STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA "# COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF RICHLAND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Penn Amarica Insurance Campanry and

Action No.: 2020-CP-40-03810
GlobatIndemmity Group, LLC,

Morris Beach Hutson a/k/a M.B. Hutson

Third-Party Plaintiff
V. \ ;
Timothy J. Newton, Esq.; Murphy & | \ . RECEIVE]D)
,;9 ndeIimP:l:wyPc. S \ 0CT 07 2026

Third-Party Defendanta.
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)
; SC Court of Appeals
)

Global Indemnity Group, LLC's Complaint for P Injmction. A besring was held in
.Wc«mymombclqm beforo the Honorablo Daniel Coble,  Plaintiffs/Counger-
Defendants Pean America Insirance Company (“PAIC™) and Global Indamnity Grovp, LLC
(“Global") were roproscnted by Qistian Stegmaier, Mr. Stegmaier also ropresenied
himself and Collins & Lacy P.C. as Third-Party !'*ﬁdvl’mybefmdm‘n'momil.
Newton, Esq. and Murphy & Grantland, P.A. were represefied|by John Grantland, Bsquire shd
MYNGMBW& The,pro se Defendar

Beach Hutson a/k/a M.B. Hutsdo (“Hutson™) failed
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ﬁlﬁwmduhibih.meaﬂmdomuhbuﬂng%n l6,2024,andtheMdpblo
mwcmmpmmmmxnm delobnllndmtyqup,

m-mupmwm 'l‘hoComt;!wLm ﬁndinpmdooochndombdow

Plaintiffs PAIC and Global initiated the instant

. mmmof.WM

Camplaint secking Preliminary and Pamanent lan-"“-L‘ Motion for Tamporary injunétion

mwmnmwwbym of a Tamporary Injunction on
December 9, 2020, against Hutson. Litigation fing| Hutson bogan in 2010 with| his
parchase of proparty (hareinafter “the Land Deal”) in Clareadon County. Since that time Hutson

has been a party to momerous lawsaits and has initisted many meritioss clsims agginst narly

everyune connected with any of his cases and individuals all related to the matters. This

incloden frivolous suits against the individual attorneys \. i themedpuueauwdlh

\
the Judges who have heard the cases and ruled on the matters. Heo has seat many threatening and
Mmmmdwmbewmh* e legal pursuits.

" LEGAL STANDARD
“mmwvowqummm-mﬁ"

Motor Vehicles. 381 S.C. 323, 324, 673 S.B2d 416 (2009)\ (citing Shaw v. Coleman, 373 S.C.

mdné.withiumvbwéfdwwqondamof » |4 “The ramady of

Mu.Mmqumqud:T\y legal rights are \mlawfuly
mvndedorlepldunumwﬂlf\ﬂlyorwmnlyneglemd.”

485, 492, 645 S.B2d 252, 256 (CtApp.2007). «mm'i ty this Court may find facts in

373 S.C. at 498, 645 S.E24

1258(qmﬁnaunmmmmmmm 13 8.C. 555, 558, 443 SE24

577, 578 (Ct. App. 1994)). \

|
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In cases whare an injunction is sought . . . the cou deal with the canflicting
interests of the [parties] by balancing the of sn injunction to the plaintiff

against the inconvenience and damage to the and grant or deny an
injunction as seam most consistant with justice and undar the circumstances
of the case. .
B | |
FINDINGS OF FACT

‘The documentation provided by the parties reflectsithat n December 2010, Hutson antered
M.MMhdmAmmwiﬁm . Clark, Jimmy S. Lovall, Jaes
Thigpen and The Big Water Resort, LLC, related to the outstarding membership intarests in The
Big Water Remart, LLC. Contemporaneously therewith, Hu selalso entered into a Lease Purchaso
Agreement with TLC Holdings, LLC (“TLC”), Richard U. Clark, Jimmy S. Lovell .and James
Thigpen related to the purchase of property in Clarendon County, South Carolina, includirig a
campground known as “Big Watér Resort,” a convenience store facility and adjacent land knawn
as the “Big Water Country Store and Restaurant,” and a 57.81 acrie tract known as “Roger’s Tract.”
These two transactions comprise the 2010 Land Deal. .
In the fourteen years since Hutson entered into the Land Deal, ho has perpetusted litigation
claiming that he was defrauded in that transaction. Specifically, Hutson has repeatasdly claimed
that he did not know that TLC had sold lifetime membearabips ih a privats club operated on the
Muwnmgmdwmmw&:mofwm This
sllegation has been litigated mulfiple times and found to bé majerially false. E-mails and trial
-mmmuﬁmmwmmwd with full knowledge of the
‘Eomb‘czon,mmmmm against Hutson alleging he defiulted on

