From: Edward Pritchard

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: Jordan Crapps; Clay Mitchell

Subject: Andrew J. Jaeger and SLP Advisory LLC, Appellants v. WCM Global Wealth LLC, Respondent, Appeal from the
Greenville County Court of Common Pleas, Case No. 2023-CP-23-03724

Date: Thursday, December 18, 2025 6:13:49 PM

Attachments: 25.12 December 18, 2025, Letter to Clerk of COA enclosing NOA.pdf

25.12 December 18, 2025, Notice of Intent to Appeal.pdf

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

Good afternoon, Ms. Kitchings,

Enclosed herewith please find a correspondence from me to you together with a Notice
of Appeal for filing as referenced therein.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Edward K. Pritchard, 111, Esq.

. PRITCHARD
Law GCROUP

8 Cumberland Street, Suite 200
Charleston, South Carolina 29401
Phone: (843) 722-3300; Fax: (843) 722-3379

Email: epritchard@pritchardlawgroup.com

NOTICE: While Pritchard Law Group, LLC, does not render tax advice, it nevertheless advises the following,
pursuant to IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To comply with certain U.S. Treasury Regulations, please be advised that,
unless expressly stated otherwise, any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this communication, including
attachments, was not and is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used, by any taxpayer for the purpose
of avoiding any penalties that may be imposed on such taxpayer by the Internal Revenue Service. In addition, if any
such tax advice is used or referred to by any other parties in promoting, marketing or recommending any partnership
or other entity, investment plan or arrangement, then (i) the advice should be construed as written in connection with
the promotion or marketing by others of the transaction(s) or matter(s) addressed in this communication, and (ii) the
taxpayer should seek advice based on the taxpayer’s particular circumstances from an independent tax

advisor. CONFIDENTIAL: This communication originates from Pritchard Law Group, LLC. This message and
any file transmitted with it contain confidential information which may be subject to the attorney-client privilege, or
otherwise protected against unauthorized use. The information contained in this message and any file transmitted
with it is transmitted in this form based on a reasonable expectation of privacy consistent with ABA Formal Opinion
No. 99-413. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any reading,
dissemination, disclosure, distribution, copying or use of the information by anyone other than the intended
recipient, regardless of address or routing, is strictly prohibited. All attachments are believed to be free of viruses,
but any attachment should be checked for viruses before being opened. If you have received this message in error,
please notify the sender immediately by telephone at (843) 722-3300 or by electronic mail, and delete this message
and all copies and backups thereof. Personal messages express views solely of the sender and are not attributable to
Pritchard Law Group, LLC. For technical reasons, Pritchard Law Group, LLC, is unable to screen your e-mail
immediately upon receipt for time sensitivity, including meeting deadlines. Please be advised that Pritchard Law
Group, LLC, must decline responsibility for the reading of e-mails in time to take measures to meet deadlines or to
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- pritchard

Edward K. Pritchard, III, Esq.
Certified Mediator
E-mail: epritchard@pritcahardlawgroup.com

December 18, 2025

ViA E-MAIL

VIA UNITED STATES MAIL

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings, Clerk
South Carolina Court of Appeals

Post Office Box 11629

Columbia, South Carolina 29211

RE: Case Caption: Andrew J. Jaeger and SLP Advisory, LLC, Appellants v. WCM
Global Wealth, LLC, Respondent.
Appeal from the Greenville County court of Common Pleas, Case No. 2023-CP-
23-03724

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Please find enclosed for filing a Notice of Appeal in connection with the above (via the
South Carolina Appellate Court Case Management System only) a check in the amount of $250.00
made payable to the order of the South Carolina Court of Appeals for the filing fee Notice of
Appeal (via United States Mail only) in connection with the above.

With warmest personal regards, I am
Respectfully,
Edward K. Pritchard III, Esq.

