrow more against Bennie s As much as

the bank will allow me to borrow more and pay it off to get money out of my name Same with the raw land I will

contact a bankruptcy attorney but need to move money out of my personal name by spring Thanks Diana is going for

the repair and haven t seen her or the kids on three years and when I showed up at one soccer game she through me in

jail for 20 days for contempt of court She didn t put on her Last statement that she even bought land in Bluffton to

develop so getting that info all together Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message

From OnlineNotifications southstatebank com

Date November 28 2023 at 1 37 42 PM GMT 2

To cbright696 gmail com

Subject SouthState Transfer Processing Failure

To help protect your privacy Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet

SouthState Bank

A SouthState transfer has failed during processing on 11 28 2023 6 37 AM

If you have any questions please call us at 800 2772175 Thank you for banking with us

Email Disclaimer All email sent to or from this sender is subject to archival monitoring and or

review by and or disclosure to someone other than the recipient This message is intended only

for the use of the person s intended recipient to whom it is addressed It may contain

information that is privileged and confidential If you are not the intended recipient please

contact the sender as soon as possible and delete the message without reading it or making a

copy Any dissemination distribution copying or other use of this message or any of its content

by any person other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited

This email has been automatically generated by request This electronic transmission is confidential and is intended for desi gnated

recipients only If you have received this message in error please delete the original and all copies and notify the sender immediately

To ensure that you continue receiving our emails please add us to your address book or safe list

1
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit B  

 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE 
DEFENDANT’S ANSWER AND 

COUNTERCLAIMS AND EIGHTH MOTION TO 
COMPEL 

 
 

Excerpt from Transcript from Nov. 21, 2023 
Hearing, page 69 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )      
     ) COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

COUNTY OF BEAUFORT    ) 2020-CP-07-01753 
)
)
)
)
)

DIANA JANURA, F/K/A AS DIANA )
BRIGHT, )

PLAINTIFF, )
)

vs. )   TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD   
)    

CRAIG BRIGHT, )
DEFENDANT. )

______________________________)

November 21, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina

B E F O R E:

THE HONORABLE JOCELYN NEWMAN, JUDGE.  

A P P E A R A N C E S:

BIFF SOWELL, ESQ.
BESS DURANT, ESQ.
Attorney for the Plaintiff

ALLISON BURNS, ESQ.
JUSTIN NOVAK, ESQ.
Attorney for the Defendant

Proceedings by Karen Ambroziak
Transcribed by Penny M. Johnson  
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2

I N D E X

(There were no witnesses called.)  

E X H I B I T S

(There were no exhibits submitted.)
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69

THE COURT:  Thank you.  

Okay.  A sixth motion to compel?

MS. DURANT:  Yes, Your Honor.  This one is just 

straightforward.  Because we thought we were going to trial, 

we just needed the Defendant to supplement everything.  I 

think we're on supplement 15 and the majority of those 

documents are from the Defendant.  We haven't received any 

supplemental production from the Defendant and we're just 

asking that they -- now that the trial is probably -- just 

that they keep up with their duty to supplement.  That's all 

we're asking for. 

MR. NOVAK:  We will adhere to the South Carolina rules 

and supplement as we get things. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  Good enough.  

What else was there?

MR. NOVAK:  You want to do Katherine Ferguson?

THE COURT:  Sure. 

MR. NOVAK:  Your Honor, this is Defendant's motion for 

Rule to Show Cause and order to compel.  We pled both Rule 

to Show Cause and order to compel because there is an 

ambiguity rule, but I think we're covering our cases.  As 

the Court knows, Katherine Ferguson is the attorney for 

Diana Janura in the Family Court matters.  I believe that 

she's been representing Ms. Janura since 2018 -- 

Is that right?  It's been a while. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit C 

 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE 
DEFENDANT’S ANSWER AND 

COUNTERCLAIMS AND EIGHTH MOTION TO 
COMPEL 

 
 

Amended Order entered October 17, 2024 revising 
Warrant of Attachment  
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  
 
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT  
 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 

Civil Action No.: 2020-CP-07-01753 
 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright,  
 

                     Plaintiff,  
 
v.  
 
Craig Bright,  
 

                    Defendant.   
 

 
 

 
 

AMENDED ORDER 

 
This matter came before the Court for hearing on October 9, 2024, upon (1) Plaintiff’s Verified 

Second Motion for Contempt and/or Motion for Rule to Show Cause (Violation of Warrant of 

Attachment by Defendant Craig Bright) filed on September 25, 2024; and (2) Defendant’s Motion and 

Memorandum in Support to Vacate and Discharge the Ex Parte Warrant of Attachment (Real 

Property, Personal Property, and Business Assets Owned by Craig Bright) filed on November 29, 

2023. Present at the hearing were Justin P. Novak, Esquire, and M. Dawes Cooke, Esquire, as counsel 

for Defendant Craig Bright, and Thornwell F. Sowell, III, Esquire, and Caroline D. Gimenez-Kaushik, 

Esquire, as counsel for Plaintiff Diana Janura. After careful consideration of the parties’ arguments 

and submissions, this Court hereby revises and amends the Warrant of Attachment filed on November 

29, 2023, as follows: 

 
1. The Five Hundred Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($500,000.00) that Defendant Craig 

Bright has placed in escrow for this litigation shall remain in escrow pursuant to the 
existing escrow agreement unless otherwise ordered by the Court.  

 

2. The funds contained within all of Defendant Craig Bright’s investment brokerage 
account(s) with Charles Schwab shall remain within Defendant Craig Bright’s 
investment brokerage account(s) held at Charles Schwab except that Defendant Craig 
Bright may purchase, sell, trade, exchange, transfer, convey, and/or otherwise dispose 
of the securities, cash, bonds, and other types of investment instruments held in the 
account(s) as long as the proceeds (including any securities, cash, bonds, or other types 
of investment instruments purchased or exchanged for) or losses of any such 
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transaction remain within Defendant Craig Bright’s investment brokerage account(s) 
with Charles Schwab. Defendant Craig Bright may also use the securities, cash, bonds, 
and other types of investment instruments held in the individual investment brokerage 
account(s) with Charles Schwab to lessen the amount of the pledged asset line of credit 
owed by Defendant Craig Bright to Charles Schwab. This provision shall remain in 
effect until further Order of this Court or the conclusion of this litigation.  
 

 

3. The Warrant of Attachment is expressly modified as follows: 
 

a. With respect to the real and personal property located at 24 Widewater Road, 
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926,  identified and described as Lot 
B22, 1.50 acres, Spanish Wells Plantation, Hilton Head Island, on a plat 
recorded in the Beaufort County Records in Plat Book 67 at Page 42, and the 
0.19 acre parcel on that certain plat entitled “A Boundary Survey of Lots B20, 
B21, and B22, Widewater Road, A Section of Spanish Wells Plantation, Hilton 
Head Island, Beaufort County, South Carolina” dated  April 16, 1998, and 
recorded in the Office of the Register of Deeds for Beaufort County, South 
Carolina, in Plat Book 67 at Page 42, and known as Tax Map No. R510-010-
000-0093-0000, as described in Attachment “A” to the Warrant of Attachment 
(the “House”), Defendant shall be permitted to sell the House subject to the 
following conditions: (1) the transaction must be supervised and the closing 
conducted by Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC, including the 
distribution of all proceeds; and (2) all proceeds of the sale shall be used first 
to pay off any mortgage(s) or lien(s) on the House.  The balance of all proceeds 
shall be deposited in an escrow or trust account with Barnwell Whaley 
Patterson & Helms, LLC.  Defendant Craig Bright shall provide a copy of all 
closing documents to Plaintiff within ten (10) days of closing;  
 

b. With respect to Defendant Craig Bright’s CrisCraft Boat located at 24 
Widewater Road, Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926 (the “Boat”), 
Defendant shall be permitted to sell the Boat subject to the condition that any 
and all proceeds from the sale shall be used first to pay off any lien(s) on the 
Boat.  The balance of all proceeds shall be deposited in an escrow or trust 
account with Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC.  Defendant Craig 
Bright shall provide a copy of all sale(s) documents to Plaintiff within ten (10) 
days of any sale of the Boat;  
 

c. With respect to Defendant Craig Bright’s motor vehicles, including but not 
limited to the Bentley, Ferrari, and motorcycles located at 24 Widewater Road, 
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29926, Defendant shall be permitted to 
sell his motor vehicle(s) subject to the condition that any and all proceeds from 
the sale(s) shall be used first to pay off any lien(s) on the motor vehicle that 
has been sold.  The balance of all proceeds from the sale(s) shall be deposited 
in an escrow or trust account with Barnwell Whaley Patterson & Helms, LLC.  
Defendant Craig Bright shall provide a copy of all sale(s) documents to 
Plaintiff within ten (10) days of the sale of any motor vehicle(s); 
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d. With respect to all Equipment, Fixtures, Furniture, General Intangibles, 
Inventory, and, to the extent not otherwise included, all proceeds and products 
of any and all of the foregoing, located at 19 Sheridan Park Circle, Bluffton, 
SC 29910, at that business operation known as Casual Living, Fireside and 
Grillin’, owned and operated by Bennies, Inc. a South Carolina corporation 
owned by Defendant Craig Bright, Defendant shall be permitted to purchase 
and sell any inventory of Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’, and to operate 
and conduct the business of Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’ and Bennies, 
Inc. in the normal course.  Defendant shall provide copies of monthly financial 
statements for Bennies, Inc. and Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’ to Plaintiff 
on a monthly basis.  Additionally, Defendant is ordered to provide the latest 
tax returns for Bennies, Inc. and Casual Living, Fireside and Grillin’ to Plaintiff 
within ten (10) days of the entry of this Order. 

 

4. Defendant Craig Bright, and any entity in which he has an interest, is hereby enjoined 
from creating, establishing, founding, merging, or purchasing an interest in any entity 
in which he does not currently own an interest from the date of this Order until the 
termination of this litigation. Defendant Craig Bright, including any entity in which he 
currently has an interest, may transfer, sell, or otherwise dispose of any other real 
property, personal property, assets, or liability within the ordinary course of business, 
subject to Plaintiff’s approval which shall be exercised in good faith. Further, pursuant 
to this Court’s order on November 21, 2023 that Defendant answer all discovery 
regarding his net worth, Defendant is ordered to provide a verified list of all entities 
in which he has any interest and to provide all financial records and documentation of 
such entities, including for any purchase, exchange, transfer, sale, or other disposition 
of any other real property, personal property, asset, or liability from the date of this 
order through the termination of this litigation.  Defendant is once again ordered to 
answer all discovery (specifically discovery regarding his net worth) in accordance with 
this Court’s prior orders, and he is further ordered to supplement and verify all 
discovery pursuant to Rule 26(e), SCRCP.  
 

5. Defendant Craig Bright, including any entity in which he has an interest, shall not 
remove any of his assets from South Carolina nor assign or dispose of any of his assets 
other than as permitted in Paragraphs 1 and 2 until further order of this Court or the 
termination of this litigation. He shall not remove any assets from South Carolina nor 
assign or dispose of any of his assets so as to knowingly reduce his personal net worth, 
until further order of this Court or the termination of this litigation. 
 

6. This Order is entered without prejudice to any right or claim of either party pursuant 
to S.C. Code § 15-19-10 et seq., including the parties’ respective contentions as to the 
propriety of the Warrant of Attachment, the sufficiency of the bond posted in support 
of the Warrant of Attachment, or Defendant’s violations of the Warrant of 
Attachment while it was in place. 

 
 

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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Beaufort Common Pleas

Case Caption: Diana  Bright , plaintiff, et al VS Craig  Bright

Case Number: 2020CP0701753

Type: Order/Other

So Ordered

Jocelyn Newman

Electronically signed on 2024-10-17 16:10:50     page 4 of 4
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit E 

 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO STRIKE 
DEFENDANT’S ANSWER AND 

COUNTERCLAIMS AND EIGHTH MOTION TO 
COMPEL 

 
 

Plaintiff’s Memorandum in Opposition to 
Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration filed 

October 30, 2024 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT  ) Civil Action No.: 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM IN 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S 

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
OF ORDER REGARDING WARRANT 

OF ATTACHMENT  

 
Plaintiff Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright (“Plaintiff”), by and through her undersigned 

counsel, submits her memorandum in opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration of 

Order Regarding Warrant of Attachment (“Motion”).  This Motion should be denied summarily 

because none of these issues were argued with respect to any of the motions that were argued 

before this Court.  Patterson v. Reid, 318 S.C. 183, 185, 456 S.E.2d 436, 437 (Ct. App. 1995) (“A 

party cannot for the first time raise an issue by way of a Rule 59(e) motion which could have been 

raised at trial.”); Kan Enters., Inc. v. S.C. Dep’t of Rev., 420 S.C. 596, 608, 803 S.E.2d 882, 888 

(Ct. App. 2017) (“In its order denying Kan’s Rule 59(e), SCRCP, motion, the ALC found Kan did 

not raise these arguments at the hearing when it had the opportunity to do so, and thus, they were 

unpreserved.  We affirm the ALC’s conclusion.”).  Defendant’s Motion is the first time these 

issues have been raised; therefore, this Motion fails and must be denied.  

Next, this Motion should be denied because it runs contra to the evidence.  The Motion’s 

premise is the modified Warrant of Attachment “cripple[s] [Defendant] financially[.]”  (Mot. at 

2.)  This statement cannot be true.  Defendant bought a $370,000 Ferrari a few months ago.  He 

sold a commercial parcel for $1.1 million months ago.  And he has sold a lot in Colleton River 

Plantation.  Finally, he receives a steady stream of income from his business, Bennies.  The 
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2 
 

question becomes if Defendant cannot live off the $1.1 million sale of his commercial property, 

what is Defendant doing with his money?  Of course, the answer is unknown, but what is known 

is that Defendant lives an extravagant lifestyle for someone crying poor.  This Court rightly issued 

its Warrant due to Defendant’s actions.   

Despite Defendant’s actions, Plaintiff will agree to some slight modifications to address 

Defendant’s counsel’s fair points, which are raised in paragraphs 1 and 4 of the Motion.  Plaintiff 

will also address the flaws in paragraphs 2 and 3 of Defendant’s Motion. 

