From: Serge Wandji

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: Williams, Amanda C.

Subject: Filing — Appellant’s Return in Opposition (Case No. 2025-000108)
Date: Monday, August 25, 2025 10:30:21 AM

Attachments: Cover letter Return to Motion to Modidy ROA.docx

Return Final.docx
Proof of Service Return to Motion to Modify ROA.docx

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Dear Mrs. Kitchings,
Please find attached for filing in the above-referenced matter:

1. Appellant’s Return in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Modify the Record on
Appeal and Hold Time in Abeyance

2. Cover Letter
3. Proof of Service on Respondent

Kindly docket these materials accordingly. Please let me know if any additional information is
needed.

Respectfully,

Serge R. Wandji

Appellant, Pro Se

579 Folly Road, P.O. Box 12112
Charleston, SC 29422


mailto:sergewandji@gmail.com
mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org
mailto:amandawilliams@parkerpoe.com



Serge Wandji
579 Folly Road
P.O. Box 12112
Charleston, SC 29422
sergewandji@gmail.com
(678) 612-9649

August 25, 2025

South Carolina Court of Appeals
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings                                                                                       P.O. Box 11629 Columbia, SC 29211

Re: Serge Wandji v. The Regional Medical Center: Case No: 2023-CP-38-00331
Appellate Case No. 2025-000108



Dear Mrs. Kitchings,

Please find attached for filing in the above-referenced matter my Return in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Modify the Record on Appeal and Hold Time in Abeyance. I respectfully request that this document be docketed accordingly.

Thank you for your assistance and for your continued attention to this case. Please let me know if you require any additional information or further steps on my part.

Respectfully submitted,



s/Serge R. Wandji
Appellant, Pro Se
579 Folly Road, P.O. Box 12112
Charleston, SC 29422
Email: sergewandji@gmail.com



Enc.

cc. Amanda Williams (w/enc.) (email/mail)






	

Appellant, appearing pro se, respectfully submits this Return in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Modify the Record on Appeal and Hold Time in Abeyance.

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

Cases

· Hamilton v. Greyhound Lines East, 281 S.C. 442, 316 S.E.2d 368 (1984)
Establishes that the burden is on the appellant to provide a record sufficient for appellate review. This supports Appellant’s inclusion of all materials, such as pages 219–221, to ensure meaningful review.

· Helms Realty, Inc. v. Gibson-Wall Co., 363 S.C. 334, 611 S.E.2d 485 (2005)
Confirms that appellate review is confined to the record on appeal. By law, this Court cannot look outside the record, making it essential that the record contain complete orders and referenced discovery requests.

· Solley v. Navy Fed. Credit Union, 397 S.C. 192, 723 S.E.2d 597 (Ct. App. 2012)
Illustrates that missing or incomplete documents constrain appellate review. Supports the principle that supplementation, not exclusion, is the proper remedy when necessary materials are in question.

Rules

· Rule 210(c), SCACR – Contents of the Record on Appeal
Requires inclusion of all orders, judgments, pleadings, exhibits, and other materials necessary for review. Respondent’s objections target documents that fall squarely within this rule.

· Rule 210(h), SCACR – Review confined to the record
Bars the Court from considering matters not in the record. Demonstrates why essential discovery requests (pp. 219–221) cannot be excluded without impairing review.

· Rule 211(a), SCACR – Briefing deadlines
Sets a 20-day deadline after service of the Record on Appeal for the Respondent’s brief. Highlights that Respondent has shown no “good cause” to disturb the schedule.

· Rule 212, SCACR – Supplemental Record on Appeal
Provides the mechanism to cure omissions or clarify documents by supplementation. Undercuts Respondent’s demand to hold the schedule in abeyance.

· Rule 60(a), SCRCP – Clerical Mistakes
Authorizes correction of clerical errors “at any time” with leave of the appellate court. Demonstrates that minor formatting, indexing, or numbering issues can be corrected without halting proceedings.

I. Procedural Background and Respondent’s Repetitive Filings

On August 7, 2025, Appellant filed the Record on Appeal and served Respondent. Under Rule 211(a), SCACR, Respondent’s Final Brief is due no later than September 2, 2025. Instead of proceeding under that schedule, Respondent filed the instant motion on August 21, 2025, seeking to halt proceedings over alleged record deficiencies.                                                                       This pattern mirrors Respondent’s prior motions in both trial court and this Court, which consumed time and resources but were largely denied. Such repetitive filings have no substantive purpose and only serve to postpone appellate review.

II. Governing Rules Require Targeted Correction, Not Delay

South Carolina appellate procedure provides clear mechanisms to address record irregularities without disturbing briefing deadlines:

· Rule 210(c), SCACR requires the Record to contain all materials necessary for appellate review.