Attorney for Appellants, Andrew J.
Jaeger and SLP Advisory, LLC

oe: Jordan M. Crapps, Esq. (via e-mail and SC Courts E-Filing System) (w/enclosure)
J. Clayton Mitchell, Esq. (via e-mail and SC Courts E-Filing System) (w/enclosure)

8 Cumberland Street, Suite 200, Charleston, SC 29401 = 843-722-3300






THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM THE GREENVILLE COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
THE HONORABLE WILLIAM C. MCMASTER, 111
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
Docket No. 2023-CP-23-03724

Andrew J. Jaeger and SLP Advisory, LLC......... ... ... ... ... ... . ... .. .. ... Appellants,

WCM Global Wealth, LLC . .. ... .. e Respondent.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT Appellants, Andrew J. Jaeger and SLP Advisory, LLC,
hereby appeal the order of The Honorable William C. McMaster, 111, dated and filed May 1, 2025,
granting Respondent’s Motion to Compel, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A, and
incorporated herein by reference (hereinafter referred to as the “May 1 Order”), the order of The
Honorable William C. McMaster, III, dated and filed June 3, 2025, denying Appellants’ Motion
to Alter or Amend the May 1 Order, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, and incorpo-
rated herein by reference (hereinafter referred to as the “June 3 Order”), the order of The Honorable
William C. McMaster, 111, dated and filed September 26, 2025, holding Appellants in contempt of
Court, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit C, and incorporated herein by reference (here-
inafter referred to as the “September 26 Order”), and the order of The Honorable William C.
McMaster, II1, dated and filed December 1, 2025, denying Appellants’ Motion to Alter or Amend

the September 26 Order, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit D, and incorporated herein
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by reference (hereinafter referred to as the “December 1 Order”). This appeal is taken pursuant to

pursuant to Sections 14-3-330(1) and (2)(a), CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA, 1976, on the

following grounds:

1.

That the September 26 Order holds Appellants in contempt of court. A party held in con-
tempt for failure to comply with a discovery order may immediately appeal the contempt
order. See Ex parte Whetstone, 289 S.C. 580, 580, 347 S.E.2d 881, 881-882 (1986)
(“We now hold that an order directing a non-party to submit to discovery is not immedi-
ately appealable. Instead of appealing immediately, a non-party has two alterna-
tives. He may either comply with the discovery order and waive any right to challenge it
on appeal, or refuse to comply with the order and appeal after he is held in contempt for
his failure to comply.”); see also Tucker v. Honda of South Carolina Mfg., 354 S.C. 574,
577, 582 S.E.2d 405, 406 (2003) (“[A]n order compelling discovery does not ordinarily
involve the merits of the case and may not be appealed. Since a contempt order is final in
nature, an order compelling discovery may be appealed only after the trial court holds a
party in contempt. Thus, a party may comply with the order and waive any right to chal-
lenge it on appeal or refuse to comply with the order, be cited for contempt, and appeal.”).
That the May 1 Order compels the production of materials which Appellants maintain are
privileged, and thus, compels the production of the very thing Appellants seek to protect
from discovery, and, therefore, an immediate appeal of the May 1 Order is warranted and
allowed. See City of Columbia v. American Civil Liberties Union of South Carolina, Inc.,
323 S.C. 384, 475 S.E.2d 747 (1995).

That the May 1 Order may be considered in this appeal in that the May 1 Order is the

foundation upon which the September 26 Order holding Appellants in contempt is based,
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and, thus, consideration of the May 1 Order is subsumed in and is necessary to the consid-
eration of the September 26 Order, the May 1 Order, presents appealable issues and its
consideration will prevent unnecessary additional litigation. See Pruitt v. Bowers, 330 S.C.
483, 488 — 489, 499 S.E.2d 250 (Ct. App. 1998) (“appeal of the amendment order is inter-
locutory and generally not appealable, but may be considered by this court because it ac-
companies the appeal of the grant of Poore's motion for summary judgment”); see also
Briggs v. Richardson, 273 S.C. 376,379, n.1, 256 S.E.2d 544, 546, n.1 (1979) (“While not
normally appealable, this issue is before the Court due to the appealability of the first is-
sue.”); Hedgepath v. American Tel. &amp; Tel. Co., 348 S.C. 340, 559 S.E.2d 327 (Ct.
App. 2001)(discussing instances in which an otherwise unappealable interlocutory order
denying summary judgment has been considered in conjunction with an appeal of an ap-
pealable interlocutory order citing, among other cases, Pruitt v. Bowers, supra).