First, Plaintiff will agree to Burr Forman to conduct the closing of Defendant’s house, 

provided that Barnwell Whaley supervises the closing and monitors the disbursement of funds.  

Both firms have fine reputations, and Plaintiff has confidence in both to ensure that Defendant will 

not be able to scheme in any real estate transaction with both firms involved.1 

Second, all proceeds from the sale of any motor vehicles and any boats being deposited 

into Defendant’s trust account must stand.  Defendant claims he needs funds to “pay monthly 

expenses such as taxes, child support, legal fees, and utilities.”  This argument is disingenuous at 

best.  The Warrant has been in place since November 2023 and Defendant has never claimed to 

have an issue paying his taxes or any other expenses prior to this point, despite the fact that all of 

his assets attached by the Warrant have been frozen for almost a year.  Defendant did not raise this 

issue in his Motion and Memorandum in Support to Vacate and Discharge the Warrant of 

Attachment (“Motion to Vacate”), nor in his Counterclaims against Plaintiff.  Interestingly, 

however, Defendant explicitly recognized in his Motion to Vacate that the Warrant “has frozen 

 
1 Plaintiff, however, has no confidence in Defendant’s ability to remain honest and upright during 
the closing process.  Plaintiff believes that Defendant is borrowing as much as he can against his 
house to get cash for it to be sent elsewhere.  Thus, Defendant, upon information and belief, is 
stripping the equity out of his house and putting the funds elsewhere. 
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3 
 

Bright’s ability to borrow money for himself and his businesses.”  (Mot. to Vacate at 4.)  

Consequently, any purchases made by Defendant since the Warrant was issued—including the 

purchase of the $370,000 Ferrari a few months ago—must necessarily have been made in cash by 

assets of Defendant not subject to the Warrant.  In addition to the Ferrari, Defendant spends 

approximately $6,595 per month on rent, upon information and belief at The Row in Chicago, 

Illinois, (see address search listing address as Exhibit A, and printout of property located at address 

with similar price), and he spends thousands every month on cocaine.   Ex. B , Facebook messenger 

from Craig Bright to Christina Scalese, dated March 29, 2023.  He also travelled to Paris near or 

during the Olympics, went on a safari, and purchased box seats to see U2 at the Sphere in Las 

Vegas.  (See Craig Bright’s Instagram pictures and a Facebook post, attached hereto as Exhibit 

C.)   

This does not include all of the conduct and expenditures about which Plaintiff has no 

knowledge.  Defendant’s lifestyle is unlike most and, based on Defendant’s own acknowledgement 

in his Motion to Vacate, is currently being funded by cash not subject to the Warrant.  If Defendant 

chooses to spend those funds on Ferraris and extravagant trips rather than his taxes and expenses, 

then any hardship he claims now falls at his own feet and is not the result of any undue burden 

caused the Warrant, in its original form or as modified.  To seriously argue that the Warrant will 

“cripple” him financially is simply incredulous.  All proceeds from the sale of his boat and motor 

vehicles must be deposited into Defendant counsel’s trust account pursuant to the modified 

Warrant. 

Third, Defendant’s business acumen is called into question if he is arguing that he cannot 

produce monthly financial statements for Bennies.  If he is not examining his monthly financial 

statements, his company is either booming or falling apart.  His business operates in Quickbooks.  

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2024 O

ct 30 4:24 P
M

 - B
E

A
U

F
O

R
T

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2020C
P

0701753
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 N
ov 25 5:48 P

M
 - B

E
A

U
F

O
R

T
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2020C

P
0701753



4 
 

It takes less than 5 minutes to generate and produce financial statements.  Even if a bookkeeper 

has to reconcile his books, it should take 30 minutes to generate and produce the financial 

statements.  Most likely, he does not want Plaintiff to see the details from month to month.  From 

a timing perspective, if this case is to be tried in January, he would only have one quarter of 

financials to produce.  This is different than four months of statements.  Regardless, there is a 

discovery request outstanding seeking this information.  He is required to produce and supplement 

this information.  The raising of this issue raises more concerns for Plaintiff that he is trying to 

hide more information. 

Fourth, Plaintiff will agree that Defendant does not have to seek her permission for any 

transaction under $10,000.  However, Defendant must engage in this practice with some modicum 

of honesty.  For example, he cannot sell one of his many watches valued over $100,000 in ten 

increments of $10,000.  Furthermore, all requests for transfers, sales, or disposals must go through 

Plaintiff’s counsel and Defendant’s counsel.  Defendant may not directly contact Plaintiff. 

CONCLUSION 

 Defendant has brought the Warrant on himself.  It is due to his words and actions that he 

is being restrained.  The Warrant was properly issued.  Even with the Warrant in play, Defendant 

still found a way to purchase a $370,000 Ferrari.  Defendant cannot credibly argue he is (or is 

about to be) crippled financially, particularly when he clearly has access to at least $370,000 even 

while his assets subject to the Warrant have been frozen.  Maybe he should look to the source of 

those funds first, before complaining to this Court once again. 
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5 
 

SOWELL & DuRANT, LLC 
 

 
By:      s/Bess J. DuRant 
 Thornwell F. Sowell III, SC Bar No. 5197 
 bsowell@sowelldurant.com 
 Bess J. DuRant, SC Bar No. 77920 
 bdurant@sowelldurant.com 
 Caroline D. Gimenez-Kaushik, SC Bar No. 102719 
 cgimenez@sowelldurant.com 
 1325 Park Street, Suite 100 
 Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
 (803) 722-1100 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Diana Janura 

 
Columbia, South Carolina 
October 30, 2024 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit A  

 
PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM IN 

OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION 
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF ORDER 

REGARDING WARRANT OF ATTACHMENT 
 
 

Address search listing address and printout of 
property located at address with similar price 
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Page 9 of 12

Craig_Bright

Historical Person Locator
This data is for informational purposes only.

Finder Information
Name: RIGHT, CRAIG J

Address: 850 N RANDOLPH ST
ARLINGTON, VA 22203-1978
ARLINGTON COUNTY

SSN: XXX-XX-XXXX
Date of Birth: 03/1970

Historical Person Locator
This data is for informational purposes only.

Finder Information
Name: RIGHT, CRAIG J

Address: 164 N PEORIA ST APT 3903
CHICAGO, IL 60607-2376
COOK COUNTY

SSN: XXX-XX-XXXX
Date of Birth: 03/1970

Historical Person Locator
This data is for informational purposes only.

Finder Information
Name: RIGHT, CRAIG J

Address: 24 WIDEWATER RD
HILTON HEAD ISLAND, SC 29926-2064
BEAUFORT COUNTY

SSN: XXX-XX-XXXX
Date of Birth: 03/1970

Historical Person Locator
This data is for informational purposes only.

Finder Information
Name: RIGHT, CRAIG J

Address: 22 BALLYBUNION WAY
BLUFFTON, SC 29910-4977
BEAUFORT COUNTY

SSN: XXX-XX-XXXX
Date of Birth: 03/1970

Historical Person Locator
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C H I C A G O  /  W E S T  L O O P

2 Bedroom, 2 Bath

164 N. Peoria St Chicago, IL 60607

Overview i CONTACT AGENT
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We’re sorry this apartment is no longer available. You can view similar apartments below, or search for available units

in this building or in one of our nearby buildings.

SEARCH AVAILABLE APARTMENTS

S I M I L A R  A P A R T M E N T S

WEST LOOP The Row Fulton Market

2 Bedroom, 2 Bath

Price

$6,595

Available

01/09

VIEW UNIT 

h

h

Overview

k
Email Book a Tour

CONTACT AGENT
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WEST LOOP The Row Fulton Market

3 Bedroom, 2.5 Bath

Price

$9,195

Available

Now

VIEW UNIT 

WEST LOOP The Row Fulton Market

4 Bedroom, 3.5 Bath, Penthouse

Price

$19,995

Available

Now

h

Overview

k
Email Book a Tour

CONTACT AGENT
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VIEW UNIT 

WEST LOOP The Row Fulton Market

3 Bedroom, 3.5 Bath, Penthouse

Price

$15,995

Available

Now

VIEW UNIT 

VIEW ALL

h

h

h

N E W  Y O R K  C I T Y

B O S T O N

Overview

k
Email Book a Tour
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SEARCH APARTMENTS

PARKING

k EMAIL

REFER A FRIEND

RESIDENT RESOURCES

NY FAIR HOUSING NOTICE

BLOG

C H I C A G O

L O S  A N G E L E S

S A N  F R A N C I S C O

W A S H I N G T O N  D C

W E S T  P A L M  B E A C H

h

h

h

h

h

h

r q
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Accessibility

Terms Of Use

Privacy Policy

Cookie Settings

Do Not Sell

Careers

© 2024 Related Companies

Overview

k
Email Book a Tour

CONTACT AGENT
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit B  

 
PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM IN 

OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION 
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF ORDER 

REGARDING WARRANT OF ATTACHMENT 
 
 

Facebook messenger from Craig Bright to 
Christina Scalese, dated March 29, 2023 
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Christina Scalese

I have so many funny stories you’d appreciate lol

Mar 29, 2023 10:22:35pm

Christina Scalese

Do a lot of people In Colleton do blow

Mar 29, 2023 10:22:09pm

Craig Bright

I always have
All
Drugs in my house

Mar 29, 2023 10:21:48pm

Christina Scalese

I appreciate the honesty

Mar 29, 2023 10:21:42pm

Christina Scalese

He hates it

Mar 29, 2023 10:21:26pm

Craig Bright

I spend thousands every month

Mar 29, 2023 10:21:25pm

Christina Scalese

A little he knows

Mar 29, 2023 10:21:20pm

Christina Scalese

No!

Mar 29, 2023 10:21:09pm

Christina Scalese

 

Craig Bright Home
 

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2024 O

ct 30 4:24 P
M

 - B
E

A
U

F
O

R
T

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2020C
P

0701753
E

LE
C

T
R

O
N

IC
A

LLY
 F

ILE
D

 - 2024 N
ov 25 5:48 P

M
 - B

E
A

U
F

O
R

T
 - C

O
M

M
O

N
 P

LE
A

S
 - C

A
S

E
#2020C

P
0701753



 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 )  
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 
  

) Case No. 2020-CP-07-01753 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 
 

Plaintiff  
 
  vs. 
 
Craig Bright, 
 

Defendant 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

 

 

 
Exhibit C  

 
PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM IN 

OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT’S MOTION 
FOR RECONSIDERATION OF ORDER 

REGARDING WARRANT OF ATTACHMENT 
 
 

Craig Bright’s Instagram pictures and a 
Facebook post 
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Exhibit 1

1. Any and all documents and correspondence related to 24 Widewater Road, Hilton Head 
Island, South Carolina.

2. Any and all emails and text messages between you and Craig Bright from January 1, 
2023 to the present.

3. Any and all documents, correspondence, emails, and text messages regarding Craig 
Bright from January 1, 2023 to the present.

4. Any and all documents, correspondence, emails, and text messages regarding your being 
a witness at the trial of this action.
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P R O C E E D I N G S

  (Whereupon, the following proceedings started at 0:25:55)  

     THE COURT:  This is Diana Janura versus Craig Bright,

2020-CP-07-01753.  

Yeah, court administration was probably confused as to

why I asked for jurisdiction on a week that I already had

jurisdiction, but here we are.  

I don't know if we're waiting on anybody or -- I see  

Ms. Durant, Mr. Sowell, and Mr. Novak.  

     MR. NOVAK:  I don't believe we're waiting on anybody from

my side.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

     MR. NOVAK:  If Ms. Durant --  (indiscernible).  

     THE COURT:  All right.  Pause.  Something is wrong with

my sound.  

(Pause for technical issues.)  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  Good.  

     MR. NOVAK:  So you have --  

     THE COURT:  Mr. Novak, you were going to say something?  

Yes, sir.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Can you hear me now?  

     THE COURT:  I can.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Okay.  Sorry to echo a Verizon commercial.  

     THE COURT:  I remember those.  Nobody else seems to

remember those.  Can you hear me now?  Good.  
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     MR. NOVAK:  We are all -- we have everybody from our

side.  So if Mr. Sowell and Ms. Durant are prepared to go

forward, we are.  

     MS. DURANT:  And we are, Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  All right.  Where do we start, folks?  

     MR. NOVAK:   I think probably the first place to start is

the two motions regarding the Warrant of Attachment.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

     MR. NOVAK:  As the Court knows, the original warrant was

issued in November of 2023.  We made a motion on 

December 23rd, 2023, that it should be discharged and vacated. 

Everything within that motion is still our position and I just

wanted to incorporate that into my argument.  

But I'm going to focus a little bit more today on the

motions for reconsideration after the Court modified the

Warrant of Attachment.  And by an amended order on October

17th, 2024, we made a timely motion to alter/amend.  That was

filed on, I think, October 28.  

And then the Court has not addressed that motion yet.  We

filed a subsequent motion on December 19th, 2024, to

alter/amend.  That essentially argues that the terms that were

addressed in the Motion for Reconsideration from October

should be further modified because of changes in

circumstances, primarily based on the sale of and disposition

of Mr. Bright's house, as was addressed in the modification of
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the warrant.  

So the - this is really kind of a fairly simple matter

from our standpoint, beyond kind of the issues that we raised

initially.  The purpose of a warrant of attachment, Your

Honor, is to prevent a party from dissipating specific assets,

or moving them to an inaccessible place, and not generally

constrain a party from paying monthly expenses, you know,

instead of securing and, you know, paying monthly expenses or

kind of living their life to secure an unliquidated,

contested, tort claim.  

In this case, the Warrant of Attachment filed on October

17th, 2024, the modified warrant, continues to do that,

despite Mr. Bright already securing assets in my firm's trust

account to satisfied a very large judgment.  There is

currently $2,694,834.21 in my firm's trust account.  The --

that amount is the combination of the proceeds of the sale of

his home, the Widewater Home that was addressed in the

warrant, as well as $500,000 that was previously put in there,

specifically put in place to secure any judgment -- to pay any

judgment on behalf of -- that happens to occur on behalf of

Ms. Janura.  And that, Your Honor, was a -- the result of a

negotiation with Mr. Bright before I got involved in the case

with a homeowner's insurance policy.  They took the policy

proceeds and put that into the trust account right about when

we got involved, in the event that Ms. Janura gets a judgment
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for settlement in this matter. And specifically for that, it

cannot go to be paid for legal fees.  It is specifically there

for that purpose.  So that's pretty extraordinary, Your Honor,

in a case, to have an unliquidated, contested tort claim

secured by $500,000, let alone, now, you know, almost $2.7

million.  