· Rule 210(h), SCACR confines this Court’s review strictly to the Record.

· Rule 212, SCACR permits supplementation of the Record to cure minor omissions or clarify documents.

· Rule 60(a), SCRCP authorizes correction of clerical errors “at any time,” even while an appeal is pending, with leave of the appellate court.

None of these rules envision suspending the appellate timeline over clerical or formatting issues. Courts instead emphasize targeted supplementation or correction.

III. The Record on Appeal Substantially Complies with Rule 210

Appellant’s Record includes all orders, judgments, pleadings, transcripts, and exhibits required by Rule 210(c). Respondent’s alleged “errors” fall into two categories: either immaterial clerical issues correctable under Rule 60(a), or ministerial supplementation permissible under Rule 212.

1. Error #1 – Dismissal Order: The Order is in the Record, with filing notice. If the Court desires a more complete copy, Appellant can promptly supplement under Rule 212 without prejudice or delay.

2. Error #2 – Summary Judgment Exhibits: The full memorandum and exhibits are included. Minor formatting differences do not alter content, and the allegedly “illegible” page (162) is duplicative of the termination email located at page 433, eliminating any prejudice.

3. Error #3 – Order Granting Summary Judgment: The Order is included in full, with pages 211–212 and 215 reflecting the filed order from the county docket. A clerical index misdate is harmless and correctable under Rule 60(a).

IV. Respondent’s “Error #4” Claim Must Be Rejected

Respondent seeks to exclude pages 219–221, which contain Appellant’s Court-Ordered Rewritten Requests for Production and Interrogatories expressly incorporated into Judge McGee’s November 5, 2024, Form 4 Order on Motion to Compel.

· On page 217, Judge McGee ordered: “As for Request Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, Defendant shall produce any documents it has possession, custody, or control over that relate to Plaintiff’s employment, insurance claim, and workers’ compensation claim.”

· Pages 219–221 define those Requests. Without them, this Court cannot determine what Judge McGee ordered or whether Respondent complied.

Exclusion would therefore deprive the appellate record of the very foundation of the Order and contravene Rule 210(c), which requires inclusion of all material necessary for review.                   More importantly, these pages demonstrate that Respondent never fully complied with Judge McGee’s directive and that discovery remained incomplete when summary judgment was granted. Appellant had filed a Motion on November 4, 2024 to hold summary judgment in abeyance pending discovery, a motion that was never adjudicated. The presence of pp. 219–221 is essential for this Court to assess whether summary judgment was prematurely entered in violation of fundamental fairness.                                                                                                       South Carolina precedent makes clear that the burden rests on the appellant to furnish an adequate record for review (Hamilton v. Greyhound Lines East, 281 S.C. 442, 316 S.E.2d 368 (1984); Helms Realty, Inc. v. Gibson-Wall Co., 363 S.C. 334, 611 S.E.2d 485 (2005); Solley v. Navy Fed. Credit Union, 397 S.C. 192, 723 S.E.2d 597 (Ct. App. 2012)). These cases support inclusion of necessary documents, not exclusion. Accordingly, Respondent’s “Error #4” claim must be rejected, and pp. 219–221 must remain.

V. Prejudice from Continued Delay

Granting Respondent’s request to hold time in abeyance would undermine Appellant’s right to timely review under Rule 211(a), reward repetitive filings, and unduly burden a pro se litigant who has complied with all rules in good faith. South Carolina appellate practice does not permit briefing deadlines to be disturbed absent good cause, which Respondent has not shown.

VI. Relief Requested

For these reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court:

1. Deny Respondent’s Motion to Modify the Record on Appeal and Hold Time in Abeyance;

2. Direct Respondent to file its Final Brief under the current schedule set by Rule 211(a), SCACR;

3. Permit supplementation of the Record, if necessary, under Rule 212, SCACR, without altering deadlines; and

4. Grant such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted,



s/ Serge R. Wandji, Appellant Pro Se
579 Folly Road, P.O. Box 12112
Charleston, SC 29422
Email: sergewandji@gmail.com

Date: August 25, 2025
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PROOF OF SERVICE



I hereby certify that on this 11th day of August 2025, a true and correct copy of the  APPELLANT’S RETURN IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO MODIFY THE RECORD ON APPEAL AND HOLD TIME IN ABEYANCE

was served upon the following party via certified mail, and email to the Defendants Attorney in file as followed:





Mrs. Amanda C. Williams

PARKER POE ADAMS & BERNSTEIN L.L.C.

Attorney for Defendants

850 Morrison Drive, Suite 400

Charleston, SC 29403

amandawilliams@parkerpoe.com





August 25, 2025

s/Serge Wandji

579 Folly Rd. P.O. Box 12112,

Charleston SC, 29422

sergewandji@gmail.com