Appellant received written notice of entry of the May 1, 2025, Order on May 1, 2025, June

3 Order on June 3, 3025, the September 26 Order on September 26, 2025, and the December 1,

Order and on December 1, 2025. See Rule 203(b)(1), S.C.A.C.R. (“A notice of appeal shall be

served on all respondents within thirty (30) days after receipt of written notice of entry of the order

or judgment. When a timely motion . . . to alter or amend the judgment (Rules 52 and 59, SCRCP)

... has been made, the time for appeal for all parties shall be stayed and shall run from receipt of

written notice of entry of the order granting or denying such motion.”).

[THIS SPACE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]

[SIGNATURE APPEARS ON NEXT PAGE]
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December 17, 2025
Columbia, South Carolina

PRITCHARD LAW GROUP, LLC

/s/ Edward K. Pritchard 111

Edward K. Pritchard, III, Esq.

South Carolina Bar No. 9710

E-mail: Epritchard@pritchardlawgroup.com
8 Cumberland Street, Suite 200 (29401)
Post Office Box 630

Charleston, South Carolina 29402-0630
Phone: (843) 722-3300

Fax: (843) 722-3379

Attorneys for Appellants Andrew J. Jaeger
and SLP Advisory, LLC

OTHER COUNSEL OF RECORD:

Jordan M. Crapps, Esq.

South Carolina Bar No.100580
E-mail: jcrapps@gwblawfirm.com

J. Clayton Mitchell, Esq.

South Carolina Bar No. 101443
E-mail: cmitchell@gwblawfirm.com
GALLIVAN, WHITE & BOYD, P.A.
1201 Main Street, Suite 1200

Post Office Box 7368

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-7368
Phone: (803) 779-1833

Fax: (803) 779-1767

Attorneys for Respondent

WCM Global Wealth, LLC

Page 4 of 6



mailto:Epritchard@pritchardlawgroup.com

mailto:jcrapps@gwblawfirm.com

mailto:cmitchell@gwblawfirm.com



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM THE GREENVILLE COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM C. MCMASTER, 111
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE

Docket No. 2023-CP-23-03724

Andrew J. Jaeger and SLP Advisory, LLC......... ... ... ... ... ... ... . .. ... .. Appellants,

WCM Global Wealth, LLC . .. ... .. e Respondent.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have filed and served the Notice of Appeal in the above-captioned
matter on December 18, 2025, with and on the following via the SC Courts E-Filing System:

The Honorable Jay Gresham
OFFICE OF THE GREENVILLE COUNTY CLERK OF COURT
Greenville County Courthouse
305 East North Street
Greenville, South Carolina 29601

Jordan M. Crapps, Esq.

South Carolina Bar No.100580
E-mail: jcrapps@gwblawfirm.com
J. Clayton Mitchell, Esq.

South Carolina Bar No. 101443
E-mail: cmitchell@gwblawfirm.com
GALLIVAN, WHITE & BOYD, P.A.
1201 Main Street, Suite 1200
Post Office Box 7368
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-7368
Phone: (803) 779-1833
Fax: (803) 779-1767
Attorneys for Respondent
WCM Global Wealth, LLC
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Respectfully submitted,
PRITCHARD LAW GROUP, LLC

/s/ Edward K. Pritchard 111
Edward K. Pritchard III, Esq.

Attorneys for Appellants Andrew J. Jaeger
and SLP Advisory, LLC
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EXHIBIT A





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
WCM Global Wealth, LLC, CIA#: 2023-CP-23-03724
Plaintiff, ORDER
VS.
Andrew J. Jaeger and SLP Advisory, LLC,
Defendants.