The -- so we're asking for a modification of the Warrant

of Attachment in a couple specific requests -- specific

aspects.  And I don't know if Your Honor has a copy of the

warrant -- of the order in front of you, but Paragraph 2 --  

     THE COURT:  I do.  

     MR. NOVAK:  -- addresses -- I'm sorry -- Paragraph 3

specifically -- 3(a) addresses Mr. Bright's -- the sale of 

Mr. Bright's home.  That is no longer an issue.  That home was

disposed of and those proceeds are within my firm's trust

account.  So we would ask that that be taken off.  

And in light of the $2.7 million dollars that's sitting

in the -- my firm's trust account, pursuant to the

restrictions of the Warrant of Attachment, we ask that 

Mr. Bright -- Paragraph 2, addressing Mr. Bright's Charles

Schwab account, that that be lifted entirely.  You know, $2.7

million in this account in this instance is sufficient and

extraordinary to secure any potential judgment.  

And so as you may recall, Mr. Bright uses that trust --

that Charles Schwab account to trade -- he's an active trader



 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

    MR. NOVAK 8

of stocks and securities.  And that's essentially how he makes

his money.  And so he -- right now, that is a closed system,

so he can now trade in it, but he can't take any funds out of

it for daily or monthly expenses, such as child support, to

pay his taxes, and things like that.  So the -- any proceeds

he makes in that account now, he cannot use.  

I'd also point out that my Firm's Trust account doesn't

bear any interest.  So you've got $2.7 million sitting in a

trust account in an environment where you're seeing 5, 6, 7

percent interest rates, easily knocking any interest.  And so

it's just sitting there.  And we think that's unfortunate as

well.  

But we ask that he be able to access the Charles Schwab

account and then have those restrictions lifted.  

     THE COURT:  Let me -- let me correct you, just for

purposes of the record.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Yeah.  

     THE COURT:  I hope that your trust account really does

bear interest, it's just not payable to --  

     MR. NOVAK:  That might be the case, Your Honor.  Thank

you.  

     THE COURT:  Right.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Separate.  

     THE COURT:  Yeah.  All monies held in trust are supposed

to be in an IOLTA account.  
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     MR. NOVAK:  Yes, they are.  

     THE COURT:  So -- right.  

     MR. NOVAK:  My mistake.  

     THE COURT:  It does bear interest.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Thank you for correcting me.  

     THE COURT:  It just goes to the Bar Foundation and other

charitable organizations.  Okay.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I also need to be

saved from myself.  So I appreciate it.  

     THE COURT:  Right.  You're welcome.  

     MR. NOVAK:  So Paragraph 3(b) and (c) address 

Mr. Bright's boat and motor vehicles.  We think, again, within

the -- in light of the money in the trust account, that those

restrictions should be lifted.  And that -- Paragraphs 4 and

5, that our requests for the restrictions on his business

entities and assets also be lifted.  

The (indiscernible) of our position here, Your Honor, is

that the Warrant of Attachment does not permit Mr. Bright to

access funds to pay his monthly expenses.  He is being heavily

burdened and constrained by not being able to pay utility

bills and things like that through the money that is outside

of that trust account and through his -- through the

operations of his business and life normally.  So we'd ask

that those restrictions be lifted.  

The warrant also provides that plaintiff must approve all
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transfers, sales, or disposals of any real property, personal

property, or assets.  We believe that that is overly

restrictive as well.  And we would ask that a value threshold

be placed on that.  Right now, that's all personal property,

Your Honor.  So, you know, we would ask that that value

threshold be placed at $25,000; anything in excess of that,

he's got to get permission for.  Because I don't know if that

was the Court's intent, that every time he did anything that

the plaintiff had to sign off on it.  So we would also ask

that that be -- that that be modified to reflect some type of

value threshold, and we would suggest $25,000.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  Good enough.  

All right.  That's it, Mr. Novak?  

     MR. NOVAK:  Yes.  You know, again, we incorporated all of

our original, kind of, you know, motion -- regarding the

motion to discharge.  But other than that, yes, Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

All right.  So Mr. Sowell, Ms. Durant, at this point, you

know, it's of course, a moving, ever-changing landscape, but

at this point, the Widewater home has been sold, that money's

in trust in addition to the $500,000.  

So is this $2.7 million not sufficient?  I mean, the --

in other words, I'm asking, at least the Court was more

concerned when he might sell this and he might sell that.  And

you don't want all the assets gone and him just liquidating
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everything.  But now we've got certain cash secured.  Can we

not let him go on it -- everything else?  

     MS. DURANT:  May it please the Court, Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  

     MS. DURANT:  Bess DuRant, on behalf of Diana Janura.  

And the short answer to your question is, "No."  And let

me explain why.  We just found out -- and in your amended

order regarding the Warrant of Attachment, you said that 

Mr. Bright has to verify all of his answers to

Interrogatories, one of which was to list all of your bank

accounts.  And then you also, in your amended order, said,

"Mr. Bright, you have to verify not only your answers to

Interrogatories, but you're going to have to verify your list

of all the entities you want."  He has done neither.  

We have -- and that's crucial, crucial for our net worth

calculation, because we've got Mark Hobbs, and Mr. Bright is

just refusing to verify all the bank accounts he owns.  

Now, what -- why is that so important?  We Venmoed -- I

mean, we subpoenaed Venmo, and lo and behold a brand new bank

account pops up from JP Morgan.  So all of our fears regarding

Mr. Bright are coming to fruition.  They keep happening over

and over and over.  He bought -- he represented in his motion

that they paid -- that his ability to lend money has been

frozen -- or not frozen, but essentially, he can't lend -- or

he can't get any money any more through a loan.  Well, then, a
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few months later, he goes out and buys a $370,000 Ferrari. 

The question becomes, "Where in the world did he get that

money if all his accounts are frozen?"  

Which leads us to the conclusion that he's got cash or

another bank account bank accounts, plural, that he's not

disclosing to us.  And that prevents us from calculation, not

only net worth, but just blatantly violating not only your

initial warrant, then your amended order regarding the

warrant, and then your order on various discovery motions

dated May 20th of 2024, which you ordered him to disclose all

of his net worth.  He is still actively hiding assets from us. 

And I hear Mr. Novak's point that they've got $2.7

million in trust, but we believe the punatives in this case

are going to be substantial; we believe the actuals are going

to be substantial.  In Beaufort County -- I know I've probably

said this until I'm blue in the face, there's a $50 million

verdict on a defamation case.  So, no, those monies are

insufficient.  

And, then, when you look at Mr. Bright's repeated,

repeated violations of your -- your orders, Your Honor, we

just can't let this warrant be gutted, because it's the one

thing that's protecting Mr. Bright from running off to -- now,

I'm not saying he's going to do this, but we have a fear that

he is going to run off, dump cash out of state, dump cash in,

you know, Caymans Islands, whatever, because he's already sent
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an email to John Boretti, his banker, saying, you know,

deplete myself and make myself judgment proof.  And he's going

to dump money in LLCs.  

So the answer -- the short answer to your question is,

"No," about the $2.7 million.  

But if I may --  

Do you have any other further questions?  Or may I

address Mr. Novak?  

     THE COURT:  No.  Whatever you would like me to know.  

     MS. DURANT:  Okay.  

Well, what Mr. Novak did is he combined 2 motions.  One

was a Motion for Reconsideration that he filed on October

30th, 2024.  And I agree with him that that was timely filed. 

But he -- the grounds under that motion are not what he just

argued to you today.  

What he did -- or what Barnwell Whaley did was then they

filed a second motion for consideration dated December 19th,

2024, which was untimely.  It is an improper successive of

Rule 59(e) motion for which there's a plethora of case law

that says you can't do that.  And then the substance of that

second motion for reconsideration is what he just articulated

to you, which is that, you know, he wants the restrictions -- 

Mr. Bright wants the restrictions from Charles Schwab to be

lifted in full.  He wants the boat and the motor vehicles to

be released from the warrant.  And he wants all restrictions
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from the business entity and assets to be lifted in full.  In

other words, this is just another motion to vacate the

warrant.  He wants to gut the warrant.  And that motion, Your

Honor, is untimely.  It is barred as a matter of law; not only

under Rule 59(e), but as, you know, just the common law that

says you cannot file successive Rule 59(e) motions.  And

that's what Mr. Bright has done.  

Now, regarding the motion that was timely filed, we say

that, procedurally, it's still improper because none of the

grounds in the rule in the timely filed, Rule 59(e) motion,

were argued to you.  None of them.  Not one.  They've -- so

they've -- I think this is the third time today that I've

heard that this warrant is excessive.  They've probably -- or

I'm sorry, not excessive; extraordinary motion -- their motion

to vacate, their motion to -- or their counter claims, and now

their motions for reconsideration.  

You have successively ruled that the warrant is going to

stand.  So when they argue in the timely filed motion that the

defendant is financially crippled and that the warrant has --

and this is quote -- the warrant has "frozen Bright's ability

to borrow money for himself and his business."  

But like I just said, he bought a $370,000 Ferrari.  

He -- we believe he pays about $7,000 a month in rent. 

We know he spends thousands of dollars on drugs each month

according to a Facebook post that he made.  We saw a picture
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of him in Paris during the Olympics.  We saw him at a safari

in Africa.  And we saw him in box -- or what he called "owner

seats" at U2 in the Sphere in Las Vegas.  So while the warrant

might cripple my lifestyles -- monthly expenses, it cannot

cripple his, because he's going out living an -- to use the

word extraordinary -- extraordinary life.  So his monthly

expenses, to claim that they are somehow impacted, it might be

true, but it's because he lives such the extraordinary

lifestyle.  

So respectfully, I don't think you can consider any of

the grounds in the motion that Mr. Bright filed in January --

I'm sorry -- December 19th, the second motion for

reconsideration.  And the first motion for reconsideration,

Your Honor, those issues were never presented to you.  So as a

matter of law, that motion should be denied as well.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

Well, to be fair, the extraordinary remedy argument has

been made consistently.  And I'm trying to skim this motion

right now.  I do see the word "extraordinary" in the October

28th motion, although it's not referring to -- it's not used

in the same context, necessarily.  But that's been their

position all along.  

     MS. DURANT:  Sure.  

     THE COURT:  And this motion does contain the arguments. 

He -- it doesn't permit him to access funds.  
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Listen, he might live a lavish lifestyle, but is he not

entitled to do that?  

     MS. DURANT:  Sure.  Absolutely.  But he's got the

resources because he paid $370,000 for a Ferrari after his

assets had been frozen.  I find it somewhat incredible to

argue he cannot pay monthly expenses when he's buying a

$370,000 car.  

     THE COURT:  Sure.  And maybe that's not quite accurate,

that he's unable to pay monthly expenses.  But irrespective of

that, should he not as a free, American citizen have the

authority to do with his money what he wants to, whether it's

buy a $370,000 Ferrari or spend $3.7 million on a new home?  

     MS. DURANT:  Any other case, yes.  But we've got the

Boretti email where he says he's going to deplete his

individual self from assets and he's going to put all the

money in the LLCs.  Had he not uttered that and had he not

uttered in the jailhouse phone calls to his mother that he was

going to deplete himself of assets, different story.  If he

had not broadcast to third parties that he wanted to make

himself judgment-proof, I might tend to agree with you.  But

this is a different case.  

     THE COURT:  But isn't that where supplemental proceedings

come in and -- I mean, there are plenty of people who have

judgments against them that are judgment-proof -- or claim to

be.  Right?  And then you go before the Master in Equity or a
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special referee or even the circuit court perhaps, and have

those supplemental proceedings to figure out, where is your

money; where did it go?  

I mean, I just feel like we've already made some headway

in securing $2.7 million.  That's above and beyond.  That's

extraordinary in itself.  Do we need to tie him up any

further?  

     MS. DURANT:  I've -- I have to -- well, one, we're not

tying him up any further.  The Warrant of Attachment is what

we've been operating under since November 29th, 2023.  And he

still had, you know, assets, resources at his hands to do what

he wants to do.  He is not being tied up.  

And with respect to your question of supplementary

proceedings, again, I think that's fair in a regular tort case

when you do not know -- when the plaintiff does not know that

the defendant is actively concealing, hiding assets.  

And I've been back to this point that we just found about

a new bank account at JP Morgan.  I mean, that -- to me that's

just repeated, pattern, continuous, whatever you want to call

it.  He is continuing to thumb his nose at the court orders. 

And if he's willing to do it after he's been busted, caught

red-handed, my fear is, what is going to happen when there's

not a court order holding his feet to the fire.  

Now, if he's going to keep violating the order -- and I

think that's a problem for us to deal with down the road, the
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warrant -- but to let him out from under it because all he's

done is bad behavior?  It's almost, in my mind, sanctioning

his conduct.  Now that might be a statement too far, but I'm

not really sure it is.  We keep proving his violations of your

warrant, which goes a little bit to our Motion to Strike.  But

I beat that dead horse a little too much with you this

morning.  

     THE COURT:  Well, I just think the Warrant of Attachment

is not meant to be punitive.  And so to the extent that he's

violated certain orders, that he's not fully participated in

discovery; there are other remedies for that.  There are

contempt remedies and, you know, maybe striking an answer.  

Who knows?  We'll get there.  But the Warrant of Attachment's

not meant to be punitive.  So to the extent that it -- you

would argue it needs to stay in place because he's violated

other court orders, I don't know that that's an acceptable

argument.  

     MS. DURANT:  I -- he -- I like your pushback there.  I

like it, because it triggered another thought of mine.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  

     MS. DURANT:  And I apologize if I'm just talking like

we're discussing something.  

     THE COURT:  No, it's fine.  

