THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals RE CEIV’ED
APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas 0CT 05 2026
Daniel Coble, Circuit Court Judge SC Court of Appeals
Case No. 2025-CP-40-06986
Appellate Case No. 2026-000774
Brandi Barnett and Kevin Rubink, Plaintiffs,
v

Luke Shealey, Brian Shealey, and Shealey Law Firm, LLC, Defendants,
of which Brandi Barnett is the Appellant and Luke Shealey is the Respondent.

APPELLANT BRANDI N. BARNETT'S AMENDED AND CORRECTED MOTION FOR
TARGETED REDACTION AND LIMITED SEALING, REQUEST FOR INTERIM
TREATMENT, AND MOTION FOR ORAL ARGUMENT ON THE MERITS

Administrative note. This filing supersedes Appellant's earlier redaction motion. It cures the
proof-of-service issue, states the public-access request more plainly, and adds a request for
oral argument. It does not amend the settled Record on Appeal or add a new merits issue.

IN PLAIN TERMS

This motion asks for one small public-access remedy and one separate scheduling remedy.
First, hide only the identified private side details from the public-facing appellate copy while
the Court and the parties keep the complete unredacted Record. Second, place the merits
appeal on the oral-argument calendar because three different legal questions were treated
together below. The Court may grant either request without granting the other.

The privacy point is also simple: the public narrative mixes accusations, dismissed
charges, and disputed financial claims in a way Appellant says creates a false criminal
impression. Some accusations repeated about Appellant never resulted in any criminal
charge against her. The charges that were actually filed were dismissed and resulted in no
convictions. The related civil action arising from the same law-enforcement encounter later
resolved by monetary settlement. Appellant also states that certain financial amounts
repeated in the public narrative were fabricated or materially inaccurate. She asks only that
those unnecessary details be removed from the public-facing copy while the judges and
parties retain the full Record.
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RELIEF REQUESTED

1. Keep the complete, unredacted Record available to the Court and the parties.

2. For the public-facing copy only, redact the passages identified in Exhibit A from R. pp.
23-25 and 155-157, using the proposed public replacement pages in Exhibit C.

3. Pending a ruling, treat the unredacted pages submitted as Sealed Exhibit B as sealed,
consistent with Order No. 2014-04-15-02.

4. If the Court determines focused argument would aid resolution, place the merits appeal on
the oral-argument calendar under Rule 215, SCACR.

I. RECORD FACTS SUPPORTING NARROW PUBLIC-ACCESS RELIEF

1. The settled Record contains the South Carolina Bar Fee Disputes Coordinator's July 29,
2025 letter asking the Richland County Clerk to replace the public file because it contained
sensitive information concerning Appellant. R. p. 30. This is objective confirmation that the
privacy problem was not identified by Appellant alone.

2. At the February 4, 2026 hearing, Appellant told the circuit court that lower-court online
material contained banking, personal, and Social-Security-related information and asked for
redaction. R. p. 198. This motion does not represent that the filed appellate Record
contains a full Social Security number or a full financial-account number. R. p. 198 is
cited to show that the privacy concern was raised below.

3. The appellate Record reproduces a charge list, private financial narrative, alleged
law-enforcement interest, former-client information, and personal character descriptions at R.
pp. 23-25 and 155-157. The core fee analysis at R. p. 158 is not targeted and remains public.

4. The challenged narrative does not cleanly separate accusation from outcome. Appellant
states from personal knowledge that some accusations repeated about her never resulted in
any criminal charge against her. The criminal charges that were actually filed were dismissed
and resulted in no convictions. The related civil action arising from the same
law-enforcement encounter later resolved by monetary settlement.

5. Appellant further states that certain financial amounts and descriptions repeated in the
public narrative were fabricated or materially inaccurate. In plain terms, she disputes that the
public amounts accurately state what she received, owed, or was required to return. She
contends those disputed amounts were unnecessary to decide what work Respondent
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performed, what fee was reasonable, or what amount should be refunded.

6. These disposition and accuracy facts are offered only to explain why the public narrative is
incomplete and misleading for privacy purposes. Appellant does not ask this Court, through
this motion, to retry the criminal matter, adjudicate the related civil settlement, or decide a
separate damages claim.

7. Appellant states that privacy was central to the attorney-client relationship and that she
objected to unnecessary discussion of her finances and sensitive Pendarvis-related
information. The challenged public narrative therefore implicates former-client,
individual-financial, victim-related, and alleged government-cooperation information.

8. The requested redactions do not remove the fee amount, the written refund offer, the Fee
Disputes Board result, the Rule 1.5 analysis, the circuit court's legal holdings, the sanctions
issues, or the parties' merits arguments.

Il. GOVERNING STANDARD

Rule 240(c), SCACR, requires a written motion stating its grounds, a memorandum of
authority, proof of service, and supporting affidavits or documents when facts relied upon are
outside the Record. Rule 267 governs form.