This matter is before the Court on two motions to compel discovery filed by Plaintiff WCM
Global Wealth, LLC (hereinafter “WCM” or “Plaintiff”’). The first motion, filed November 8,
2023, relates to discovery served December 15, 2023 (the “First Motion”). The second motion,
filed December 30, 2024, relates to discovery served October 1, 2024 (the “Second Motion”). Both
Motions were heard before the Honorable William C. McMaster on January 30, 2025. At that
hearing, Jordan Crapps appeared on behalf of the Plaintiff and Edward Pritchard appeared on
behalf of Defendants. At the Hearing, Defendants Andrew J. Jaeger and SLP Advisory, LLC were
instructed to provide Plaintiff a privilege log and any responsive documents within ten (10) days
and, then, the Parties were to report back to the Court if any issues related to either Motion
remained outstanding.

On March 24, 2025, Defendants provided privilege logs related to communications
between Defendants and two of Defendants’ former clients — Ronald Evans and Rom Kellis. Two
days later, on March 26, 2025, Defendants provided supplemental discovery responses and sixty

(60) pages of redacted communications between Mr. Jaeger and Ronald Evans. Based on
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communications with the Parties following the Hearing, the Court instructed the parties to advise
the Court on the remaining discovery issues by Friday, April 4, 2025 at 5:00 PM. Plaintiff
submitted a timely Supplemental Memorandum in response to the Court’s Request (the
“Supplemental Memorandum”).

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. Defendants are Ordered to fully and completely respond to the Requests identified as
Item (a) and Item (b) as detailed in Plaintiff’s Supplemental Memorandum.

Plaintiff issued the following requests for production to Defendants:

(@) “For the time period July 1, 2022 through present, produce any and all
Communications, notes of communications, Electronically Stored Information,
or other Documents consisting of or related to communication by, between or
among Defendants and any person (or persons) identified by Andrew Jaeger in
response to Plaintiffs’ Interrogatory number three related to (1) WCM Global
Wealth, LLC or any employee, agent or representative thereof, (2) Erik Weir,
(3) Edisto River Investors, LLC, (4) SC Strategic Opportunity Fund, LLC, SC
Strategic Opportunity Fund Il, LLC, (5) AV Real Estate Fund, LLC, (6) any
other investment, opportunity, or fund offered by WCM Global Wealth, LLC
and/or (7) any investment position held by the person identified or advice or
analysis regarding other potential investment positions” (Plaintiff’s
Supplemental Requests for Production, Request for Production #1); and

(b) “For the time period July 1, 2022 through present, produce any and all
Communications, notes of communications, Electronically Stored Information,
or other Documents consisting of or related to communication by, between or
among Defendants and any client or former client of WCM Global Wealth,
LLC.” (Plaintiff’s Supplemental Requests for Production, Request for
Production #2)

To date, Defendants have only provided privilege logs and redacted documents related to
communications between Defendants and two former clients: Rom Kellis and Ronald Evans which
were also identified as witnesses in response to Interrogatories. However, Supplemental Request
#2 requests communications with any client or former client of WCM Global Wealth — not just

Rom Kellis and Ronald Evans. While Rom Kellis and Ronald Evans are former clients and,

therefore, their communications would be responsive to Supplemental Request #2, requests (a)
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and (b) are not so limited. There is no basis for Defendants’ unilateral restriction of responsive
documents to Rom Kellis and Ronald Evans. Therefore, it is hereby ordered that Defendants
provide full and complete responses and produce all documents responsive to requests (a) and (b)
above including, but not limited to, Communications, notes of Communications, and
Electronically Stored Information by, between or among the Defendants and “any client or former
client of WCM Global Wealth.”