     MS. DURANT:  But, you know, Mr. Novak said something to

the affect of, "Well, he can't pay this; he can't pay that;
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he's constrained."  We have no evidence of that.  There is no

affidavit from a CPA, there's no affidavit from a financial

advisor, nothing.  

Now, I've had all faith in Mr. Novak.  But do I have any

faith that his client's telling the truth?  None.  And for --

I mean, we just have no evidence that he's being constrained. 

I don't think it's punitive.  But it is -- it does serve as a

measure to protect a plaintiff from the defendant fleeing the

state -- which he's already done.  He's already admitted he's

in Chicago -- and absconding with his assets.  And he is

actively engaging in running away from South Carolina with his

assets.  

This JP Morgan -- Ms. Kelly, our paralegal, looked up JP

Morgan yesterday on the Secretary of State's website in South

Carolina.  They have no physical presence here.  That's where

his money his -- upon information we believe.  We don't have

the documents yet.  

     THE COURT:  Sure.  

     MS. DURANT:  But when we talked to the gentleman at JP

Morgan, he was going to try to get us some documents before

this hearing, but he just couldn't do it.  But that's not in

South Carolina.  The warrant is to protect our client, 

Ms. Janura.  

     THE COURT:  Mr. Novak, let me hear from you.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Thank you, Your Honor.  
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There are a couple points I want to hit there.  And I

first point out that this reply brief that raised the JP

Morgan account and these allegations, I didn't get that until

this morning because it came through last night while I was in

a meeting.  And so, you know, to the extent that the Court

would like a reply or allow us to respond to that, we'd ask

for some time to do that.  

But I don't necessarily know -- I think Ms. DuRant kind

of is making my case for me in a certain sense in that, you

know, our position is that these allegations of violations of

orders and things like that and whether Mr. Bright is credible

or telling the truth, all of that, you know, we can get into

that specifically on the particular orders.  But she's kind of

putting the cart before the horse in a large respect.  You

know, our position is that, you know, these allegations -- and

we can talk about them when we talk about this motion to

strike -- are unfounded and baseless in that Mr. Bright hasn't

violated the orders.  So you know, she's arguing from a

position where, by putting the cart before the horse, that 

Mr. Bright is guilty; that Mr. Bright had violated -- that her

client's entitled to some kind of claim -- you know, some kind

of damages.  

This is a -- as the Court knows from the 35 plus motions

that have been filed, it's a pretty highly contested claim. 

It has been for a while.  And so this idea that we're --
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you're -- that the Warrant of Attachment to your point should

be punitive and should do -- you know, secure the biggest

verdict that they could possibly get -- is unfounded.  That's

not the purpose of a Warrant of Attachment.  The purpose of a

Warrant of Attachment, if you go back and look at the statute

and the cases, it's -- if you're trying to take a train car

from South Carolina out of state and somebody's got a lien on

the train car, you know, the Court can say, "Go bring that

train car back,"  or "you can't move it."  It's, you know,

specific assets that are threatened to be moved out of the

state, anticipated.  

Now, in this case, and we, again, we've got a highly

contested tort claim.  You know, there's been no finding

against Mr. Bright for anything.  He's already got $2.7

million secured, which is extraordinary.  

And so, you know, we -- I would also point out that the

two pillars on which this warrant -- the evidence -- the --

this Warrant of Attachment was based is a phone call that 

Mr. Bright had with his mother in -- when he was incarcerated,

saying that he's going to get out of town for a while.  We

tend to, you know, skip over that.  And the idea that he

wanted to get away -- Ms. Janura wants -- as repeatedly has

argued, that she wants him out of his life -- out of her life. 

And he's trying to get -- he's trying to leave the situation

so that there's no more conflict directly.  And she's trying,



 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

    MR. NOVAK 22

then, to use it against him.  

And the second piece of evidence was that he was -- that

he listed his house for sale.  That house has not sold.  So,

you know, the two pieces of evidence on which the Warrant of

Attachment was originally based, are -- we -- as we argued in

our motion to discharge, not sufficient, but one of them has

at least gone away.  The -- Ms. DuRant tends to -- is basing

her argument on that her client needs to secure this because

this might happen or they have a fear that this is going to

happen.  That is not the basis for constraining Mr. Bright's

assets, particularly when he's got the $2.7 million in the

trust account which can't be moved.  

So the -- I would also point out that these claims of

paying the car -- buying a Ferrari, or traveling to the

Olympics, or, you know, going to those things, a lot -- the

dates on those activities, I'd be -- I don't have them in

front of me, but if Ms. DuRant does, I would love to see

those.  Because we're talking about a constraint over time on

somebody -- this Warrant of Attachment's been in place since

November 2023, right.  So we are a year and a half into this

at this point.  And Mr. -- and the circumstances has changed. 

Mr. Bright has put down $2.7 million into the trust account.  

The -- to the point that there was no evidence that he's

being constrained, Mr. Bright filed an affidavit with our

original motion -- in support of our original motion, which
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sets forth how this Warrant of Attachment is going to and will

affect him -- that has affected him in that period -- in the

one-month period of time.  So there is evidence there.  

And I think that it's -- you know, I know we don't have

res ipsa loquitur here in South Carolina, but, you know, the

thing kind of speaks for itself when you've got such onerous

provisions restricting somebody's freedom to operate when

there is no judgment against them, they've not been

incarcerated, no jury has found them guilty of anything; there

are no sanctions in place for, you know, any punitive aspect

that would be this -- though that is entirely inappropriate. 

So all of this is putting the cart before the horse, Your

Honor.  

To the jurisdictional grounds regarding the filing of

motion, our position is that the Rule 59 motion was timely

filed.  Ms. DuRant agrees with that.  It addressed -- if you

look at it, paragraphs 3(a), (b), (c), (d), (e) and 4 of the

Warrant of Attachment, it made the same general arguments that

we made previously.  It -- the only marked difference is the

change in circumstances from the sale of the house and placing

those $2-point-whatever million dollars worth of proceeds into

the trust account and that change in circumstances.  

So we would argue that because the Court had not heard

that Motion to Reconsider, that the second Motion to

Reconsider is appropriate.  The Court can treat it as a
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Memorandum in Support if they want to.  The successive motions

for reconsideration are when a Motion for Reconsideration is

denied and then somebody tries to stay the time for an appeal

by filing a subsequent Motion for Reconsideration.  It's not

applicable to this case in which the Court retains

jurisdiction over the motion because that Motion to Reconsider

was timely filed.  So that 10-day period has been tolld.  

It is -- maybe we should have formed it as a

supplemental, you know, Motion for Reconsideration, but we

think that that -- the Court can entirely consider it here. 

And I think as everybody knows, we're trying to get this case

moving forward and address these issues.  And we would argue

that that's an appropriate use, is whether the Court wants to

treat it as a memo, you could do that as well.  

But I would also put in there that under the statute that

addresses warrants of attachment, 15-19-80 -- or 15-19.10 and

so forth; 15-19-300 specifically says that -- it provides for

motions to discharge or amend a Warrant of Attachment.  So,

you know, we would also be able to move under that.  And what

would result is that we're just going to file another motion

to have it heard and have to kick this can down the road when

we're here arguing and talking about the same items.  

So we would ask that the Court modify the Warrant of

Attachment based on the change in circumstances, based on our

arguments, everything in our original motion.  
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And the last point I'll make, because I know the Court is

short on time, but the -- and there's a lot to talk about --

but the Court made the point that supplementary proceedings,

other things are available.  The Statute of Elizabeth is

available for fraudulent transactions, anything like that.  We

would argue that there are plenty of remedies available to a

plaintiff beyond access to $2.7 million sitting in a trust

account if there potentially is some type of verdict or

decision above and beyond that.  That -- this again, putting

the cart before the horse, getting to and assuming that there

is a verdict or assuming that the best case scenario for what

plaintiff wants to have happen, happens; I think is an

appropriate -- is an inappropriate way to look at a statute

that is for a very specific purpose.  

Thank you, Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

Ms. DuRant, anything else?  Mr. Sowell?  

     MS. DURANT:  Your Honor, just quickly.  

I'd have to disagree with Mr. Novak's recitation of the

differences between his two motions for reconsideration.  The

first motion just talks about -- actually, hold on -- that

he's taken extraordinary measures to put $500,000 in escrow

and that he shouldn't have to give monthly statements from

Bennies, and that he has a threshold of $25,000 to get our

approval.  
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It wasn't until the second Motion for Reconsideration

where he essentially asked for the warrant to be lifted.  And

that he asked in Paragraph 2 for the restrictions on Charles

Schwab to be lifted in full.  Paragraph 3(a), he wants the

warrant to be modified to reflect the sale of the residence;

Paragraph 3(b) and (c), he asked for the boat and the motor

vehicles to be released from the warrant; and 4 and 5 he wants

restrictions on all his business entities and assets to be

lifted in full.  That's quite, quite different than the first

Motion for Reconsideration.  That -- to me, those are

completely different.  And I don't think you can turn his

second Motion for Reconsideration into some sort of memo or

supplemental memo.  

Anyway.  I'll be quiet in that retort.  And thank you for

your time in these motions.  

     THE COURT:  Absolutely.  

Yes, sir.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Quickly, Your Honor, if you look at the first

motion for reconsideration, the last sentence says, "For these

reasons and others which Bright may offer at future argument,

Bright respectfully moves the Court to alter/amend its order." 

I think it's pretty clear that the intent of the motion

was there and we're not in that -- I think we're making a

distinction here without difference.  And it's -- it serves

only to drag this case on further rather than have a
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disposition of these issues at this point in time when we're

all here, prepared to talk about them.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

Before I announce my ruling on those two motions, let's

talk about the Motion to Strike the Answer, because that -- I

don't know, maybe could change things.  Because if I were to

grant that, then she's entitled to some judgment.  And that

might, I don't know, color my view in some manner.  

Because you do have a point, Mr. Novak.  At this point, I

mean, he -- there's no judgment against the man.  He's just a

litigant just like any other litigant, any other party

defendant in a case.  It may be different if he's in default,

though, because the answer's been stricken.  

So let's talk about that, Ms. DuRant.  

     MS. DURANT:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

I'm going to ask Ms. Kelly to bring up your latest

amended order, dated October 17th, 2024.  

May she share our screen with you?  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

     MS. DURANT:  Thank you.  

(Pause.)  

     MR. NOVAK:  Bess, this is the October 17th order?  

     MS. DURANT:  Yes.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Okay.  

(Pause.)  
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     MS. DURANT:  I’m losing my voice, Your Honor.  I’m

talking too much.  

     THE COURT:  I can't imagine that.  

     MS. DURANT:  Let me get some more water.  

All right.  Your Honor, this is your amended order from

the -- unfortunately, I had to miss the hearing.  I think it

was with you, Mr. Sowell, Ms. Gimenez-Kaushik, Mr. Novak, and

Mr. Cooke.  

     THE COURT:  I can't see it.  I don't know if that's just

my screen.  I just see a big, gray --  

     MR. NOVAK:  I also cannot see it.  

     MS. DURANT:  Okay.  

     THE COURT:  Yeah.  It's big, gray rectangle.  

     MS. DURANT:  Technology can be your best friend or your

worst enemy.  

     THE COURT:  So it is screen-sharing.  And I initially saw

the WebEx page, but the document is not there.  The cursor is

there.  

Oh, there we go.  

     MR. NOVAK:  I can see it.  

     MS. DURANT:  Scroll up to the top, please, Ms. Kelly.  

You'll see, Your Honor, this is your amended order --  

     THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  

     MS. DURANT:  -- from October 17th, 2024.  

And I'm going to ask Ms. Kelly to scroll down -- and keep
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going.  

(Pause.)  

     MS. DURANT:  You know, Your Honor, we seek a Motion to

Strike for the numerous violations, not only of your orders,

but of Warrants of Attachment which, to me, carried a much

greater -- I don't know -- substance to it.  

But if you look at Paragraph 4 -- Ms. Kelly highlighted

it for you -- this is where you are enjoining Mr. Bright from

creating any entities because we have the fear that he's going

to syphon all of his funds into other LLCs or entities, which

he indicated he was going to do to Mr. Boretti.  

Note that first highlight language of yours.  It says -- 

I'm going to have to get up close because I don't have my

glasses on -- "Further, pursuant to this Court's order, on

November 21st, 2023, that defendant answer all discovery

regarding his net worth.  Defendant is ordered to provide a

verified list of all entities to which he has any interest."  

Let's just stop there.  We have not received a verified

list of all his entities.  And keep in mind, that's our big

fear.  And he said he was going to do it in his email to John

Boretti.  

Then you go on to say, "Defendant is to provide all

financial records and documentation of such entities."  We

don't have those documents.  We have some documents from

Bright Holdings.  We have some bank statements from them.  But
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we went in the public record and found that he sold -- Bright

Holdings sold a $1.1 million piece of property.  We don't have

any of the documents related to that sale.  

Apparently, he's also got additional property of Bright

Holdings for sale listed on the MLS, and we don't have any of

those documents.  And that's just some of the documents we

don't have, which are pretty big zingers to me.  If you are

divesting yourself of property in South Carolina and you're

not disclosing it?  Big deal. 

Then you go on to say, and this is kind of my big

(indiscernible) to the extent that's still a word, at the very

bottom, you say, "Defendant is once again ordered to answer

all discovery, specifically discovery to discover his net

worth, in accordance with this Court's prior order."  You

already ordered him to do it.  He's still not doing it.  "And

he is further ordered to supplement and verify all discovery

pursuant to Rule 26(e) SCRCP."  

I can't count how many times I have asked Mr. Bright to

verify his Answers to Interrogatories.  You ordered him to do

it.  He has not done it.  And may I suggest it is exactly for

the reason like we just discovered with JP Morgan.  I can't

say that, but I know -- I mean, answers verified takes about 5

minutes.  He's refusing to do it.  