The Supreme Court's Revised Order Concerning Personal Identifying Information and Other
Sensitive Information in Appellate Court Filings, Order No. 2014-04-15-02, recognizes the
presumption of public access but expressly warns parties to exercise caution with other
sensitive personal data, including individual financial information, information about
cooperation with government, and information regarding a victim of criminal activity. The
Order also provides that a party seeking protection beyond the listed identifiers must move to
seal, and that until the motion is ruled on, the appellate clerk shall treat the material as if
sealed.

Under Ex parte Capital U-Drive-It, Inc., 369 SC 1, 630 S.E.2d 464 (2006), and Davis v.
Jennings, 304 S.C. 502, 405 S.E.2d 601 (1991), the Court must balance public access
against the demonstrated private interest and use a narrow remedy. The Rule 41.1(b),
SCRCP, factors provide useful guidance for that balancing; Appellant cites them as
guidance, not as a separate appellate rule.
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lll. WHY TARGETED REDACTION IS THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE REMEDY

1. The Court and the parties keep the full unredacted Record. Nothing is removed from

merits review.

2. The public keeps the case caption, rulings, fee dispute, refund evidence, Rule 1.5
analysis, sanctions issues, and legal reasoning.

3. Only the specific side details identified in Exhibit A are targeted.

4. Prior publication does not make appellate relief meaningless. The Court of Appeals docket
is a separate official source. Prospective redaction stops continued Court-hosted publication
and future copying from that source without changing what the judges may review.

5. The Bar itself already identified a public-record privacy problem at R. p. 30, yet Appellant
later continued to raise the issue. Targeted appellate relief addresses the appellate copy
directly.

6. Redaction is narrower than sealing. Appellant asks for page-level sealing only if a specific
page cannot be safely redacted.

IV. BALANCING FACTORS

1. Fair adjudication: Neutral. The complete Record remains available to the Court and
parties.

2. Witness cooperation: Neutral. The lower-court proceedings are complete.

3. Expectation of confidentiality: Favors protection. The material arose from an
attorney-client relationship and a Fee Disputes Board process; the Bar itself asked the
lower-court clerk to replace the public file because it contained sensitive information. R. p.
30.

4. Public significance: Favors a narrow remedy. The legal rulings and issues remain public;
the side details add little to public understanding.

5. Harm from disclosure: Favors protection. The public narrative combines accusations,
individual financial information, alleged law-enforcement interest, victim-related information,
and character descriptions in an official court source. Appellant states that some accusations
never resulted in charges, the charges actually filed were dismissed with no convictions, the
related civil action later resolved by monetary settlement, and certain financial amounts were
fabricated or materially inaccurate. Leaving the accusations and disputed amounts public
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without that context creates an incomplete and misleading impression.

6. Less restrictive alternative: Strongly favors redaction. Exhibit C proposes passage-level
redaction; sealing is only a fallback.

7. Public interest: Favors targeted redaction because the public can fully evaluate the
appeal without unnecessary personal details.

V. INTERIM TREATMENT

Appellant is submitting the complete unredacted target pages separately as Sealed Exhibit
B. Under Order No. 2014-04-15-02, until the motion to seal is ruled on, the clerk of the
appellate court shall treat the material as if it is sealed. Appellant therefore asks that Sealed
Exhibit B remain nonpublic while this motion is pending.

VI. INDEPENDENT MOTION FOR ORAL ARGUMENT ON THE MERITS

The redaction request does not depend on the oral-argument request, and the Court may
grant either one separately. Rule 215 permits submission without oral argument when
argument would not aid resolution. Focused oral argument would aid resolution here

because the appeal turns on three distinct lines:

1. Claim-by-claim classification. The dismissal order applies section 15-36-100 to the
entire action. See R. pp. 10-13. Barnett's Complaint, however, alleges deception, threats,
coercion, disclosure of confidential information, and fraud in forming the attorney-client
relationship. See R. pp. 46-47. Charles Blanchard Construction Corp. v. 480 King Street,
LLC, Op. No. 28312 (S.C. filed Jan. 21, 2026), holds that a deficient professional-negligence
affidavit does not automatically dismiss otherwise valid non-negligence claims, while claims
actually grounded in negligence remain subject to the statute. Oral argument would help the
panel decide which allegations fall on which side of that line.

2. Scope of Fee Board finality. Cowart v. Poore, 337 S.C. 359, 523 S.E.2d 182 (Ct. App.
1999), bars relitigation of the same finally decided fee claim under different legal theories.
Barnett does not ask the Court to recalculate the Board award. The narrower question is
whether the allegations at R. pp. 46-47 are only the same fee claim or describe a distinct
alleged wrong concerning inducement and confidentiality.

3. Barnett-specific sanctions. Paragraphs 9, 13, 14, and 15 use collective language
against 'Plaintiffs.' R. pp. 13-14. Paragraph 16's prefiling restriction is specifically directed to
Rubink. R. pp. 14-15. Respondent's counsel also told the circuit court the gatekeeper ground
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'only applies to Mr. Rubink.' R. p. 192, Il. 1-2. Barnett appeals only for herself. Oral argument
would help the panel determine what, if any, sanction finding applies to Barnett personally.