ﬂnmoﬂbu.ohnvhmm [1.C Holdine» H Hutson, Case No. 2011-CP-
14-602 (Clarendon Caty. Ct. Comm. Pleas) (“the Ejectment Actior Hutson filed counterclaims
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against TLC in the Bjectment Action in which he asseriod that various misrepresentations and
mnmmummmmmwmw\hmmummmm
inteefored with tho Proparty’s development and operation. Tho parties agreed o a phtial
scttlament that allowed Hutaon to remain on the roperty if certain conditions were met. As part
«mmmw“uuwﬂmrmwﬁmmmumﬁawm
nmofmdﬁmd.ﬁmbmowwhdﬂmmumﬂmdwvm

the Subjoct Property. The Settlament Agroamant was adopted iito a Cansant Order filed April 13,
2012.

TLC acaght to evict Hutaon from the Big Water Resort property. Following a hearing, (the
Honorablo George C. James, Jr, entered an order on Marchi21, 2014, which enfizrced the terma of
the Cansent Order and Settlamant Agroament. Judge James found that Hutsons breached the 2012 - -
Settlement Agroamant end Canscnt Order and as & Tesult, the Losse Purchaso Agroamant was
torminated, Hutson was required to vacats the property, and Hutson was deemed to have released

TLC from any further claims involving the Land Deal.

Global is the parent company of PAIC, a mamber of Pagn-America Group, which offers

mmmmmwfamj i PAIC iasued commercial

gmmnaral liability (OGL) mnmnucmswmmwﬁ.mmmgwuamuu
nemad insgrad (“the Policy”). The Policy was in effiect frot October 16, 2013 through April 7,
2014. Hutson was the principal in BWR, Inc., a now defunct|corporation formerly organized and

existing under the laws of the State of South Carolina. i’\n{unﬂo the Policy, PAIC provided a
ddmemdhﬂumitywﬂmintwohwuﬂh.knownut#eChnAcdmmdtheDuﬁmaﬁop

Action. Big Weter Resort, LLC. ef gl v, TLC Holdings, [LLG, C/A: 2:14-1583-DCN-MGB

!
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(D.8.C.) (“the Class Action”); TLC Holdings, LLC, ot al. ¥, Hutpon, Case No. 2015-CP-14-0615
(MWMW"}.
mmmwwwmwmw.mdn&w«’w
equitable indeammification against Hutson. hMMJWJmu’O:dﬂ. Hmhn
mmﬂddmwmmmnmﬁhdmmfmmm
which were ruled upon in favor of TLC on May 20, 2016: ﬂm'owmddmmw
based upon res judicata. Fedenal District Judge David C. Norton later also entered an Ofder
granting sanctions against Hutson, explaining:
Hutson has established a pattemn of making misrdpresentations to the court, of
Unsupparted ians of unethical and cfimigal conduct by third-party
Mﬂ.dofnmhjnﬂddmuarhﬂmofmm His
meritless filings have wasted untold bours of the copxt’s time. He lacks any
mwmmmmmmmw “h=
Hutson rnttinely fails to provide fadtual or legal support for
anything he files with the court. Accordingly, dn%couitﬁndothntsmehomm
sprxogiate under the court’s inharent power.
Class Action, Norton Order Granting Sanctions, Oct. 6, 2017.
mmmAcﬁonquWbyTLCinWMOanbclzms. TLC’s
claims related to statemants made by Hutson in the postcard he seat to campground members and
mlinmnmonmdewmm:ywhowmwmgmmdmbmmﬂn
ClsnAnﬂm. mmwmmmmhmmwu
nindintheCh- Action, once again vxolltmgmdplunu* Onda. Hutson's countarclaims were
also dispoeal of on summary judgment based upon res fudicata by the Hanorablo R. Fertell
i
Cothram, Jr. m-dﬁmmmw@mﬁmmmmm The jury returnied
& verdict agsinat Hutson in the smownt of Three Miliiga Five Hundred Thousend Dollars