Now, what Mr. Novak says in response is that the Rules of

Civil Procedure don't require that.  That's just wrong.  Rule
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26(e) says you got to do it.  Your order -- and I think it's

also in 33, it might say that you have to provide them under

oath.  So not only do the Court rules require you to do, your

order of October 17th, 2024, says, "Mr. Bright, verify your

answers."  In fact, you say, "Verify your discovery."  You

don't even limit it to the answers.  He refuses -- I'm going

to sound a little bit like Jackie Chiles from Seinfeld.  But

he respectfully is devious, deceptive, and destructive to this

case.  And this is it.  I can't put this in bigger,

highlighted, sparkling, glowing letters, his refusal to verify

is disturbing to us.  

Then, if you go down to Paragraph 5, Your Honor, you say,

"Defendant Craig Bright, including any entity in which he has

an interest, shall not remove any of his assets from South

Carolina."  It's our understanding -- now, just our

understanding, we don't have definitive proof, that JP Morgan

has no physical presence in South Carolina.  We know that he

now has a bank account there.  And that it was connected to

his Venmo account in May of 2024, after your warrant.  

We kept scratching our heads, going, "Where in the world

is he getting $370,000 to buy a Ferrari?"  I know you-all are

tired of hearing me say that.  But it's stuff like this that

we go, "Something is going on.  Something smells wrong in the

state of Denmark."  And it's because he's refusing to give us

the information that you not only ordered in May 20th, 2024 --
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actually you ordered it May -- November 2021 -- I'm sorry,

November 21, 2023, right before Thanksgiving when you had that

horrific day of motions with us.  You told him -- or you told

Mr. Novak the following -- and this is from the transcript of

your November 21st, 2023 hearing.  

Do you have it?  Yeah.  

Ms. Kelly's going to pull it up for you really quickly.  

(Pause.)  

     MS. DURANT:  And, again, this is a discussion between

you, me, and Mr. Novak in which you granted our motion to

compel about net worth.  

MS. KELLY:  Can you see this?  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

     MS. DURANT:  Okay.  

Just to give you prelude, we're discussing a time frame. 

And I said, "Thirty days is, you know, fine, Your Honor."  

But Mr. Novak goes on to say --  

Hold on, let me slide down a little.  

Show her what Mr. Novak said, please.  

Can you see that, Your Honor? 

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

     MS. DURANT:  So he's asking, you know, "Five years, we've

got to give tax returns, load documents, all that stuff,"

because it's going to take time.  And so 30 days.  And then

for some reason we need additional time, we can contact the
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Court.  

And then look at your response, Your Honor, please.  

(Pause.)  

     THE COURT:  So you warned Mr. Bright, "don't drag your

feet."  And that was at November 21st, 2023.  

Now, I will gladly admit Mr. Bright has produced some

financial documents to us.  But the law of reasonable

probabilities including his Venmo account, now we know about

his JP Morgan account.  He's buying a fancy car.  Where is the

money for all of that?  Where's it coming from?  It sure isn't

being reflected in the financial documents that we're getting. 

So if Amy can go back -- or Ms. Kelly can go back to your

order.  And back to Paragraph 5.  

I'm sorry.  

We contend that he is removing assets from the state of

South Carolina, specifically JP Morgan.  You prevent him from

doing this.  You also prevent him from knowingly reducing his

personal net worth.  Again, we don't have evidence of it yet

because he's not giving it to us.  But we sure do believe it's

happening, like I said, just based on the doctrine of

reasonable probabilities.  Because he's getting money from

somewhere to live this extravagant lifestyle.  

And, if we'll go back, please.  

So, Your Honor, in the most recent order that you've

issued, he has violated it numerous times.  
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Now, let's look at the original Warrant of Attachment,

please, Ms. Kelly.  

(Pause.)  

     MS. DURANT:  This is the warrant that you issued, Your

Honor, November 29th, 2023.  

And if you'll scroll down, please, Amy.  

That part -- or (a) is his former residence over at

Widewater Way, I believe it's called.  Now, let's get down to

his personal property in this section (b).  Let's look at that

CrisCraft boat.  You seized any and all right, title, and

interest of Craig Bright in his (ii), CrisCraft boat.  

I got a telephone call from the Beaufort County Sheriff's

Office, telling me that somebody is trying to remove Mr.

Bright's boat.  I emailed Mr. Novak and Mr. Cooke, and they

said, "Stop.  Please stop."  And I instructed -- well, I

didn't instruct.  I told the sheriff, "Do whatever you've got

to do, but this warrant exists."  

And then Mr. Bright himself emailed me about this

CrisCraft boat, claiming that it had damage to the boat,

damage to the dock.  I never saw any evidence of it.  

But the point here, Your Honor, is that what -- but for

law enforcement, that boat would be out of Beaufort County. 

Luckily, the Sheriff's Office caught on and said, "Let me call

Ms. DuRant."  And they dutifully called Ms. DuRant.  And we

were able to at least stop that from getting out of Beaufort
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County.  

Now, point Number 3 might be the most egregious.  All --

any of all right, title, and interest of Craig Bright and all

motor vehicles, including but not limited to a Bentley and a

Ferrari.  

Amy, will you please pull it up -- the Ferrari?  

(Pause.)  

     MS. DURANT:  Now, Your Honor, this is a Facebook post

from Robert Moose Rini, who is Mr. Bright's personal friend,

his real estate agent, and now his car dealer.  Fortunately,

my client's husband was just scrolling through Facebook and

found this, while your original warrant was still in play. 

This is about as bold as it gets.  You are using your friend

to sell your car on a public web page.  

You see it's a 2017 Ferrari.  Ms. Kelly highlighted it

below.  This is Mr. Bright's car, and he tried to sell it

under the cover of night, through his best bud, Robert Rini.  

All right.  Let's go back to the Warrant of Attachment.  

Under little (iii), he also sent -- Mr. Bright also sent

an email to Katherine Ferguson, our client's family court

lawyer, saying that he had the motorcycle sold, another

violation of your warrant.  

(Pause.)  

     MS. DURANT:  And now, if we can go back to your initial

order from May 20th, of 2024.  I'm just trying to bring it
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home.  

(Pause.)  

     MS. DURANT:  This is the order, Your Honor, that resulted

from the November 1, 2021 hearing.  I mean, you can't be any

clearer.  "Plaintiff's Fifth Motion to Compel -- and that's

the Motion to Compel regarding net worth -- is granted in

part.  Plaintiff is entitled to all information sought in

Plaintiff's Fifth Motion to Compel, however, the time 

limit --"  You just limit it from 10 years to 4 years.  

And then, again, you say, "They are due on December 21st,

2023.  We are still here, asking for all net worth documents. 

Still here.  What's that, a year and a half later?  And, you

know, it's not only orders that he's violating.  He's

violating court rules and just the basic rules of fair play of

discovery.  

Amy, can you bring back up that Facebook post?  

Mr. Rini -- Robert Rini, I've subpoenaed him a while ago. 

And Mr. Bright uses Mr. Rini.  That Mr. Rini filed an

affidavit.  I believe it was in support to dissolve the

warrant or in support of the counterclaims.  I can't remember. 

But when I subpoenaed Mr. Rini, Mr. Bright moved the quash the

subpoena.  This guy is actively selling his house -- which was

at the time in violation of your warrant.  Then he's actively

selling Mr. Bright's car for him. 

And then after I found out about it, I sent a letter to
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Barnwell Whaley and say, "Hey, please give me all documents

regarding this attempted sale."  And I hear nothing.  I have

not received one document from Mr. Rini; not one.  He has

called me several times -- or not -- he's probably called me

twice.  But he has uttered no objection to the subpoena.  I

mean, Mr. Rini, as far as I know, he's ready to produce.  But

the second we find some bad behavior regarding Mr. Rini,

motions to quash come down.  

And the same thing is true with Chris Bright, who is Mr.

Bright's brother.  He was trying to help get the boat moved

out of the jurisdiction of Beaufort County.  Chris Bright owns

a boat part store.  I don't know what Mr. Chris Bright was

planning on doing with Mr. Craig Bright's boat.  But if you

look at Mr. Chris Bright's website, there is nothing about

repairing boats.  But I moved -- or I subpoenaed him, and I

also asked Barnwell Whaley for documents regarding the

attempted removal of the boat from Mr. Bright's house and

received not one document about those -- that incident.  

Dawn Costello, another person for whom we're having

trouble getting information from Mr. Bright from.  We sent 

Mr. Bright a discovery request for all communications with Ms.

Costello.  He produced very minimal documents.  I've seen many

more from Ms. Costello than from Mr. Bright.  And I'm just

scratching my head, going, "Where are these documents between

Mr. Bright and Ms. Costello."  
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She's the one, Your Honor, that had those horrible things

said about her that Mr. Bright -- about their sexual

relationship, but also Mr. Bright represented that she was

going to be a witness for him in an email that -- or a text,

I'm sorry -- that he sent to our client, Ms. Janura.  So if

you -- if the party himself is saying, "This person's going to

be a witness," I’m entitled to all kinds of discovery

regarding Ms. Costello; and I have yet to receive it.  

Mr. Boretti, he's the gentleman that Mr. Bright sent the

email to say that he was going to render himself judgment-

proof.  Now, Mr. Bright has produced the subpoenaed records to

us.  But he's not taking down His Motion to Quash.  And that

just might be a procedural thing that, if they take down their

Motion to Quash, then I know that they have produced

everything that they have with respect to Mr. Boretti.  But

with the Motion to Quash still outstanding, I still don't know

if everything's been produced.  

But same is true for Bright Holdings.  Bright Holdings we

have subpoenaed and you have ordered Bright Holdings to

produce everything.  Again, they have produced documents -- or

statements from South State and TD Bank.  But we know that

Bright Holdings has sold real estate, including a parcel for

roughly $1.1 million and have no documents regarding it.  

And then, finally, I just kind of resort back to my

common sense, law or reasonable probabilities argument, which
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is, due to defendant's continued disobedience of Court orders

and the Court's rules, we have every reason to believe that

there are other documents outstanding.  For example, JP

Morgan, the attempted sale of the Ferrari, the attempted sale

of the boat, emails with John Boretti.  And again, I go back

to my motif for the neon sign in blinding lights: there's a

reason he's not verifying his Answers to Interrogatories. 

There's a reason he's not providing a verified list of all the

entities of which he has an interest.  

And for those reasons, Your Honor, we request that you

strike his answer.  His conduct is nothing but bad faith,

willful disobedience of your court's orders and these court's

rules, and gross indifference to the rights of Ms. Janura.  I

believe we've satisfied every justification to strike his

answer and counterclaims because this behavior should not

receive the imprimatur of any court.  

Thank you, Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  Thank you.  

Mr. Novak.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

It's going to take me a couple minutes to go through

this, so I just wanted to let you know.  

     THE COURT:  Yeah.  

     MR. NOVAK:  -- before we get started.  I know we've been

going for about an hour or so.  
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     THE COURT:  Actually.  Yeah.  Maybe this is a good 3-

minute break place.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Okay.  

     THE COURT:  Before you get into it.  Yeah.  

Let's just take 3 minutes.  I'll be right back with you.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Great.  

(Recess from 1:28:37 to 1:33:02.)  

     THE COURT:  Do we need to wait for Ms. Stratta?  

     MR. NOVAK:  We can proceed.  

     THE COURT:  I mean, I'm happy to wait.  I just didn't

know.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Maybe give her 30 seconds.  

     THE COURT:  Yeah.  Sure.  That's fine.  

     MS. DURANT:  Judge Newman, just for some housekeeping.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  

     MS. DURANT:  We filed -- and excuse me, I'm sucking on a

cough drop.  But we filed memos in opposition to the motions

under consideration.  

     THE COURT:  Uh-huh.  

     MS. DURANT:  And -- okay.  Just wanted to make sure you

got those and that you have our -- and you got our reply.  I

think your law clerk replied to that.  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

     MS. DURANT:  Reply to our Motion to Strike.  

Perfect.  That's all I wanted to clarify.  Thank you.  
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     MR. NOVAK:  And along those lines, Your Honor, I'm going

to be -- in response to the Motion to Strike, we filed a memo

on the December 10th that goes through in pretty good detail

our responses to each one of the allegations filed in the

original Motion to Strike.  The -- again, the reply memorandum

that we -- that was filed yesterday at, like, 4:26, I think. 

I didn't get to read until this morning because I had other

commitments yesterday evening.  So we would ask for 10 days or

something to -- some of that time to file a reply to that

because they include new allegations that weren't raised in

the motion -- original Motion to Strike.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Your Honor, I think that includes, I guess,

there was a subpoena to JP Morgan Chase, you know, we haven't

seen -- we have seen the response to -- JP Morgan Chase's

response.  This is all a kind of new issue for me.  So if

we've got 10 days to respond to that, I'd appreciate it.  

     THE COURT:  Sure.  Okay.  No problem.  

All right.  Let me hear your arguments, Mr. Novak.  

     MR. NOVAK:  All right.  Thank you, Your Honor.  

The -- I'm going to go back to my little theme from the

last argument, which is, with all due respect, I think 

Ms. DuRant is putting the cart before the horse a bit on this

Motion to Strike.  Because the Motion to Strike is based

largely on motions -- individual motions that are pending
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before the Court regarding discovery.  

I think she says in her reply brief that I did see -- or

in the original Motion to Strike that this is basically a

consolidation of a bunch of discovery motions that are -- have

been filed or are pending.  And I'll go through those.  And

they're gone through in our memorandum.  

But we submit -- the defendant would submit that it would

be much better use of everybody's time to address those

motions prior to a universal motion to strike, particularly

when they involve Motions to Quash which have been filed

regarding subpoenas that have not been determined what the

extent to which the subpoenas are objectionable or not and

things like that.  And this will make a little bit more sense,

I think, as we go through this.  But --  

     THE COURT:  Well, let me pause you here and ask whether I

should even be deciding this motion.  And, of course, you saw

my email.  And as I was going through the Motions for

Reconsideration, those were with respect to the Warrant of

Attachment.  And then Ms. DuRant said, "Well, you also need to

hear this one."  Sure.  Fine.  Except, should I?  Because in

order to decide this Motion to Strike, do I not, by necessity,

have to make some decision on other pending motions that would

otherwise maybe be for --  

     MR. NOVAK:  I think Your Honor's correct, in that, if you

go through their Motion to Strike and our reply -- our
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response, you're going to get a list -- you have a list of

prior motions that are pending.  And much of the behavior for

this speculative non-compliance is, as you heard Ms. DuRant

argue -- we sent a subpoena to Dawn Costello.  They sent --

what I would argue is a very broad subpoena with a lot of

language regarding personal relationship Mr. Bright had with

another person.  And Mr. Bright has a right to file a Motion

to Quash and have that Motion to Quash heard and disposed of

before a judgment is made about, you know, the Motion to

Quash.  