2. Defendants are Ordered to submit for in camera review certain requested
Communications and Documents.

In their Privilege Log, Defendants have asserted the Work Product Doctrine, Common
Interest Privilege, and/or Attorney Client Privilege protections for approximately 70
communications between Ron Evans and Andrew Jaeger and five communications involving Mr.
Kellis and Andrew Jaeger. At the Hearing and in its Supplemental Memorandum, Plaintiff has
challenged the appropriateness of these claims of privilege. To determine the appropriateness of
Defendants’ claims of privilege, Defendants are hereby ordered to produce all documents and
communications, without redaction, by and between Defendants and Ron Evans and Defendants
and Rom Kellis to the Court for in camera inspection. (See, Rule 26, SCRCP, Notes to 1996
Amendments, “A motion challenging the claim of privilege or work product normally is decided
by the court after an in camera inspection of the materials.”).

3. Defendants are Ordered to produce communications with Kenyon Wells as follows
In this case, and in addition to the relevant requests above, Plaintiff has requested:

“Any and all communications with Kenyon Wells regarding or related to WCM Global Wealth
LLC or any employee agent or representative thereof, Erik Weir, Edisto River Investors, LLC,

SC Strategic Opportunity Fund, LLC, SC Strategic Opportunity Fund 11, LLC, and/or AV Real
Estate Fund, LLC”
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(Plaintiff’s Initial Requests for Production, Request for Production #7). Defendants have
responded, “to the extent it seeks communications with Kenyon Wells on the grounds that such
communications are subject to the attorney-client privileges as held by the Court in WCM Global
Wealth, LLC v. Andrew J. Yaeger [sic.] and SLP Advisory, LLC, Civil Action No. 2024-CP-32-
00178.”

The context of Defendants’ response is as follows. On December 15, 2023, Plaintiff issued
a subpoena in this case to the law firm of Bland Richter, LLP in Lexington County for Bland
Richter’s communications with Andrew Jaeger. Specifically, the subpoena requested “All
communications, documents, tangible things, and electronically stored information exchanged or
communicated between, to, from, copying, or otherwise involving Andrew Jaeger and/or SLP
Advisory, LLC regarding or related to WCM Global Wealth, LLC or any employee, officer, agent,
or client thereof.” Bland Richter did not represent Andrew Jaeger but did represent a former client,
Kenyon Wells, who had initiated litigation against Plaintiff with the known and admitted
assistance of Andrew Jaeger.

Bland Richter and Kenyon Wells moved to quash the subpoena based on a narrow line of
cases that held that inclusion of agents of the client, such as an interpreter, in otherwise attorney
client privileged communications does not waive attorney client privilege if the agent was
necessary to effectively communicate with the lawyer. Eric Bland submitted an affidavit stating
that his communications with Andrew Jaeger always included Kenyon Wells and that “such
communication was necessary to facilitate an accurate and complete consultation regarding the
Wellses’ past investments and overall financial picture and it was necessary for us to competently
represent the Wellses and REAL, LLC.” (Bland Richter’s Motion (with its Exhibits) and Kenyon

Wells’ Memorandum are attached as Exhibit F to Plaintiff’s Supplemental Memorandum). The
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Honorable Debra R. McCaslin agreed and held that communications between Andrew Jaeger and
Bland Richter made in furtherance of Bland Richter’s representation of Kenyon Wells fell within
the attorney client privilege of Kenyon Wells’ and Bland Richter’s attorney-client relationship.
(The “Lexington County Order” which is attached as Exhibit G to Plaintiff’s Supplemental
Memorandum).

For purposes of these Motions, Plaintiff concedes that it does not seek and has
communicated to Defendants and the Court that it does not seek communications between Andrew
Jaeger and Bland Richter, LLP that copy Kenyon Wells and were communicated in furtherance of
Bland Richter’s representation of Kenyon Wells. However, neither the Lexington County Order
nor any privilege law, supports Defendants’ current position that all other communications
between Andrew Jaeger and Kenyon Wells that do not involve Bland Richter, LLP are privileged.
The requested communications and documents (as limited by Plaintiff) are not privileged.