($3,500,000) on January 26, 2018. Mmmnm.%m;wdmdmolvd
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PAIC rettined Murphy & Grantland, P.A. as coverage counsel and instituted a coverage
action on June 14, 2016. [

| C/A: 2:16cv-
01943-DCN (D.S.C.) (“the Coverage Action”). On or sbott Septamber 16, 2016, Hutson autared

into a Settlement Agroamant and Release of Certzin Claits with PAIC. PAIC peid Hutson the
sum of Nine Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($9,500.08) as consideration for the Settleent
Agresmant and Release in the Coverage Action. |
Poﬂwhgmdﬁmofhﬁhwnﬁhwidmﬂmim liability to Hutson, Hutson
hﬂw.mzwpmc,mmmwmﬁmmymmm
Murphy, on December $, 2018. m_r_mmm__g_u. Case No. 2018-CP-40-
oas«mmany.mmmm)mwmm;@mﬂ. Hutson genarally alleged that
PAIC, Newton, and Murphy knew Hutson was defradar|in the 2010 Land Deal and failed to
roport it to a court. pouowm.mmbefuemoummwwc.mamm graged
mjndminﬁmoﬂhoduﬁndnhondloﬂimlnn'cdﬂm. Huston appealed those
Ordars; however, the South Carlina Court of Appeals dismissed Hutson's appeal on November 10,

2021, for his failure o file 8 complint rocord on eppeal. Hytion v, Ponn America Inc, Co. et al.
Appelate Case No. 2019-001488 (“the Bad Faith Appaal”).| | '

Huteon has also seperstely sued attorney Peul Weissenstein, who represented him in the
2012 Ejectment Action and resulting Settiament Agreement. Hutson v, Weissenatein, Caso No.
2018-CP-43-1583 (Sumter Caty. Ct. Comm. Pleas) mw.%\m Malpractice Action”). On
mzs,zow,thoﬂmalbloxﬁlﬁanﬁngm?nmnyjudmin&vorof
Weissenstein based upon both the statuts of limitations and the merits. In that Order Judge Curtis
Mummwm&mmmmﬁ’{mmmmmm
lifetime memberskipe whea ho autered into the 2010 Land Deal. Hutson appeeled from that Order