So I think you're right in the sense that in order to

truly, you know, address this motion, you would have to go

through every single motion -- discovery motion that was

raised as a grounds for the Motion to Strike and make factual

determinations not only regarding whether, you know, plaintiff

was entitled to those documents -- well, you know, defendant

has also filed motions and plaintiff has filed Motions to

Quash as happens in discovery.  But you have to make those

determinations, but then you would also have to make the

determination whether the -- Mr. Bright intentionally,

willfully did that -- you know, didn't comply and all of those

things, which are necessary to determine, you know, whether a

Motion to Strike should be granted or not.  So I think we're

putting the cart way before the horse in this kind of

consolidated Motion to Strike which requires a lot of factual
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determinations on a bunch of pending motions and things like

that.  So if --  

     THE COURT:  Yeah.  So let's pause there and go back to

Ms. DuRant.  

Yes, ma'am?  

     MS. DURANT:  Your Honor, you can grant this motion to

strike based on the orders you already issued.  I was just

gilding the lily, icing the cake, with all the other

obstacles, I'll put it politely, that Mr. Bright has pled

before us regarding discovery.  You can't avoid he's not

verifying Answers to Interrogatories.  You can't ignore he's

not producing a verified list of all the entities he owns. 

You can't ignore he tried to sell his boat.  You can't ignore

he tried to sell the Ferrari.  

On that alone, he has violated three, count them,   

three -- well, three with respect to net worth.  He's violated

three of your orders.  The other two, the boat and the car,

he's violated your Warrant of Attachment.  That alone merits

striking his answer.  

     THE COURT:  Without considering these other pending

motions?  

     MS. DURANT:  Yes, Your Honor.  I was just putting the

icing on the cake just to show how egregious it's become.  

     MR. NOVAK:  That -- the issue with that, Your Honor, is

that's not the motion that Ms. DuRant filed.  Ms. DuRant filed
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a comprehensive motion that incorporates a lot of other

motions that are pending and other activities.  And so I've

got to respond to everything.  And so that draws us into a

discussion about all of -- and a determination of all of these

issues on all of these pending motions.  

And we would -- obviously, we disagree with Ms. DuRant

that Mr. Bright has violated these three orders that she

refers to.  But it still gets us to a position where, before

the Court right now, is a motion that includes a lot of facts

and a lot of argument, consolidating what I would argue is

probably, you know, a fairly long time to go through all of

this -- all of these things, and then have the Court make

factual determinations on whether they were complied, whether

this violated an order, whether it -- you know, was reasonable

or not.  But then, also, to make those determinations as to

the intent Mr. Bright had in all of that -- and I've got a

motion that -- I've got to respond to all of these things.  So

I don't know how the Court addresses it without addressing

everything.  

     MR. SOWELL:  Your Honor -- 

     MS. DURANT:  Your Honor --  

     MR. SOWELL:  I want to make one brief --  

     THE COURT:  Yes, sir.  Mr. Sowell?  

     MR. SOWELL:  Can you hear me?  

     THE COURT:  Yes, sir.  



 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

    MR. SOWELL 46

     MR. NOVAK:  I'm sorry.  I can't hear Mr. Sowell.  

     MR. SOWELL:  Okay.  I'll come up there.  

Mr. Novak is never able to hear me.  So I'll try to -- 

     THE COURT:  You aren't as soft spoken.  

     MR. SOWELL:  -- bring myself forward.  

I don't know how Mr. Novak or Mr. Bright or anybody else

on that side can circumvent the Court's order over a year ago

that he verify his Answers to Interrogatories, that he provide

documents related to his net worth, a calculation of his net

worth.  

So all of this about these Other Motions to Compel, these

subpoenas and all, that's one thing.  But the other thing is,

he's just thumbing his nose at the Court.  He's saying, "I do

not have to follow the South Carolina Rules of Civil

Procedure."  

I've been reading, while we took the break, what I could

about verifications.  Everybody who's ever pontificated about

that says they must be verified, as if that were necessary. 

This is plain as a bell in the rules.  

And, Your Honor, he's -- he just totally ignores the

Court's orders as if he is some sort of special person not

subject to the Court's orders.  

Thank you.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, sir.  

Mr. Novak?  
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     MS. DURANT:  Your Honor, if I may tag along.  

     THE COURT:  What's up?  

     MS. DURANT:  I'm willing to strip the Motion to Strike of

all the discovery that you have not ruled on and limit just to

your orders.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

What say you, now, Mr. Novak?  

     MR. NOVAK:  Well, I'd like to be clear as to what their

exact arguments are about orders outside -- and what they're

limiting it to.  

And I still have the sense that -- you know, they make

the argument -- they make the argument about -- that they

raised regarding the provision of the JP Morgan documents,

their account doesn't comply with the order.  You know, I've

not seen the JP Morgan documents.  I've not been provided with

the subpoena response that they have.  And I've got to address

that.  

But also, much of their argument is that in not

responding to this discovery that we sent, he violated your

order.  And so I don't know how we get to whether he violated

your order and what his intent was without analyzing whether

the discovery responses and pending Motions to Quash and all

of those things are resolved.  

So I'm unsure (indiscernible) we proceed without dealing

with everything.  And if the Court wants to deal with
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everything, we can deal with everything.  But I think it's a

much more intensive proceeding.  

And again, Ms. DuRant's motion says, this motion is

essentially a consolidation of all of these other motions that

haven't yet been decided or are in different states of

disposition.  So, you know, I don't know how -- see how we

separate the two.  

     THE COURT:  Well, she starts out, "The Court issued

written orders granting plaintiff's first three motions to

compel an oral ruling, and he's disregarded all of that. 

She's saying even if you stop there, but we can go on because

there are, you know, other things: the Warrant of Attachment

or whatever, I mean, without getting to all of the other

motions -- all the other discovery issues.  

She's saying, "He's done enough already, even if we only

go with the orders that I've issued, the Warrant of

Attachment, the failure to verify discovery -- which is in the

rule.  He was ordered to do it, ordered a second time to do

it.  I mean, that either happened or it didn't, right?  And

they don't have it; it -- I mean, it didn't happen.  It hadn't

been produced.  That in itself is a huge violation.  She's

saying we don't even have to go to the rest of the stuff to

compel, you know, him to produce this, that or the other.  

     MR. NOVAK:  What's Bess -- so what specifically am I

addressing, then?  The warrant?  The -- if Ms. DuRant could
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tell me what specific things that she is maintaining in her

motion, outside of everything else, then I can address those. 

But I'm at a loss with, you know, if he -- they allege that he

violated the order by not, you know, disclosing a net worth

document in discovery, then we've got to go look at the

documents that were disclosed and produced and see whether

they satisfied that or not.  

And so I'm kind of at a loss as to what I'm responding to

at the moment.  So if she could clarify that, maybe we can

proceed.  But -- 

     THE COURT:  Let's do that.  Yeah.  

     MS. DURANT:  He violated the warrant on the amended order

by -- in the amended order, the Rules of Civil Procedure by

failing to verify his Answers to Interrogatories, he violated

the warrant by failing to verify his entities that he has an

interest in, he violated the Court's order by entering into a

contract to sell his house, he violated the Warrant of

Attachment by trying to sell the Ferrari under the cover of

night, he violated the warrant by trying to sell his

motorcycles and maybe even selling his motorcycles.  He

violated the warrant by attempting the move the boat from his

property.  

And I'll just leave it at that, even though we know --  

And to clarify the record, Your Honor, we do not have a

response from JP Morgan.  We don't have an official document
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yet.  We just received a phone call from JP Morgan saying that

they have documents and they want an extension.  

So I'll just leave it at that for right now.  And we can

argue all the discovery motions at a later time, but I   

think -- actually, I think we can't because I hope you strike

the answer.   But, I mean, just the violations of your orders

alone -- and the Court's Rules of Civil Procedure warrant

striking his answer and counterclaims.  I'll make it that

simple.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

Mr. Novak.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Well, so I'm going to respond to -- so I'm

responding to the alleged failure to verify the discovery

responses, the -- to provide the list of entities, and then

the house, the Ferrari, the motorcycles, and the boat; is that

correct?  

     MS. DURANT:  Yes.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Okay.  

     MS. DURANT:  If that suits the Court.  

     THE COURT:  Sure.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Okay.  Okay.  

(Pause.)  

     MR. NOVAK:  Here we are.  Okay.  Thank you, Your Honor.  

I was looking --  

So all of those are alleged to have violated the Warrant
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of an Attachment that was issued on October 17th, 2024,

correct?  

     MS. DURANT:  I'm sorry, Justin.  What did you say?  

     MR. NOVAK:  So all of those activities are alleged to

have violated either the Warrant of Attachment on October

17th?  Is that correct?  Or are they -- are you also dealing

with the motorcycles, the Ferrari, and all that other stuff? 

Was that the prior Warrant of Attachment?  

     MS. DURANT:  I'm talking about those violations of three

orders.  The first order is the order of various discovery

motions and renewed motion to dismiss for lack of subject

matter and jurisdiction filed by this court on May 20th, 2024. 

I'm talking about, number 2, the Warrant of Attachment filed

in this court on November 29th, 2023, and the amended order

filed in this court on October 17th, 2024.  

(Pause.)  

     MS. DURANT:  And the Civil -- Rules of Civil Procedure

being violated as well.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Okay.  

(Pause.)  

     MR. NOVAK:  All right.  

I'm going to proceed, Your Honor.  But I'm just going to,

for the record, object because I still don't believe, based on

the discovery orders and other motions that are pending on

those or addressing those, how I can deal with those orders. 
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I get the Warrant of Attachment issue.  But the prior  -- for

example, you know --  

(Pause.)  

     MR. NOVAK:  All right.  Let me pull up this order.  

(Pause.)  

     MR. NOVAK:  My apologies, Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  That's fine.  

(Pause.)  

     MR. NOVAK:  So -- let's see.  Okay.  I think I'm ready,

Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, sir.  

     MR. NOVAK:  And, you know, maintaining that objection,

we'll move forward.  

But the -- regarding the verification issue, which I

think is at the forefront of the Court's mind, on the Warrant

of Attachment, as you can see, the provision that Ms. DuRant

references is in Paragraph 4 of that Warrant of Attachment.  

The -- and it says that -- halfway through, that,

"Pursuant to this Court's order on November 21st, 2023, that

the defendant answer all discovery regarding his net worth,"

which is the order to which Ms. DuRant referenced, was to

provide that -- the information regarding his net worth.  

Now, Mr. Bright, I don't believe has issued -- has --

doesn't have a statement of net worth, per se, but he has

produced the documents necessary to compile and get --have a
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sense of his net worth.  And this is essentially the same

argument that we had at the motion hearing, was to provide

that.  

So we believe that Mr. Bright has complied with the

document -- with the necessary discovery by producing certain

documents that are responsive to that discovery request as

ordered by the Court.  

So the -- and the order also provides that --  

     THE COURT:  Well, let me ask this: did he provide a

verified list of all entities in which he has any interest?    

  MR. NOVAK:  I believe we -- we have -- I believe we have

disclosed all of the entities in which Mr. Bright has an

interest.  

     THE COURT:  A verified list of all entities in which he

has any interest?  Has that been done?  

     MR. NOVAK:  I don't know that we've provided a verified

list.  I'd have to refer to Ms. Stratta on that, whether we've

had a -- provided a verified list and what that verification

looks like.  

I guess, you know, when I read the -- when I read

Paragraph 4 of the last sentence, it says, "Defendant is once

again ordered to answer all discoveries, specifically

discovery regarding his net worth."  There's a list attached

to our reply of all of the documents that we have replied to

and supplemented with that, in that, for the Court's
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reference.  

The -- it is a little over a page long and it gives Bates

label production documents.  So, for example, Defendant's

supplemental responses to plaintiff's aforesaid discovery

requests regarding our request for clarification on what they

mean by net worth to allow us to provide the calculation and

completely respond to the discovery.  And we provided

defendant's income tax returns, Bennies income tax returns,

information pertaining to his corporate banking; and that's

Craig -- C. Bright 1001 through 1358.  So if -- over 350 pages

of documents.  

     THE COURT:  Wait.  You asked for a clarification on the

use of the phrase, "net worth"?  

     MR. NOVAK:  Correct.  

     THE COURT:  You-all don't know what net worth means?  I

mean, that's an objective thing that any accountant, CPA, or

attorney, most -- maybe not every John Doe on the street, but

there's an objective way to determine your net worth.  That

doesn't need -- I don't know why that needs clarification.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Well, and I would -- I would argue that 

there -- I don't know that it's as straight forward as that,

but particularly when you have the documents that we've -- you

know, that we've disclosed.  

So, you know, we've given the -- we've given all his

federal income tax returns, but his company, Bennies, income
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tax returns and all the information referring to his corporate

banking.  We supplemented that with production of his -- again

we published additional tax returns from Bennies, B and T

Holdings, financial statements from his Bentley, you know, his

TD bank statements.  We've provided -- and those are C. Bright

1359 through 1855, so another, you know, what, 500 pages of

documents.  

We provided them the additional financial statement from

his Charles Schwab accounts and financial declarations that

were submitted to the family court.  That is 1856 through

4,861.  

We provided a supplement that -- Bennies financial

statements and loans from South State Bank that was 4862 to

6,026.  

We provided 6 supplemental responses that included 

Bright -- his financial statements and listed the numbers of

all the personal, business, and loan accounts.  That -- those

are from John Boretti's -- those are Boretti production. 

That's 1 through 10,227.  

We provided supplemental responses containing his emails

and documents exchanged with Mr. Boretti, who, of course, is

his banker, as you may recall.  And those are C. Bright 6,027

to 7,185.  