A short argument would allow the panel to ask: Which claim? Which rule? Which Record
page? What precise relief? No new evidence or issue is requested.

VIl. RELIEF REQUESTED

1. Grant targeted public redaction of the passages identified in Exhibit A and shown in Exhibit
C;

2. Substitute the proposed public redacted pages while preserving the complete unredacted
pages for the Court and parties;

3. If a particular page cannot be safely redacted, place only that page under limited seal;

4. Keep Sealed Exhibit B nonpublic while this motion is pending;

5. Leave the remainder of the appellate file public; and

6. Place the merits appeal on the oral-argument calendar if the Court determines focused
argument would aid resolution.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Brandi N. Barnett

Brandi N. Barnett, Pro Se Appellant
654 Bellamy Ave, Unit 74

Murrells Inlet, SC 29576

Phone: (347) 927-9070

Email: bbarnett3@gmail.com
Dated: October 5, 2026
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

The public-access request is narrow and supported by the appellate privacy order and South
Carolina's sealing authorities. Order No. 2014-04-15-02 expressly recognizes the privacy
risks created by electronic appellate access, requires a motion for protection beyond listed
identifiers, and cautions against unnecessary inclusion of individual financial, victim-related,
and government-cooperation information. Capital U-Drive-It and Davis require specific
balancing. Appellant preserves the full Record for judicial review and proposes redaction
rather than blanket sealing.

The harm is not simply that sensitive material appears in the Record. Appellant states that
the public narrative mixes uncharged accusations, dismissed charges, and financial amounts
she says were fabricated or materially inaccurate, while omitting the dismissal/no-conviction
outcome and the related civil settlement. The Court need not decide the truth of each
collateral accusation to determine that those details are unnecessary to public understanding
of the fee and appellate issues and may be narrowly redacted from the public-facing copy.

The oral-argument request is also narrow. Rule 215 asks whether argument would aid the
Court. It would here because the appeal requires claim-by-claim application of section
15-36-100 after Blanchard, a precise application of Cowart to determine whether the same
fee claim is being relitigated, and a party-specific reading of the sanctions order. Focused
questioning can resolve those boundaries from the existing Record.
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EXHIBIT A - TARGETED REDACTION SCHEDULE

Record page

Public treatment

R.p. 23

| Keep the general representation context. Redact the charge-by-charge list, including

accusations for which Appellant states she was never charged and charges later
dismissed without convictions.

' R. p. 24, Finding 5

‘ Keep the retainer scope and procedural context. Redact disputed private-financial

amounts, asserted law-enforcement interest, and unrelated nonparty narrative.

R. p. 24, Finding 7

| Keep the conference/referral context and stated privacy concern. Redact asserted
| law-enforcement interest and disputed private-payment detail.

' R.p. 25, Finding 12

Keep the fact that Appellant objected to disclosure. Redact disputed private-financial

| and alleged repayment detail.

R. p. 25, Finding 13

Keep the procedural finding. Redact the collateral character description and disputed
private-financial narrative.

R.p. 155

Keep the investigator's identity, role, process, and general representation context.
Redact unrelated private submissions and charge-specific background.

| R.p. 156 Keep the quoted fee, amount paid, general scope, termination, privacy concern, and

| refund offer. Redact the charge list and disputed private-financial, location, and

. law-enforcement detail.

R.p. 157 Keep the Rule 1.5(a) and Rule 1.5(f) analysis. Redact only the opening collateral

? personal/financial paragraph.

R.p. 158 No redaction requested. Keep the core fee-reasonableness, hours, refund-calculation,

and Rule 1.5(f) analysis public in full.

Express exclusions: Appellant does not ask to redact R. p. 30, R. p. 31, R. p. 158, R. p. 198,
or the Court's dispositive legal holdings.
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EXHIBIT B - UNREDACTED TARGET PAGES

Exhibit B is intentionally not reproduced in this public packet. The complete unredacted
target pages are submitted separately as Sealed Exhibit B for in-camera review and party
access. This public placeholder is included so the exhibit sequence is complete and no

exhibit appears to be missing.
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AFFIDAVIT OF BRANDI N. BARNETT

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF

I, Brandi N. Barnett, being first duly sworn, state from personal knowledge:

1. 1 am the Appellant in Appellate Case No. 2026-000774 and the person whose information
is the subject of the requested redactions.

2. During the lower-court proceedings, | raised concern that sensitive personal, banking, and
Social-Security-related information had been available online. | asked the circuit court for
redaction. The transcript of that request is at R. p. 198.

3. The South Carolina Bar Fee Disputes Coordinator separately asked the Richland County
Clerk to replace the public file because it contained sensitive information related to me. That
letter is at R. p. 30.

4. Some accusations repeated about me in the challenged public narrative never resulted in
any criminal charge against me.

5. The criminal charges that were actually filed were dismissed and resulted in no convictions
against me.

6. The related civil action arising from the same law-enforcement encounter later resolved by
monetary settlement. | do not state the amount here, and | offer the settlement only as
disposition context for this privacy motion.

