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Serge R. Wandji 
579 Folly Road 
P.O. Box 12112 
Charleston SC, 29422 
February 3, 2025 


Catherine S. Harrison 
Chief Deputy Clerk 
PO Box 11629 
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 
ctappfilings@sccourts.org 


Re: Serge R. Wandji v. The Regional Medical Center 
Appellate Case No. 2025-000108 


Dear Chief Deputy Clerk Harrison, 


I am writing in response to the letter submitted by Amanda C. Williams, dated January 31, 2025, 
regarding the above-referenced appeal. Ms. Williams’ account of the events surrounding the 
Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment contains inaccuracies and misrepresentations that I 
must respectfully address to clarify the record. 


Procedural Misstatements and Key Facts 


1. On September 24, 2024 Mrs. Amanda Williams, counsel for the Defendants formally 
filed a Motion for a Summary Judgment. The Discovery process was still ongoing. 


2. September 26, 2024 Filing: Contrary to Ms. Williams’ letter, I did not file a formal 
Opposition Brief on September 26, 2024. Instead, I submitted a preliminary response, 
committing to file a more comprehensive memorandum addressing the pretextual nature 
of the Defendant’s arguments once the discovery process was complete. Again, the 
discovery was ongoing, and critical documents requested from the Defendant had yet to 
be produced. 


3. November 4, 2024 Filing: Ms. Williams incorrectly describes my November 4, 2024 
filing as an “Opposition Brief.” On this date, I formally filed a Motion to Oppose the 
Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment. This motion was grounded on the fact that 
the Defendant’s Motion for summary judgment was premature due to the incomplete 
discovery process, which limited my ability to present evidence essential to contesting 
the Defendant’s claims. No formal ruling was ever issued on this motion. 


4. November 13, 2024 Filing by Defendant: On the afternoon of November 13, 2024—
just one day before the hearing—Ms. Williams filed the Defendant’s Memorandum in 
support of their Motion for Summary Judgment. That same day, I received an email from 
Ms. Williams, finally producing critical discovery documents I had long requested, which 
were pivotal to my ability to prepare a comprehensive opposition Memorandum. 


5. November 14, 2024 Hearing: At this hearing, only Ms. Williams, counsel for the 
Defendant, presented oral arguments in support to her motion for a summary judgment. 
As a Pro Se Plaintiff, I was not permitted to present any oral argument. This judge’s 
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restriction stemmed from my November 4, 2024 Motion, grounded on the fact that the 
Defendant’s Motion filing was premature due to the incomplete discovery process. 
Instead, Judge Murphy directed me to file a formal Memorandum in Opposition to the 
Defendant’s Motion for a summary judgment within one week, a directive I complied 
with by submitting my first and only memorandum on November 21, 2024. 


6. December 16, 2024 Decision: Judge Murphy’s decision granting the Defendant’s 
Motion for Summary Judgment was issued via email notification on December 16, 2024, 
without any subsequent hearing. The decision appears to have been based primarily on 
written submissions and did not involve oral arguments from both parties following the 
submission of memoranda, as incorrectly characterized in Ms. Williams’ letter. 


The November 14, 2024 hearing solely consisted of oral arguments presented by the Defendant’s 
counsel, Ms. Williams, with no oral argument permitted from me, the Pro Se Plaintiff. 
Additionally, the only memorandum submitted to the court by that date was from the Defendant. 
Therefore, any transcript from this hearing would not reflect any substantive participation or 
arguments from my side. For this reason, I did not request a copy of a transcript, as there was no 
hearing that involved oral argument exchanges between both parties, either before or after the 
submission of our respective memoranda. 


However, if the Appellate Court deems it necessary for clarification purposes, and request it 
from me, I will promptly obtain a transcript of the November 14, 2024 hearing from the lower 
court in Orangeburg South Carolina, and provide it as needed. 
 


Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require 
further details or documentation. 


With kind regards I am. 


 


Charleston February 3, 2025 


 


Sincerely, 


 


s/Serge Wandji 


 


cc: Amanda C. Williams 


 