|
!
1
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and the South Carolina Court of Appeals affirmed thé trial cout’s order granting eummary
jndgment. Hutson v, Waisscnstain, Appellate Case No. 2019-873 (S.C. Ct. App) (“the
Weissenstain Appeal”). Hutson also sued attorneys Steptien “Chip™ Burn and Sarah Gutherie and
Bum Law Firm, LLC, related to advice they purpartadly gave him in the Ejectment Action. On
April 10, 2019, the Honorable Frank R. Addy, Jr. entered an Order of Dismissal, finding that
Hutson failed to cure the lack of expert affidavit or establish that such an affidsvit was not
m.ﬂuhondidnotqdﬁm‘:ﬂn&dc.ofm-nﬁinl
Eldnﬁﬁhsmﬁdedwpiuofmmmn&mﬁhiﬁmﬂmwmadﬁr?mcm
Global, Newton, Murphy, and others threstening to bring a pew Lawsuit against them and claiming
mmmmmmmmmud@wwwmmmw
deal and 2012 pettiament, On June 21 and 22, 2020, Hujton told counsel for PAIC, Christisn
Stegmaier, that he was “having to sericualy consider bringing a[n] immediately separate action
against you for participating with Tim Newton and JR Murphy in extrinsic fraud upon the Appeals
Court and the lower Court” He addad: “I plan to serve the insurance companies copies of the
complaint as well as sarving you.” On July 6, 2020, Hutson wrote: “If I don’t hear from you within
mm(swmlmmmmammmsmaywwwym
On July 27, 2020, nmmupwmmmmofwm
extringic frand™ and etated: “] plan to take these immanal actions to court rightaway [sic). 1 have
anofwidmnhowingmydmmdmmul:dqnnimmdmuyouhm
 caused me intentionally and continue to csuse on a daily basis. All are wamed.”
mAmazmmapmum&mﬁmmwmnmm
ﬂkwmcboieob&tomfawdmthunewnmdd.mnhmt.ﬂ:ﬁnnﬁmhywayof
Extrinsic Fraud® naming Christian Stedmaier [sic), Tim Newton, JR Murphy, Penn America and
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Gilohal. Soon I will file the same ‘Defimation by way of Bxtrinsic Freud” agzinat Tumer Padgett
and Tom Harper.” Then, following service with the instant Complaint and Motion for Preliminary
Injanction, Hutson respondad by filing countarcisims and dird-perty claims. |
. In this action, ‘Plaintiffs filed a Motion for a Tempbrary Injunction on August 10, 2020,
memmhammmlim At that hearing, Hutson was
pvvﬂdmplowtywapldndnmoﬁheﬁwdhehaﬂemmmm
the Third-Party Defindants and how it differs what has boag assarted in the past, inchuding beafire
Judge Nettles. Hutson pointed to two pieces of correspandanoe he recxived from Newton, who
wandnghhh&pdtyumcmndfw?.ucut_heﬁme. They include an August 13,
2018 o-mail and a Novamber 8, 2018 letter. The o-mail states that, based on Huston’s allegations,
Mmmiunﬁwmmwm.ﬂumummmnm
advice or representation to Hutson regarding the same. (amphasis added). The November 8, 2018
letter demies that Penn-America or its counsel has “acknowlédged the existence of frsud upon the
court.” While Hutson claims that the two lettars are inconsistent, the Court diaagrond. The August
13 e-mail did ot acknowledge the xitmam of fimud—it providad that frsud “might possibly”
exist mummmmmumw@pofmym«wmy
fraud himeelf. |
By written Orders dated December 9, 2020, the Honorable Robert E. Hood: granted
Newton and Murphy & Grantland’s Motion to Dismiss; denied Hutson’s Motion for Tamporary
Injunction; granted PAIC, Global, Stegmaier, and Collins & Lacy’s Motions to Strike; and granted

PAIC and Global’s Modonfur'l‘mylniuwﬁon.‘ w, Hutson appealed the Decamber

'NM'OWMWMMMQ.MMmMW
refexance harain.
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9, 2020, Orders and, after extensive motions practice at the appellats level, withdrew the sppeal,
lending to the Court of Appeals to enter a dismissal on March 8, 2022. |
| Hutson responded to those orders by suing Judge Hood. Hutaon v, Hood, No. 2021-CP-
4000946 (Richland County Comm. Pl.) That suit was dismissed on October 8, 2021.
wy.nmmwmdmmnmmmuumu States
District Court for the District of South Carolina. The first was filed on March 22, 2022—just two
weeks after the dismissal of Hutson’s sppeal in this action. Hutaon v, Harper, No. 2:22-cv-00941-
DCN-MHC (D.S.C.)) Hutson sued PAIC, Global, Newton, Stegmaier, TLC, and sovearal other
attomeys that were involved in prior Big Water Resort  litigation. Hutson claimed that the
wm'ﬁ:mmmmm.mwwum;amvbwms«mm:
rights. This suit was digmissed without prejudics in pre-savice review for lack of subjoct matter
juriatiction. The court found that “Hutson’s Seventh Amendment claim is . .. not a visble federal
csuse of action.”

Hutson filed snother suit making similar claims— this time based on alloged Fourtasath
Amendment violations, Huteon v, Heroer, No. 2:23-cv-3543-DCN (D.S.C.). This suit was again
dismissed based on lack of subject matter jurisdiction. The court found that the “state action”
requirement for a proceeding under 42 US.C. § 1983 wnnatmd.

Undeterred, Hutson filed a third action in federal coust earlier this year. Hutaon v, Harar,
No. 2:24-cv-4357-DCN-MGB (D.S.C.) Hutson once again made tho same bascless allegations
that the defendumts all knew that Hutson was defrauded in the 2010 Land Deal and failed to report
it to a court. Several defemdants filed motions to dismiss in that suit seeking to stop Hutson's
endless regurgitation of the same frivolous allegations in cort filings. In opposition to one of
thoeo motions, Hutson recently ngued that simply becauso dismissals for Iack of subject matter
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jurisdiction are without prejudice, ho has the right to continue filing suits at will, In essence,
Hutsan argued his suit should procaed because the court lacks subject matter jurisdiction. This
exhibits malicions intent to litigate for the sole purpose of harassment and defmation.