7. | dispute material financial amounts and descriptions repeated in the public narrative.
Certain amounts were fabricated or materially inaccurate. They did not accurately state what
| received, owed, or was legally required to return.

8. | also dispute the suggestion that my desire for privacy showed criminal or improper
conduct. | was a private/unknown victim and chose confidentiality because | wanted to
remain private, not because | had committed a crime.

9. Privacy was central to why | sought legal help. While Mr. Shealey represented me, |
objected to unnecessary discussion of my finances and sensitive Pendarvis-related
information.

10. | contend that former-client financial, consultation, victim-related, and law-enforcement
narrative was later used in public court filings beyond what was necessary to decide the
narrow fee dispute.

11. My concern is not only embarrassment. The challenged material is attached to my name
in an official court source and can be searched, copied, indexed, and redistributed.
Prospective redaction reduces continued official publication and future copying from the
appellate docket.
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12. I am not asking the Court to hide the litigation or legal rulings. | ask only that the
passages identified in Exhibit A be removed from the public-facing copies while the complete
Record remains available to the Court and the parties.

Brandi N. Barnett

Sworn to and subscribed before me this day of October, 2026.

Notary Public for
My Commission Expires:
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EXHIBIT C - PROPOSED PUBLIC REDACTED REPLACEMENT PAGES

The following pages are proposed public substitutes for R. pp. 23-25 and 155-157. The
complete unredacted originals remain in Sealed Exhibit B.
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PROPOSED PUBLIC REDACTED SUBSTITUTE - R. p. 23

Epd

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND ] FIFTH JUDIKCIAL CIRCUIT
)
Brandi Barnen, ) CASE NO.: 22%-CP-40-D45TS
)" Fee Dispatc Board Claim No.: 2025 ANOE
Claimani-Appetian:, !
. ; ORDER DISMISSING APPELLANT'S
: NOTICE OF APPEAL
Luke A. Shealey, Esq., )
)
Respondent )

THIS MATTER comes before the Court on the Notice of Appeal filod by Appellant Brandi
Bamett (“Appellant™) secking to vecale the final decislon of the Resolation of Fee Disputes Board
of the South Carolina Bar (the “Foc Disputes Board”), dated June $, 2025, After carcfully
considering the spphicable legal mwhority snd argumests of Respondent’s counsel and jro s
Appellant, Appellani’s appeal is heroby DISMISSED Therefore, the Notive of Appeal is
DISMISSED and the Fee Disputes Rosrd's fins! decision, dated June 3, 2025 is AFFIRMED. In

support of this Osder, the andersigned finds smd concludes as follows:

Appellant’s appezl wrose out of Respondent's representation of her in various

1. Appellant had multiple chargea perding In both Genersl Secsions and in the Magistzates’ Court in
Gecrgetown County [Specfic chamge-ist narative redacted. |

3. Appellant initially Respondent about 3 possible legal malp cmse

nagainst Marvin Peodarvis who had seitled a civil case of hers without her knowledge or comscat.

Respondent infi d Appellint that he is primarily & criminsl astioraey and does sot handle

malpractice cases but that bis firm®s OF Counsel anomey, Chris Truluck, does. Respondent
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PROPOSED PUBLIC REDACTED SUBSTITUTE - R. p. 24

informed Appellant that he would halle her criminal nsatiers but secommended she comsult with
Bland and Ritches (who was suing Marvin Pendarvis) or contact Mr. Traluck about the malpractice
<laim and the other civil matters pending,

4 Respondent quoted Appellant SI2,000 for his rep on her
masters with $5,000 due upfront. Appeilant met Respondent in person 10 hire him and 10 bring him

documents related o ber case against Marvin Pendarvis

5. Appelisnt retained wwmmnmwmhmmwnm
conviction for unlawful use of 911 [Private-finenciel lew
narrative redactad )

o Respondent then sgain poted thai if his firm ook on 8 malpractice claim, Mr
Trulwek would have lo be imvolved. Respondent informed Appellant that be was going to bave 1o

share this information with Mr. Truluck so he could assess the merits of the malpractice case and
determinge i his (s was interested in handling the case.

7. Later, mmnmam-ww-mm-mmm
ad
[ pay de ‘1 i Iﬂlﬂw‘oﬂﬂomh!m

b
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PROPOSED PUBLIC REDACTED SUBSTITUTE - R. p. 25

L8 Thereafter, Appelk iben R dent with fons abowst her criminad case

¥ 9

and then afier that, emailed both to say she was

oftered to return 34,000 of the 58,000 paid toward Appellant’s retainer. Appoilant pever responded
torthe refitnd offer other than to say reimbursement “will be determined ™

9. On or about Janwary 24, 2025, Appeilant filed an Applh for Resolution of
Disputed Fee with the Fee Dispates Board.

10 Ashley A. McMahan, Bwg of McMahan Law, LLC was the sttomey who
tnvestigated Appefiant’s claim for the Pee Disputes Boasd.