We provided deeds to -- and the property tax info

regarded to 229 Ceasar Place in Hilton Head.  That's C. Bright
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7, 186 to 7,198.  

We provided a second supplemental responses containing

communications from him to Dawn Costello, which they were

interested in.  I think we filed a Motion to Quash that

provides the documents C. Bright's 7,199 through 7,227.  

We provided custodial supplemental responses to

plaintiff's first set of requests for production of documents

containing the subpoena response received from a Nicolas A.

Rend, a psychiatrist, post-trauma resources 7,228 through

7,232.  We also provided a supplemental responses that --

well, that goes into some other issues I think they took off

the table.  

The -- we produced the '23 -- we supplemented the 2023

corporate tax returns for Bennies in October that was 

C. Bright 7233 to 7278, as well as financial statements from

Bennies Inc, Casual Living, Fireside Grill, as those were

going forward as asked for in the Warrant of Attachment.  

In addition, since our reply, we've since served Bright's

7th and 8th supplemental responses containing the December

2024 to January 2025 financial statements for Bennies.  

The argument that we have provided some financial

documents, I think, is somewhat misleading in that there are

thousands of pages of documents -- financial documents related

to -- that we have produced.  

     THE COURT:  Sure.  
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     MR. NOVAK:  Now, the question I think the Court has is

whether those are verified or not.  

     THE COURT:  Well, it -- I mean, before I -- I guess,

before I even get there -- or I guess, in tandem with that,

the question -- so he was ordered to produce these -- we'll

call them hundred documents.  I don't know.  I don't know how

many pages.  I have no idea.  Right?  

I said, "You must produce these 100 things."  

Your response to me just now is, "Well, we gave them

40,000 pages of documents."  And I'm just -- I'm making up

numbers here.  

My question is, "That's great.  But were these 100 he was

ordered to produce part of those 40,000?"  Because otherwise,

it's a red herring.  You're trying to distract me over here,

"We gave them a bunch of stuff."  

No.  No.  I'm trying to get it -- did you give the stuff

you were ordered to give?  

     MR. NOVAK:  Yes.  We believe we did.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  So there is a verified list of all

entities in which the defendant has an interest?  

     MR. NOVAK:  Yes, Your Honor.  We -- if you recall on my

reference, in the -- let's see.  

(Pause.)  

     THE COURT:  Was it some of these Bates-labeled documents

that you just referenced?  
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     MR. NOVAK:  Yes.  Yes.  So --  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  Who verified that list?  

     MR. NOVAK:  I don't know whether that particular response

was verified.  

     THE COURT:  So then you did not provide a verified list?  

I'm asking did you give him -- 

     MR. NOVAK:  Your Honor -- 

     THE COURT:  -- the green sweater, and you say, "Oh, I

gave him a sweater."  

Was it green?  

Well, no, it was red.  

Well, so you didn't give him a green sweater.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Right.  So, Your Honor, the -- let's go to --

if we look at Rule 11, which is Rule 11(c), which addresses

verifications, right.  We've got, "Affidavits and

verifications authorized or committed under these rules shall

be written statements or declarations by his party or attorney

of a record of a witness sworn or -- to or from by an officer

authorized to administer oaths that the affiant knows that it

to be true to his own knowledge except that those matters

stated information and belief.  And to -- as to those matters,

he believes them to be true."  

So we responded to those documents.  We have not

submitted a separate verification of all of those, other than

the responses to discovery requests.  The --  
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     THE COURT:  So let me say this -- and I almost feel like

I shouldn't have to because we've had hearings on this in the

past -- the whole point of the verification is that -- I am

not questioning your professional responsibility whatsoever. 

The fact of the matter is, you can only work with the

information that you know, that your client gives you.  That's

the nature of the relationship, right?  

And your answer -- you're not a litigant in this case. 

The purpose of the verification is for the party, the

litigant, to attest under oath that this is all there is.  I

got no more to give you.  And you simply cannot do that. 

That's why the verification is required.  That's why

Interrogatories need to be -- I call it a verification, but

the Rule says, "Under oath," by the party, not by counsel.  

Of course, you have a Rule 11 responsibility, an ethical

responsibility, a professional responsibility, all these

responsibilities to do your level best and to not send false

or misleading documents, to verify within the scope of your

ability to verify certain things.  But you're not the party.  

He -- and, in this case in particular, I have no doubt

that Mr. Bright has accounts that you know nothing about,

which is the point.  That -- so you can make a list all day

long with what he tells you.  And I don't know your

relationship with him.  I mean, I'm obviously making

assumptions.  But that's the point.  
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So I get Rule 11.  I get you've done everything you can

do.  But it's not your case.  You're not the party in the

case.  And so we've got to get the responsible party -- not

professional responsibility, but the party to the litigation

to attest to certain things.  Your attestation is meaningless

for these purposes.  Now, it's meaningful with respect to

professional responsibility, malpractice, all of those things,

right?  But with respect to the actual information, the

substantive information that's gathered, your verification

doesn't mean anything.  You're limited.  

     MR. NOVAK:  And I understand that, Your Honor, but if you

look at the language of the order, it says, "Defendant is once

again ordered to answer all discovery, specifically discovery

of his net worth, in accordance with the Court's prior

orders."  We believe that he has done that.  We believe that

he has satisfied that based on all of the supplemental

discovery that we have done and what we have provided.  

The -- it goes on to say, "He is further ordered to

supplement and verify all of discovery pursuant to Rule 26(e),

South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.  26(e) deals

specifically with supplementation.  It has nothing to do with

verification of -- it doesn't reference that, "you need to

authorize this verification," and any of that.  

So, you know, our understanding of the order -- of that

portion of the order, regarding the verification, was to
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supplement and -- the discovery and get it -- not that we

needed a separate, supplemental verification from Mr. Bright

for every single discovery response.  Because I don't think

that's how the order necessarily reads.  

But the -- if the Court, you know, wants -- and the

plaintiff in their memo, also, they cite a bunch of federal

law regarding the -- you know, this provision for verification

in the rules and all of that stuff.  The -- there is no

specific requirement in South Carolina Rules of Civil

Procedure that requires every response -- discovery response

to be verified, other than in, you know, pursuant to Rule

11(c).  So --  

     THE COURT:  No.  No, no, no.  

Let's go back to answers to interrogatories Rule 33,

those must be answered under oath.  It's not your oath.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Right.  

     THE COURT:  It's the party must answer them under oath. 

And so that's why I say, "I keep calling it a verification." 

You can call it whatever you want to.  But there needs to be a

sworn attestation by the party that these answers are true and

correct.  

     MR. NOVAK:  I disagree that Rule 33 requires every single

response to contain a written verification by the party and

not the attorney -- and not the signature of the attorney.  

     THE COURT:  Oh.  Okay.  
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And, I mean, we can debate that or not.  But let's go

your way.  I ordered it be done.  

     MR. NOVAK:  And we believe that we complied with that

order.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

"Each interrogatory --"  

     MR. NOVAK:  But discover --  

     THE COURT:  "-- shall be answered separately and fully in

writing under oath."  

What does that mean?  Separately and fully, in writing,

under oath.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Correct, Your Honor.  That each question

needed to be responded to separately and in writing and under

oath. 

     THE COURT:  You can't leave out under oath.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Yeah.  But that is not the same as having a

separate verification of each, signed by a party, of each

discovery response.  

     THE COURT:  He doesn't have to sign his -- if there are

30 discovery requests, he doesn't have to sign his name 30

times.  He will say, "I've read the foregoing document with

answers to Interrogatories 1 through 30, and they are true and

correct, and I swear under oath."  

     MR. NOVAK:  If that was the Court's intent in the Warrant

of Attachment, we will obtain a written verification from 
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Mr. Bright for the discovery responses that have been

submitted and those going forward.  But that was not our

understanding of the intent of the order when it was issued.  

     THE COURT:  Do we have the transcript of -- would you -- 

Ms. Kelly.  Ms. Kelly's in there.  Would you email me

that transcript?  

     THE COURT:  Ms. Durant, you wanted to say something.  

I would just like to have it.  Because I feel like we've

had this conversation before.  

Go ahead.  

     MS. DURANT:  -- judging.  If I may make a very sub-point,

I've probably sent -- and I'm having Ms. Kelly pull -- maybe

about four or five letters to Barnhill and Whaley, saying,

"Please verify Your Answers to Interrogatories," and have

received nothing.  

And also, I'm looking at their reply to our Motion to

Strike, and they blatantly state, "Verification of Bright's

responses by him personally is not required, pursuant to the

Rule -- South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure."  

And to now say that they didn't understand your order was

requiring verifications, to me, is (indiscernible).  And I

will say no more.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Your Honor, the first time that Ms. DuRant

has pointed to the Warrant of Attachment as the basis for

having to verify the discovery responses is in the reply that
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they filed yesterday, I believe.  

     MR. SOWELL:  No.  

Your Honor, we asked for them at the hearing, when you

had the hearing.  And then you issued the order.  This is

balderdash of the grossest form.  I mean, we can read.  

Mr. Novak can read.  

     (Counsel confer.)  

     MS. DURANT:  Your Honor, Ms. Kelly's looking to see if we

have a transcript.  Regrettably, I missed that hearing because

I was at my sister's wedding.  But if you'll give us a minute

we can find this.  But -- 

     THE COURT:  Sure.  

     MS. DURANT:  -- the point I want to make is, it's too

late.  It's too late.  This is just more of Mr. Bright's

behavior of claiming that he doesn't understand, when it

couldn't be clearer.  

     THE COURT:  Yeah.  I'm just confused.  

     MS. DURANT:  (indiscernible).   

(Pause.)  

     THE COURT:  Go ahead, Mr. Novak.  I know you have other

points to argue.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Yes, Your Honor.  

You know, what I will do is I'll just address the -- you

know, whether the sale of his house, the Ferrari, the

motorcycles, and the boat -- the moving of the boat were
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violations of the Warrant of Attachment.  We don't believe

that those are violations of the Warrant of Attachment.  We

have addressed those in a previous motion.  

But, quickly, you know, the plaintiff alleges,

essentially, that with regard to the house, that Mr. Bright,

somehow violated the Warrant of Attachment by listing his

house for sale.  The Warrant of Attachment specifically says

he can't dispose of the property and -- and that -- I've

forgot language here.  

     THE COURT:  He's permitted to sell the house, subject to

certain conditions.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Right.  But I think they're referring to in

all -- in to deference on the prior Warrant of Attachment.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  I'm sorry.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Which is attached to his house.  

     THE COURT:  Right.  

     MR. NOVAK:  And so if you're -- essentially, if you read

that, it says you can't dispose of the house.  You can't sell

the house.  What they were complaining about was his marketing

the house, was his listing it for sale, specifically through

Mr. Rini, but gaging -- leaving the house on the market was

not a violation of the order.  It would be entering a contract

and closing that contract to sell the house.  And that didn't

occur.  

Mr. Bright had made interest in reasons for listing the
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house, one which was to support a potential motion for damages

under the Warrant -- if the Warrant of Attachment was

discharged, that he would have an idea of what the difference

was between what the market value of his house was at the time

and what it had been prior to the entry of the Warrant of

Attachment.  

As you may recall, pursuant to Mr. Rini's affidavit and

Mr. Bright's affidavit, he had had the house listed, the

Warrant of Attachment was entered, and then he got a lowball

offer on the house, like the next day or shortly thereafter. 

Because I think he had listed it for $5 million or so and then

he got an offer of, like, less than $3 million or something. 

I'll have to defer to the specific numbers.  

But he had the house listed on the market, but he did not

violate the Warrant of Attachment because he never sold the

house until he was permitted to, based on the modified Warrant

of Attachment.  So we don't believe that listing the house for

sale is a violation of the Warrant of Attachment, and he had

legitimate reasons for doing so: to keep it on the market in

case the warrant was lifted at some point or -- and to gain

the market value of the house and that knowledge in case the

Warrant of Attachment was discharged.  So listing the house

for sale is not a -- was not a violation of the first Warrant

of Attachment.  And Mr. Bright did not violate that.  

     THE COURT:  All right.  
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     MR. NOVAK:  Mr. Bright also listed his -- you saw from

the Facebook post which was from a year or two ago, the --

sorry, the Ferrari was listed for sale on the Facebook post by

Mr. Rini.  This was also addressed in a previous motion.  But,

again, the listing of sale for that piece of property is not a

violation of the Warrant of Attachment.  The Warrant of

Attachment prevented Mr. Bright from selling that -- selling

that.  And he did not sell it.  

And also, the motorcycles; the alleged violation of the

Warrant of Attachment regarding the motorcycles is from an

email that Mr. Bright sent, saying about -- you know, being in

Hilton Head and, you know, he wants to dispose of his

motorcycles -- or I believe it says -- I think -- and Bess can

probably pull this up.  She probably has it in front of her. 

But the language of the email is, you know, I've disposed   

of -- or I'm disposing of my motorcycle.  He never disposed of

his motorcycles.  So again, there was no violation of the

Warrant of Attachment because there was no disposition of

those motorcycles or transfer of them.  

And regarding the boat, there was another motion related

to this.  Mr. Bright's CrisCraft boat was tied to a dock --

was tied up at a dock at his house.  The dock was damaged and

was causing damage to the boat.  So Mr. Bright had wanted to

take the boat out of the dock and get it repaired.  

Plaintiff objected to that because the place he wanted to
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get it repaired was in a different county.  And so they -- Mr.

Bright never moved his boat and got it out of the water and

got it repaired.  Instead, he wanted to, with his brother,

take it and get it repaired.  And the plaintiff would not let

him do that, even though it was causing ongoing damage to the

dock and to the boat.  And so he also wanted to have the dock

repaired as well.  

There was no violation of the Warrant of Attachment by

doing that, by simply wanting to take it out and move it to a

place to get it repaired.  Well, and Ms. DuRant continually

argues that, well, he wanted to do this, and if we didn't step

in and all of that, that they would have done that.  

We don't agree that, you know, a moving a boat to a

repair shop in a separate county within South Carolina

violates the Warrant of Attachment.  But in the end, it never

got moved out of the water.  So there was no violation of the

Warrant of Attachment.  