This Court has entered a temporary injunction mauiring Hutson to stop filing frivolous,
vexatious, and repetitive suits roganding Big Water Resort. A federal court sanctioned Hutson for
filing the same false allegations that be is stll riterating eight years later. Hutson's pattam of
siamode’t coationes Sifhs siisenent Consaquanty, this Court finds that Hutson has
axhibited a continuing pattern of misconduct neceasitating 8 parmanant injunction.

CONCLUBIONS OF LAW

“In cases where an injunction is sought.... the court must deal with the conflicting interests
of [the parties] by balancing the benefits of an injunction to the plaintiff against the incanvenience
and demage to the defendant, and grant or deny an injunctian as seem most consistent with justice
and equity under the circumstances of the case.” Shaw v. Colaman, 373 S.C. 485, 498, 645 S.B.2d
252, 258 (Ct. App. 2007). “The ramedy of injunction is a drastic one and should be cautioualy
spplied only when legal rights are unlawfully invaded or legal duties are willfully or wantonly
neglected.” [d, |

A.  Balancing of the Interests

In weighing the interests and damage of all parties, the Court finds that Plaintiffa have
suffired, and will contimue to suffe, substantial harm associsted with the time and costs they will
incur in defnding against further litigation by Hutson and they cannot be adequataly cumpenaated
wi!hmdnnminlishtofﬂm‘llimitedwm Hutson has filed
oumerous suits and motions in past litigation in both state and fedaral court which impose a
Mﬂlhﬂdmofﬁmemdm@yﬁ)rpwmohu?mn Defendam Hutson has no
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intevest to gain in filing future actions against Plaintiffs as he has had scant success in his prior
offoxts and therefore suffarad no damage in the granting of an injunction.

B.  DueCsation Paid to the Drastic Natare of Remedy

mcmmmeélsﬂcmdmymmﬁmcﬁmmdhwy
cantions when imposing one that prohibits a citizen of this State access to our Courts and Justice
Systam. The weight of this decision is not lost on this:Cowrt. Despite the significance of the
injanction, there is substantial evidence of Hutson’s excessive, improper, and harassing litigation
mduhispaindamdwtinﬁﬂhamofit.indeq)lyuwblingtothocm Mr. Hutson's
actions have sought to impede and provent the fair adminisiration. of justice, thus warranting the
imposition of an injunction to presarve the right and access to justice for all citizana of this State.

~ CONCLUSION ,

HISORDMPMPMMQWWMGIMM
Group, LLC’s Motion for Pamgpont Injunction is bereby GRANTED. Defendant Morris Beach
South Carolina (s) against Pean America Insurance Company, Global Indemmnity Group, LLC,
W&%P.&MSM&.MB&.M&WP&JMW
,{‘J.R."Mwl:hy.Ithmﬂnd,ndlaMchwM,or(b)"mwthedm.Mmkd_

the G. Nettles.

[JUDICIAL E-SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW]
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‘STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ; IN T OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF RICHLAND ; JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Penn Amearics Insurance Compeny and ) No.. 2020CP4003810
Appellant, ) \
v. ; CATE OF SERVICE
Marris Beach Hutaon a/k/a M.B. Hutson, ;
Respondents. ; \ |
l
The undersigned hareby custifics that ho cansed bimadmtbﬁ:llowhunnd
individnal with a copy of the plesting indicated batow by’ a copy of same to him in the
United-States mail with sufficient postage affixed thereto ndd:-clmiymlrbdonthe
date indicated below:
RECEIVET}
M. B. Hutson s
1545 Biltmwre Street | OCT 07 2026
Orangrbarg; SC 29115 |
Plaintifyf Pro Se

1
l
| ‘\ SC Court oprpeaIs
ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFFS PENN AMEE
AND GLOBAL INDEMNITY GROUP,
PERMANENT RESTRAINING ORDER

Jammary 9, 2025 ) ~ ATTORINEY FOR PENN AMERICA
Cobumbia, South Carolina COMPANY AND GLOBAL