IE Ms McMahan reviewed the parties’ submissions and had ions with the

prirthes and with the two other sttormeys who handled the matiers related 0 Appeliants cases

12 Ms McMahan datermived that o Revspe .3 of
information during the sefesral. [Specfic private-f ard alleged repay catad red 1

13 [Collatersl persoral and financie! nerratve redectad from the public topy.|

14, Onorabout June 3, 2025, Ms. McMabhan determined that the $12.000 fee charged
by Respondent was b idering the factors set forth in Rule |.5(a} of the South Caroling

Rules of Professional Conduct and ulté by ordered R

pondent to retrn $875.00 of the $5,000
coliected towands the retainer to Appeliant.

15, Paul A. Meding, Esg. of the Fee Disputes Board 4 with Ms. McMahan's

determination and rendered the Fee Dispiites Roard's final decision on ar abous e 5, 2025,
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PROPOSED PUBLIC REDACTED SUBSTITUTE - R. p. 155

Roatst

ATHLEY A, NOBAFAK.JS, ukEL
Lo G Gars Wt

M“MAHAN LAW .

Jume 8, 2088
pmsding@hellsouthaet
Poul A. Meding, Bsquire
Chair, 6% Olrenit Fee Dispute Resolution Board
Ra: Tes disputs hetwesn Brandi N. Barnett and Luke A. Shealey

Claimn Ne.: S2025JANOB
McLaw Pile No.: 00702

Dear Paul:

Pursusnt to SOACK 418 (Huls 11, Investigation by Assigned Member), please aliow
this lotter to sorve as the sasigned mamber’s repart to the Chair regarding the above-
referenced fos dispute matter filed by Brandi N. Barnett. | have reviewed the
Applicstion for Resslution of Disputed Fas, I speke to Mr. Shealsy, Ma. Barsett, as
well as Chris Truluck, Bsquire and Beth Rose, Bsquire. (Mr. Ross took over Ma.
Baraett's criminal cases after Mx. Bhealey, My questioning was limited to the amount
of time ke hnd expended handting her case, as well as the complexity of ber eximinal
matters.)

{Datsits of discip! ¥ subm . e supporting Is. private co
ard firm-related perional circurmstances The g s geterad inquiry snd fee

2231 Duvnis ETREST, SUITE 102 - COLUMINA, §C 28208 | PO, Box S0BIS - Coilmen, SC 29280
Ta 082181110 « Fa 803-215-4578 - VARLECIALANIC 00N

31
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PROPOSED PUBLIC REDACTED SUBSTITUTE - R. p. 156

Ep it

lastar ta Poud A Moding, Enquire June B, 2085 Fes dispute batween Darnest aod Shealey

1Spwsific charge ot redacted.] i

UL KETUWC I wr

Lo B e :
all ber eriminal matters but to consult with Bland and Ritcher (who was aleo

sbout the malpractics claim and other civil matters thet ware Mr, Shealy
guotad her 812,000 far his roprosentation on her eriminal matsers, $68,000 due
upfront. Ma. Bacnett called back

Mvﬁhha\uﬂmhﬂn [T o e sientni-loation S delawted |

DO now, She came dows in purs:

relsted to her case again Murvin Pendurvis. She did rewin M. Shealey for the
erimibnil maers and s expungement mattes. Th daie, che paid Mr Shealey 88,000
of the $LLGUD fee agreement.

[Dets fed prvete-paymert armount ard ssserted lsw-erforcement narat-ve redecied.] Mr. Shealey
again potad thet if his fiam were te take on such & malprectice cese, Mr. Thauck would have (s be
involved, and the repart ates he intended to share information with Mr Truluck to aasess the
possible referral.

YT TT T ORIy S T N WEN W TR T IR SOOI e

Lafer on, both My. Bhealey and Mr. Traluck spokn to Ma. Barnsét on s conference call
about ber pending civil ranttars that urgently needed responses ns wall as discussing
oy Ty i A 4

Hlimade dolea s tha maln

Thszerted law-anforcamant and private- payment detall redscted Appetisnt atated she wanted the
st kept private |

guaaticns about her arineinal sase and then after that, emailed them both o eay she
was terminating their representation. 1t wes st this point Mr, Shealey offered to
roturs 54,000 of the §8,000 paid towsrds the retsiner. She never responded to his
rufnd offex other than to say rebninosemont “will be determined.”

According to Ms. Barnett, her main fssue with Mr. Bhoaley scoms to be that when.
refevring ber to Mr. Truluck, My, Shealey disslosed background infhrmation to bim

‘Spwcific privete-financsl and alleged repayrient detsl rudecied |

ahortly after she hired him, she falt ke ho didn't de enough work to fustify the fee

L ]

32
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PROPOSED PUBLIC REDACTED SUBSTITUTE - R. p. 157

Latter to Paul A. Mading, Esquire Jame 8, 2025 Pes dispute betwern Barnett and Shesley

(Collateral perscnal chasacterimation and repeated private-payment namative redected |

Applicable Standard
Rule 1.5 of the South Carclina Rules of Professional Conduct states in relevant part:
® A lawyer shall not make sn agresment for, charge, or collect an
anreasonable fee or an unreasensble wmount for expenses. The factors to be
considered in determining the ressonableness of & fbe include the follbwing:

(1) the time and labor required, the novelty snd difficulty of the
questions involved, and the skill requisite to perfoxm the legal service

propazly;
Qbﬂﬂd“hmdmmw-ﬂl

precinde other employment by the lawyer;
mmhmmhmmumwm
(4) the amount involved and the results obtained;

(6) the time limitations imposed by the clienat er by the circumstances;
(8) tha mature and longth of the professional relationship with the olient;
mkﬁhmwﬁrddﬂﬁ‘&mnm

parforming the services;
(8) whether the lee is fixed or contingent.

