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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

) FOR THE 9th JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) 

) CASE NO.: 2022-CP-10-02743 

M. Edward Wilson Jr., ) 

) 

) ORDER ON DEFENDANT’S 

 Plaintiffs, ) MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 

v )       

) 

Marquee Limo Co., LLC, ) 

) 

Defendant. ) 

) 

Presiding Judge: Hon. Deadra L. Jefferson 

Plaintiff’s Attorney: Ellis I. Kahn, Esq.  

Wes B. Allison, Esq.  

Defendant’s Attorney: Jeffrey M. Crudup, Esq.  

Renate Hohman, Esq.  

Date of Hearing: March 17-19, 2025 

Court Reporter: Maria Klein, DCRP  

THIS MATTER comes before the Court on Defendant’s Motion for New Trial, filed with 

the Charleston County Clerk of Court on March 28, 2025, it was received by the Court on  March 28, 

2025. A jury trial was held from March 17, 2025 until March 19, 2025 at which time a verdict was rendered 

in favor of the Plaintiff in the amount of Three Million Three Hundred Fifty and 00/100 ($3,350,000.00) 

Dollars in Actual Damages. The Defendant was entitled to a setoff of One Million Five Hundred and 

00/100 ($1,500,000.00) Dollars. Judgment is entered in favor of the Plaintiff against the Defendant 

Marquee Limo Co., LLC1 in the amount of One Million Eight Hundred Fifty and 00/100 ($1,850,000) 

Dollars.2  Representing the Plaintiff at trial was Ellis I. Kahn, Esq. and Wes B. Allison, Esq. Representing 

the Defendants was Jeffrey M. Crudup, Esq. and Renate Hohman, Esq. 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Plaintiff brought a lawsuit against Defendants for a motor vehicle pedestrian accident that 

occurred on April 12, 2021. Plaintiff was injured when a Ford Expedition owned and operated by the 

1 The parties, by stipulation, dismissed Defendant Paul Brown as a party on March 17, 2025 at the close of the Plaintiff’s 

case.            . 
2 The Plaintiff withdrew his request for punitive damages at the close of his case. 
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Defendant, Marquee Limo Co., LLC, struck him in a crosswalk near the Medical University of South 

Carolina.  

 Promptly after the verdict and discharge of the jury, the Court required that all post-trial 

motions be made at that time. The Plaintiff made no post-trial motions. Defendant requested ten (10) 

days to make post-trial motions. That request was heard and respectfully denied by this Court.3 The 

Defense did not object. Defense Counsel then moved for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 

pursuant to Rule 50, SCRCP. Defense Counsel presented their basis for the motion, and it was denied by 

this Court. The Court issued its Order denying the Motion for JNOV and entering judgment on March 

25, 2025.4 The Court’s instructions to Counsel were clear that it was requiring all post-trial motions be 

argued in full or the Court would consider them waived. 

 Defendant moves this Court for a new trial pursuant to Rule 59, SCRCP, on grounds this Court 

“improperly instructed the jury on speculative damages and the requirements that damages be 

ascertainable with a reasonable degree of certainty.” (Defense Motion pg. 1). The motion asks this Court 

to act as the “13th juror” because the verdict is not justified by the evidence.5 However, this Court notes 

that Defense counsel failed to make a contemporaneous objection preserving the issue now raised. A 

charge conference was held and no objections were interposed to the Court’s instructions. Additionally, 

no contemporaneous objections were made at the close of the Court’s instructions to the jury after the 

Court’s inquiry regarding same. Any contemporaneous objections made were heard and ruled on by the 

Court, are reflected in the trial transcript, and preserved for appellate review. Creech v. South Carolina 

                                                           

3 The Court, very clearly, advised Defense Counsel that it was requiring that all post-trial motions be made promptly after the 

verdict and discharge of the jury. The Court also clearly articulated and provided the basis for the requirement and its 

preference.  
4 The Court denied the Motion for JNOV on March 19, 2025, and made contemporaneous findings of fact and conclusions of 

law which were incorporated in the written Order as if stated verbatim. 
5 While this motion is postured as one for a New Trial pursuant to Rule 59, SCRCP, the arguments made simply mirror the 

arguments made by the Defense in support of its original motion for JNOV. 
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Wildlife and Marine Resources Dept., 328 S.C. 24, 491 S.E.2d 571 (1997). Post-trial motions are not 

necessary to preserve issues that have been ruled upon at trial. Bailey v. Segars, 346 S.C. 359, 550 

S.E.2d 910 (Ct. App. 2001). 

 Under Rule 59(b), SCRCP, the motion for a new trial shall be made promptly after the 

jury is discharged, or in the discretion of the court not later than 10 days thereafter. “In jury trials, post-

trial motions are made promptly at the end of the trial, or at the time the court, upon motion, may grant 

an additional ten days to make them.” Boone v. Goodwin, 314 S.C. 374, 444 S.E.2d 524 (1994).  

 Here, the Court required post-trial motions promptly after the verdict and the jury was 

discharged. Thereafter, the Defense request for an additional ten (10) days for filing Motions after the 

verdict was returned was denied. To allow counsel to disregard the Court’s ruling would be an open 

invitation to ignore the dictates of the rules and the Court. 

 Given the Court’s clear discretion and its requirement that post-trial motions be made 

immediately after the verdict and discharge of the jury, the Defense Motion for New Trial is not timely 

and is without merit and is therefore Denied.  

 IT IS SO ORDERED.  

        ___________________________ 

        Hon. Deadra L. Jefferson  

        Presiding Judge 

        Ninth Judicial Circuit  

June 4, 2025 

Charleston, South Carolina  
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Charleston Common Pleas

Case Caption: M Edward Wilson Jr VS Paul  Brown , defendant, et al

Case Number: 2022CP1002743

Type: Order/Other

IT IS SO ORDERED.

s/D.L. Jefferson Ninth Judicial Circuit Judge 2128

Electronically signed on 2025-06-04 17:44:11     page 4 of 4
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