So we disagree that those are grounds for any motion to

strike for sanctions in this case, let alone that they -- the

rise to the level of something that would show that he would

have disregarded and -- willfully disregarded the order of the

Court.  The -- so our position on those is fairly simple.  You

know, this doesn't rise to the level of any type of flagrant

disregard -- no matter how often Ms. DuRant uses that term and

complains about things that are -- that they have fears of,
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that they speculate about, that they guess about.  The --those

are not actually violations of the order.  We don't believe

that Mr. Bright had -- has violated the order.  And that,

particularly for, you know, those five instances regarding

personal property that were also -- that are subject to the

Warrant of Attachment.  

Additionally, the Warrant of Attachment has been -- was

modified after that, it's October 17th, but the -- we also

don't -- we don't agree and we'll argue that his failure to

verify these -- the discovery responses was a willful

violation of the Court's order in this case.  

As the Court well knows from the Griffin case, you know,

a sanction is something that is pretty severe -- a sanction of

striking an answer is a pretty severe sanction.  In

determining the appropriateness of a sanction, the Court needs

to consider factors as the precise nature of the discovery,

the discovery posture of the case, willfulness, degree of

prejudice, and all of those things.  And sanctions need to be

aimed at a specific conduct of the party sanction and not go

beyond the necessity of the situation to foreclose a decision

on the merits of the case.  

And again, we have a highly contested, unliquidated tort

claim here, Your Honor.  The sanctions about which they're

referring regard -- all raise from violation -- alleged

violations of, essentially, this Warrant of Attachment and the
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previous order regarding the net worth discovery.  The

plaintiff -- the defendants made a good faith effort to meet

those orders by producing all of these documents that he has. 

There's no bad faith here.  There's no willful disobedience. 

There's no gross indifference to the rights to justify such a

sanction.  

Again, what we have is this lumping all of these fears

and allegations and speculations about what might be occurring

into a -- a motion to strike his answer which is the most

severe sanction you can grant in a case like this.  And

ignoring what Mr. Bright has done to comply with those orders

to show his good faith and the fears and speculative arguments

that Ms. DuRant has made today regarding what might happen do

not rise to the level of a being sanctioned at all, let alone

having his answer stricken.  

The -- again, in addition, we've got a lot of this, you

know, argument based on prior motions that are pending and

motion to quash that -- Mr. Bright has every right to file a

motion to quash a subpoena that he thinks is overly broad or

designed to harass.  He has a right to do that and he has a

right to get a disposition of that motion.  

And I think it's imprudent to move to this, you know,

this level of sanctions or motion to strike or consideration

of this without having dispositions of all those pending

discovery motions because I think it goes to Mr. Bright's
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effort -- good faith efforts to comply with the orders of the

court, their willfulness factors, the -- whether there's some

disregard here or whether the sanction -- any potential

sanction would be directed specifically at the conduct that

allegedly violated the order.  

So we don't think it's appropriate, Your Honor.  And I've

gone on for way too long now.  So I appreciate the Court's

indulgence in my getting reoriented as to the modified motion

and then working through it as best I can.  I appreciate the

Court's time.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, sir.  

Ms. DuRant?  

     MS. DURANT:  Thank you, Your Honor.  I'll be brief.  

you know, I heard Mr. Novak say, "Well, this doesn't rise

to the level, we're talking a lot about fear, supposition,

etc."  You know what does rise to the level and what is not

related to fear or supposition?  It's the lack of verification

of Answers to Interrogatories, the lack of verified list of

the entities in which he has an interest, the fact that he had

a -- putting the house on the market was not our issue.  It

was the fact that he got a contract on the house without

disclosing it to us.  Luckily, our client is a real estate

agent and she found that on MLS.  That's when we ran to you,

seeking your help, saying, "Stop.  Stop.  Stop.  Stop.  Stop."

So he's getting a contract on the house.  
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What also is not fear and what rises to the level of

striking is trying to sell the Ferrari.  What also rises to

the level of striking an answer is saying that he sold

motorcycles.  

And the response to that is, "Well, he says he sold them,

but he really didn't sell them."  So we're supposed to -- I

mean, I don't know what to do with that, quite frankly.  He

said he sold them.  The fact that he tried to move the boat

and but for law enforcement, he would have accomplished it.  

You know, he tries to wrap himself of a blanket of,

"Well, I don't know better."  Back to Mr. Sowell's word, that

is Balderdash.  

And I ask that you please strike his answer and his

counterclaims.  I'll also ask for an award of attorney's fees

and that you permit an opportunity to submit an affidavit of

attorney's fees.  

And with that, I will say  no more.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Your Honor, I'd be remiss.  I just have one

thing that Ms. DuRant kind of reminded me of.  

Regarding -- as you may recall, I think it was October

9th or so, you had a hearing on their Motion for Rule to Show

Cause regarding the -- and the Warrant of Attachment.  At that

motion hearing, which was, you know, only a couple months ago

at this point, Ms. DuRant raised these issues regarding sale

of the house, the Ferrari, the motorcycles, and the boat, and
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the Court decided not to grant sanctions at that point.  They

-- the -- and so the Court has considered these.  None of

those facts have changed since disposition of that motion

which resulted in the amended warrant -- that motion hearing

resulted in the amended Warrant of Attachment.  

So we would also submit that the Court has determined

those issues and looked at them and did not agree with a

sanctions award or anything at that time, so that that would

not be an appropriate basis at this point to do that because I

think the Court's already addressed it.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

     MS. DURANT:  Judge -- Judge Newman?  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

     MS. DURANT:  Real quick point.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  

     MS. DURANT:  Will you pull up that order?  

Mr. Novak said I already presented these arguments.  I

did not present.  I was up in Nantucket having my full share

of family time, both good and bad.  

     THE COURT:  Well, you and Mr. Sowell are --  

     MR. NOVAK:  Sorry, Your Honor, for my --  

     MS. DURANT:  We are both the same?  Are you going to say

that?  

     THE COURT:  (Indiscernible.)

     MS. DURANT:  Don't put me -- don't put that on me.  
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     THE COURT:  You're so closely connected that --  

     MS. DURANT:  That's true.  

     THE COURT:  -- the speech of one is the speech of the

other.  

     MS. DURANT:  I was just giving Mr. Novak a hard time.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Yeah, we have -- Your Honor, Bess and I have

a long history.  We went to college together and law school

together. 

     MS. DURANT:  Double whammy.  

     THE COURT:  Goodness gracious.  

     MS. DURANT:  Double whammy.  

     MR. NOVAK:  And college and law school were a lot farther

away from me than I wish they were at this point in my life.  

     THE COURT:  Yeah.  Me too.  

     MS. DURANT:  Judge, can you see this?  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

     MS. DURANT:  This is your amended order.  

Check out this last paragraph, paragraph 6: "This order

is entered without prejudice to any right or claim to either

party pursuant to S.C. Code 15-19-10, blah, blah, blah, or

defendant's violations of the Warrant of Attachment while it

was in place."  

So we have every right to continue to argue that.  So

with that, I will finally be -- well, maybe not finally be

quiet unless Mr. Novak has anything else to say.  
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     MR. NOVAK:  Yeah.  I -- 

And, Your Honor, just in response to that, these are

again -- are not violations of the Warrant of Attachment for

all the reasons that we argued.  And so we would -- with

respect to the Court's time, we would submit that the Court

determined that back in October.  

Thank you, Your Honor.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, sir.  

Mr. Novak, given that Ms. DuRant has limited the grounds

for her motion, do you still need 10 days to reply to their

reply?  

     MR. NOVAK:  Your Honor, I would ask for those 10 days

just so that I can make sure whether I need them or not.  

     THE COURT:  Sure.  

     MR. NOVAK:  And if I don't need them, I will email the

Court and counsel and say that we don't have any further

submission.  

     THE COURT:  Okay.  

     MR. NOVAK:  But the --  

     THE COURT:  That's good enough.  

     MR. NOVAK:  As you know, the verification issue came up

in that reply.  So we'd like to -- you know, probably, we'd

like to address that.  

     THE COURT:  Yes, sir.  

Okay.  I'll give you that 10 days.  
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END OF TRANSCRIPT.

     MR. NOVAK:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

     MS. DURANT:  Your Honor, may I be presumptuous enough to

ask for if we can submit an affidavit of attorney's fees?  

     THE COURT:  Feel free to do that.  

     MS. DURANT:  Okay.  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

Okay.  All right.  So I'll wait for -- to hear from   

Mr. Novak and then we'll go from there.  I'll get you a

decision after that, really on both matters.  And that is a

reconsideration of the Warrant of Attachment and the Motion to

Strike.  Okay?  

     MR. NOVAK:  Your Honor, you're -- Your Honor's going to

handle those together?  

     THE COURT:  Yes.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Okay.  

     THE COURT:  Although I don't know if it's necessary.  But

I'll -- it's still mulling in the back of my head.  So, yeah. 

I'll handle both of those together.  

     MS. DURANT:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

     MR. NOVAK:  Thank you, Your Honor.  

     MS. DURANT:  Thank you.  

     MR. SOWELL:  Thank you.  

     THE COURT:  Thank you, folks.  

(At 2:32:48, the hearing concluded.) 



 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

            

77

 CERTIFICATE OF TRANSCRIBER  

State of South Carolina 

County of Beaufort

I, BARBIE TEBOE, a court-approved transcriber, do hereby

certify that the foregoing is a true, accurate, and complete

Transcript of Record of the proceedings and evidence

introduced in the trial of the captioned case, relative

appeal, in the Court of Common Pleas for Beaufort County,

South Carolina, on the 19th day of February, 2025.  

I further certify that I am neither of kin, counsel, nor

interest to any party hereto.  

April 24, 2025

           
Barbie Teboe, 
Transcriber



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

____________________ 

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 

The Honorable Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge 
 
 

Case No. 2025-002577 

 
 
 
 

 
Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright……………………………………………………….Appellant, 

 
v. 

 
Craig Bright,………………………………………………………………………….Respondent. 

 

 

Exhibit H 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW REGARDING  
APPEALABILITY OF ORDERS 

 
Order dated May 20, 2024 from  

Hearing on Nov. 21, 2023 
 



 

 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

 )  

COUNTY OF BEAUFORT  ) Civil Action No.: 2020-CP-07-01753 

 

Diana Janura f/k/a Diana Bright, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

Craig Bright, 

 

Defendant. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

 

ORDER ON VARIOUS DISCOVERY 

MOTIONS AND RENEWED MOTION 

TO DISMISS FOR LACK OF SUBJECT 

MATTER JURISDICTION 

 

 This matter is before the Court on numerous discovery motions and a Renewed Motion to 

Dismiss for Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction.  A hearing on the below hearings before this Court 

on November 21, 2023.  Thornwell F. Sowell and Bess J. DuRant appeared on behalf of Plaintiff 

Diana Janura, and Justin P. Novak and Allie M. Burns appeared on behalf of Defendant Craig 

Bright.  The Court, having reviewed the motions, memoranda regarding the same, affidavits, and 

hearing the parties’ positions on the motions, hereby rules as follows: 

1. Defendant’s Renewed Motion for Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction is DENIED. 

2. Plaintiff’s Motion to Supplement Complaint is GRANTED. 

3. Plaintiff’s and Peter Janura’s Motion to Quash Subpoena to Town of Hilton Head 

and/or for Protective Order is GRANTED in part.  Defendant is not entitled to any information 

regarding Peter Janura’s salary or other payments or his medical records, but Defendant is entitled 

to documents regarding Mr. Janura’s training or certification.  The Court will review in camera 

the documents produced by the Town of Hilton Head Island and determine which documents 

Defendant may have.   

4. Plaintiff’s Fifth Motion to Compel is GRANTED in part.  Plaintiff is entitled to all 

information and documents sought in Plaintiff’s Fifth Motion to Compel; however, the time limit 
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in Interrogatories Numbers 19 and 20 and Requests for Production Numbers 23, 27, and 28 are 

limited from ten years to five years.  Answers to these interrogatories and responses to the requests 

for production are due on or before December 21, 2023 (30 days from the date of the motion 

hearing).  Additionally, this Court is reserving judgment on whether Defendant has to answer 

Interrogatory #23 which asks, “How much money do you spend on illegal drugs (including 

marijuana) each month for the past five years?”  Defendant’s counsel expressed Fifth Amendment 

concerns at the hearing.  Therefore, this Court requests briefing on this issue.  Defendant has until 

December 6, 2023 (15 days after this motion hearing) to file his brief regarding his Fifth 

Amendment concerns.  Plaintiff has 10 days to respond, making her brief due on or before 

December 18, 2023.   

5. Plaintiff’s Sixth Motion to Compel is rendered moot as Defendant’s counsel 

acknowledges that Defendant has a duty to timely supplement his discovery answers and 

production. 

6. Plaintiff’s Motion to Quash Subpoenas to David Shatz and Chris Gomez is rendered 

moot as to Chris Gomez as Plaintiff’s counsel acknowledged Plaintiff’s ground for the motion to 

quash his subpoena was due to lack of time with a then-pending trial date of the week of December 

4.  Regarding the subpoena to David Shatz, this Court orders that the motion to quash is granted 

with the exception of the 2019 amended tax return.  All financial information can be redacted with 

the exception of the information regarding the rental income in 2019 from Plaintiff’s Hilton Head 

Island rental property.  The produced information shall be subject to a confidentiality order agreed 

to by the parties.  Further, Defendant is entitled to depose Mr. Shatz with respect to the rental 

income from 2019 and the resulting amendment in 2021. 

7. Defendant’s Motion to Quash Subpoena on Dawn Costello & for Protective Order 
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is DENIED. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

_________________________________   

Jocelyn Newman 

Judge for Designated Complex Case 

_______________, 2023 

_______________, South Carolina 
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Case Caption: Diana Janura f/k/a Diana  Bright VS Craig  Bright

Case Number: 2020CP0701753
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So Ordered

Jocelyn Newman
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Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
803-722-1100 
bsowell@sowelldurant.com 
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Columbia, South Carolina   Attorneys for Appellant Diana Janura  
January 15, 2026 
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Complaint.pdf; Ex B- Motion for Attachment.pdf; Ex C- Warrant of Attachment.pdf; Ex D- 
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