(9 A lawyer may charge an advanos fos, which may be puid in whole or in part
in advanes of the lawyer providing those services, and treat the fse ms

mdﬁcw&ﬁlbwndﬂnm-dth-d-h

ba provided;
wﬂﬁwmduh-ﬂﬂ-mdr\m—h
(@ that the fee will not b held in & trust seocunt until sarned;
wﬁ:bﬁ-ththﬂ:ﬂmhhm

(%) thot the client may nd of ot or & portion o Bye fou
rmmmm-uuputu

Pass 30f ¢

i3

Page 19



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals
APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas
Daniel Coble, Circuit Court Judge
Case No. 2025-CP-40-06986
Appellate Case No. 2026-000774

SEALED EXHIBIT B

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION SUBMITTED TO THE COURT IN CONNECTION WITH
APPELLANT'S MOTION FOR TARGETED REDACTION AND LIMITED SEALING

This sealed exhibit contains complete unredacted copies of R. pp. 23-25 and 155-157 for the Court's
review.

Appellant requests that these materials remain unavailable to the public pending disposition of the motion
and, if relief is granted, remain under seal while access is preserved for the Court and the parties.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND ; FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Brandi Barnett, ) CASE NO.: 2025-CP-40-04675
) Fee Dispute Board Claim No.: 2025JANO8
Claimant-Appellant, )
vs. ) ORDER DISMISSING APPELLANT’S
; NOTICE OF APPEAL
Luke A. Shealey, Esq., )
Respondent. ;

THIS MATTER comes before the Court on the Notice of Appeal filed by Appellant Brandi
Barnett (“Appellant™) seeking to vacate the final decision of the Resolution of Fee Disputes Board
of the South Carolina Bar (the “Fee Disputes Board™), dated June 5. 2025. After carefully
considering the applicable legal authority and arguments of Respondent’s counsel and pro se
Appellant, Appellant’s appeal is hereby DISMISSED. Therefore, the Notice of Appeal is
DISMISSED and the Fee Disputes Board’s final decision, dated June 5, 2025 is AFFIRMED. In
support of this Order, the undersigned finds and concludes as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. Appellant’s appeal arose out of Respondent’s representation of her in various
criminal matters.

2. Appellant had multiple charges pending in both General Sessions and in the
Magistrates’ Court in Georgetown County for failure to stop for a blue light, throwing bodily
fluids, resisting arrest, and two (2) counts of assault and battery in the third (3rd) degree.

3 Appellant initially contacted Respondent about a possible legal malpractice case
against Marvin Pendarvis who had settled a civil case of hers without her knowledge or consent.
Respondent informed Appellant that he is primarily a criminal attorney and does not handle

malpractice cases but that his firm’s Of Counsel attorney, Chris Truluck, does. Respondent

SEALED - EXHIBIT B - APPELLATE CASE NO. 2026-000774
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informed Appellant that he would handle her criminal matters but recommended she consult with
Bland and Ritcher (who was suing Marvin Pendarvis) or contact Mr. Truluck about the malpractice
claim and the other civil matters pending.

4, Respondent quoted Appellant $12,000 for his representation on her criminal
matters with $8,000 due upfront. Appellant met Respondent in person to hire him and to bring him
documents related to her case against Marvin Pendarvis.

S Appellant retained Respondent for the criminal matters only and for an
expungement of a prior conviction for unlawful use of 911. The documents Appellant brought
Respondent included the contract Mr. Pendarvis signed agreeing to pay Appellant $600,000 for
settling her civil case without her knowledge. Respondent informed Appellant that law
enforcement would be interested in her recordings of Mr. Pendarvis, the contract for the $600,000,
and information about what happened with the $600,000 because it was likely misappropriated
funds from Mr. Pendarvis’s other clients. Appellant was not happy about this.

6. Respondent then again noted that if his firm took on a malpractice claim, Mr.
Truluck would have to be involved. Respondent informed Appellant that he was going to have to
share this information with Mr. Truluck so he could assess the merits of the malpractice case and
determine if his firm was interested in handling the case.

7 Later, Respondent and Mr. Truluck spoke to Appellant on a conference call about
her pending matters that urgently needed responses and to discuss whether Respondent’s firm
would take on the malpractice case. On the call, Respondent and Mr. Truluck told Appellant that
law enforcement was going to want to speak to her and she would have to reveal the large payment
Mr. Pendarvis made to her. Appellant told them she wanted to keep the issue between her and Mr.

Pendarvis private.
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8. Thereafter, Appellant emailed Respondent with questions about her criminal case
and then after that, emailed both to say she was terminating their representation. Respondent
offered to return $4,000 of the $8,000 paid toward Appellant’s retainer. Appellant never responded
to the refund offer other than to say reimbursement “will be determined.”

0. On or about January 24, 2025, Appellant filed an Application for Resolution of
Disputed Fee with the Fee Disputes Board.

10.  Ashley A. McMahan, Esq. of McMahan Law, LLC was the attorney who
investigated Appellant’s claim for the Fee Disputes Board.

11. Ms. McMahan reviewed the parties” submissions and had conversations with the
parties and with the two other attorneys who handled the matters related to Appellant’s cases.

12.  Ms. McMahan determined that Appellant’s main issue with Respondent seems to
be that when he referred her to Mr. Truluck, Respondent disclosed background information that
included information related to her finances, i.e., that she had received money from Mr. Pendarvis,
and that Appellant was upset they advised her she might have to pay that money back.

13.  Ms. McMahan noted Appellant’s behavior towards her staff was consistent with
her paranoid and suspicious behavior she exhibited towards Respondent and Mr. Truluck once
they reiterated she was going to need to account for the $600,000 payment from Mr. Pendarvis.

14. On or about June 3, 2025, Ms. McMahan determined that the $12,000 fee charged
by Respondent was reasonable considering the factors set forth in Rule 1.5(a) of the South Carolina
Rules of Professional Conduct and ultimately ordered Respondent to return $875.00 of the $8,000
collected towards the retainer to Appellant.

15. Paul A. Meding, Esq. of the Fee Disputes Board concurred with Ms. McMahan’s

determination and rendered the Fee Disputes Board’s final decision on or about June 5, 2025.
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ASHLEY A. MCMAWAN JD, MSEL

C CerTriEo Cov Couny MenATOR
M"MAHAN LAW .
June 3, 2025
Evhibly 3
VIA EMATIL ]
Paul A. Meding, Esquire
Chair, 6t Circuit Fee Dispute Resolution Board
Re: Fee dispute between Brandi N, Barnett and Luke A. Shealey

Claim No:  #2025JANO8
McLaw File No.: 00702

Dear Paul:

Pursuant to SCACR 416 (Rule 11, Investigation by Assigned Member), please allow
this letter to serve as the assigned member’s report to the Chair regarding the above-
referenced fee dispute matter filed by Brandi N. Barnett. I have reviewed the
Application for Resolution of Disputed Fee, I spoke to Mr. Shealey, Ms. Barnett, as
well as Chris Truluck, Esquive and Seth Rose, Esquire. (Mr. Rose took over Ms.
Barnett's criminal cases after Mr. Shealey. My questioning was limited to the amount
of time he had expended handling her case, as well as the complexity of her criminal
matters.)

I gave both Mr. Shealy and Ms. Barnett an opportunity to submit documentation to
me. Mr, Shealey provided me with Ms. Barnett’s ODC complaint as well as his
response to that ODC complaint and his time sheet of hours worked on her case. His
ODC response included his representation agreement, a copy of the consent order
substituting counsel (that was not signed by a Circuit Court judge and refused to be
sign by the judge because of a comment Ms. Barnett wrote under her signature on
the consent order), various other documents not related to the fee dispute at hand, as
well as text and email messages between himself, Ms. Barnett, and Mr., Truluck. Ms.
Barnett let me know she included what she had in her application since most of her
physical documents were destroyed in a fire.

Factual & Procedural Background

This matter arises out of Mr. Shealey's representation of Ms. Barnett in some
criminal matters. She had multiple charges pending in both General Sessions and in
the magistrate’s court in Georgetown County, She had initially contacted Mr. Shealey
to inquire about a possible malpractice case against Marvin Pendarvis who had
settled a civil case of hers without her knowledge. Mr. Shealey let Ms. Barnett know
he is primarily a criminal attorney and doesn’t handle malpractice cases but that his
firm's of Counsel attorney, Chris Truluck, does. She then indicated that she had
charges pending in Georgetown County General Sessions and magistrate court for

2231 DEVINE STREET, SUITE 102 - COLUMBIA, SC 28205 | P.O. Box 50536 + CoLumBLA, SC 28250
TeL 803-218-1110 - FAX 803-218-4573 * WWW.MCMAHANLAWSEC.COM
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failure to stop for a blue light, throwing bodily fluids, resisting arrest, and two counts
of assault and battery, 8td degree. Mr. Shealey let her know he would be able to handle
all her criminal matters but to consult with Bland and Ritcher (who was also suing
Marvin Pendarvis) or if she wasn’t comfortable with them, to contact Chris Truluck
about the malpractice claim and other civil matters that were pending. Mr, Shealy
quoted her $12,000 for his representation on her criminal matters, with $8,000 due
upfront. Ms. Barnett called back a few days later to retain Mr. Shealey. She noted
that while her charges were in Georgetown County, she actually lives in Washington,
DC now. She came down in person to hire Mr. Shealy and also brought documents
related to her case again Marvin Pendarvis, She did retain Mr. Shealey for the
criminal matters only and also for an expungement of a prior conviction for unlawful
use of 911. To date, she paid Mr. Shealey $8,000 of the $12,000 fee agreement.

When she met with Mr. Shealy, she brought along with her recordings of
conversations that ehe had with Marvin Pendarvis and a copy of a contract he signed
where Pendarvis agreed to pay Ms. Barnett $600,000 for settling her civil case
without her knowledge. Mr. Shealy did let Ms. Barnett know that law enforcement
would be interested in her recordings as well as the contract for the $600,000 and
information as to what happened with that $600,000 because it was likely
misappropriated funds from Pendarvis's other clients. Ms. Barnett was not happy
with Mr. Shealey when he told her this, but Mr. Shealey again noted that if his firm
were to take on such a malpractice case, that Mr. Truluck would have to be involved.
According to Mr. Shealey, he explicitly stated that he was going to have share this
information with Mr, Truluck to assess the merits of the malpractice case and to
determine if Mr. Shealey’s law firm was even interested in handling such a case.

Later on, both Mx. Shealey and Mr. Truluck spoke to Ms. Barnett on a conference call
about her pending civil matters that urgently needed responses as well as discussing
whether or not Mr. Shealey’s firm was willing to take on the malpractice case. As part
of the eall, they again noted to her that law enforcement was going to want to speak
to her and she would have to reveal the large payment Pendarvis made to her. At this
point, she told Mr. Shealey and Mr. Truluck she wanted to keep the issue between
her and Pendarvis private. At some point later, she emailed Mr. Shealey with some
questions about her criminal case and then after that, emailed them both to say she
was terminating their representation. It was at this point Mr, Shealey offered to
return $4,000 of the $8,000 paid towards the retainer. She never responded to his
refund offer other than to say reimbursement “will be determined.”

According to Ms. Barnett, her main issue with Mr. Shealey seems to be that when
referring her to Mr. Truluck, Mr. Shealey disclosed background information to him
that included information related to her finances. (She had gotten that money from
Marvin Pendarvis and both Mr, Shealy and Mr. Truluck had expressed concerns to
her that she may have to pay that back.) Because she ended the representation
shortly after she hired him, she felt like he didn't do enough work to justify the fee
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payment. While she was incredibly pleasant to me on the .,phone, she was very
suspicious and angry when talking to my staff. Her behavior towards my staff seems
to be consistent with her paranoid and suspicious behavior she exhibited towards Mr.
Shealsy and Mr. Truluck once they reiterated she was going to need to account for
the $6800,000 payment from Pendarvis.

Applicable Standard
Rule 1.6 of the South Carolina Rules of Professional Conduct states in relevant part:

(8) A lawyer shall not make an agreement for, charge, or collect an
unreasonable fee or an unreasonable amount for expenses. The factors to be
considered in determining the reasonableness of a fee include the following:

(1) the time and labor required, the novelty and difficulty of the
questions involved, and the skill requisite to perform the legal service
properly;

(2) the likelihood that the acceptance of the particular employment will
preclude other employment by the lawyer;

(3) the fee customarily charged in the locality for similar legal services;
(4) the amount involved and the results obtained;

{6) the time limitations imposed by the client or by the circumstances;
(6) the nature and length of the professional relationship with the client;
(7) the experience, reputation, and ability of the lawyer or lawyers
performing the services; and

(8) whether the fee is fixed or contingent.

(f) A lawyer may charge an advance fee, which may be paid in whole or in part
in advance of the lawyer providing those services, and treat the fee as
immediately earned if the lawyer and client agree in advance in a written fee

agreement which notifies the elien:

(1) of the nature of the fee arrangement and the scops of the services to
be provided;

(2) of the total amount of the fee and the terms of payment;

(3) that the fee will not be held in a trust account until earned;

4 that the chent has the right to terminate the lawyer-client
the lawyer; and

(5) that the client may be entitled to a refund of all or aporzr.on of the fee
if the agreed-upon legal services are not provided.

Emphasis added.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| certify that on October 5, 2026, | served a true and correct copy of this Amended and
Corrected Motion, its public exhibits, supporting affidavit, and a separately enclosed copy of
Sealed Exhibit B on counsel of record for Respondent by depositing the materials in the

Douglas W. MacKelcan IlI, Esg. RECEIVEB

Taylor L. Cary, Esq. 0CT 05 2026

Copeland, Stair, Valz & Lovell, LLP ol g peai“
40 Calhoun Street, Suite 400 SC Cou ppeais

Charleston, SC 29401

United States Mail, first-class postage prepaid, addressed to:

| also transmitted a courtesy PDF of the public filing to dmackelcan@csvl.law and

%iriczzvl.l w. Service is based on first-class U.S. mail.
Brandi N. Barneﬁ é -

Brandi N. Barnett, Pro Se Appellant
Dated: October 5, 2026
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