Defendants are hereby ordered to produce any and all communications with Kenyon Wells
regarding or related to WCM Global Wealth LLC or any employee agent or representative thereof,
Erik Weir, Edisto River Investors, LLC, SC Strategic Opportunity Fund, LLC, SC Strategic
Opportunity Fund Il, LLC, and/or AV Real Estate Fund, LLC except for those communications
between Andrew Jaeger and Bland Richter, LLP that copy Kenyon Wells.

CONCLUSION

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that, as detailed above:
1. Within fourteen (14) days of this Order, Defendants shall provide full and complete
responses and produce all documents responsive to requests Item (a) and Item (b)

detailed above;
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2. Defendants are to produce to the Court within fourteen (14) days of this Order all
documents and communications between Andrew Jaeger and Ron Evans and Rom
Kellis for in camera inspection;

3. Defendants are to produce within fourteen (14) days of this Order all documents and
communications between Andrew Jaeger and Kenyon Wells that do not include Bland
Richter, LLP; and

4. This Court shall retain jurisdiction over the production of documents as set forth herein.

(Judge’s Electronic Signature to Follow)
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Greenville Common Pleas

Case Caption: WCM Globa Wealth LLC vs. Andrew J Jaeger , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2023CP2303724

Type: Order/Compel

So Ordered

William C. McMaster, 111

Electronically signed on 2025-05-01 09:54:31 page 7 of 7
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EXHIBIT B





FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF Greenville

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2023CP2303724
WCM Global Wealth LLC Andrew J Jaeger et al

PLAINTIFF(S)

[l

[o]
[
[l

10

DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):D Rule 12(b), SCRCP;|:| Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); |:| Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);

[ ] other
ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):[_| Rule 40(j), SCRCP;[_] Bankruptcy;

|:| Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;

[ ] other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

HAffirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;

Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: |:| See attached order (formal order to follow) @ Statement of Judgment

by the Court:

After careful consideration of the able argument and filings of counsel and review of the

record, the Court is unable to discover any material fact or principle of law that either has

been overlooked or disregarded and further finds no error of law or fact not appropriately

considered. Accordingly, Defendants' Motion to Alter or Amend the Court's May 1, 2025 Order is Denied.

It Is So Ordered.

This order[_]ends [0] does not end the case.

ORDER INFORMATION

|:| See Page 2 for additional information.

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a

copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 06/03/2025 .

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 1 of 2
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Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk’s
entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to
parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 of 2
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Greenville Common Pleas

Case Caption: WCM Globa Wealth LLC vs. Andrew J Jaeger , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2023CP2303724

Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

So Ordered

William C. McMaster, 111

Electronically signed on 2025-06-03 13:46:42 page 3 of 3
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EXHIBIT C





FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Greenville

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2023CP2303724
WCM Global Wealth LLC Andrew J Jaeger et al
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
|:| JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

[]  ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ ] Rule 12(b), SCRCP;[_] Rule 41(a),

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); |:| Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);

[ ] other
ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):[_| Rule 40(j), SCRCP;[_] Bankruptcy;

|:| Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;

[ ] other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

HAffirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;

Other
NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.
IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: |:| See attached order (formal order to follow) @ Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

10

This matter came before the Court on September 18, 2025. Jordan Crapps was present on behalf of the Plaintiff. Edward
Pritchard was present on behalf of the Defendants. After careful consideration of the materials filed and the arguments of the
parties, Plaintiff Motion for Rule to Show Cause and Sanctions is GRANTED. This ruling is further supported by Mr. Pritchard's
statements at the hearing, in which he indicated that he failed to comply with this Court’s Order from May 1, 2025 so that he may
appeal the issues at the heart of this discovery dispute. It is further Ordered that Defendants pay to the Plaintiff attorney's fees in
the amount of $16,817,50.

It is so Ordered.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order [ ] ends [0] does not end the case. [ ] See Page 2 for additional information.

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a
copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 09/26/2025 .

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 1 of 2
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Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk’s
entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to
parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.
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EXHIBIT D





FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Greenville

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2023CP2303724
WCM Global Wealth LLC Andrew J Jaeger et al
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
|:| JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

[]  ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ ] Rule 12(b), SCRCP;[_] Rule 41(a),

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); |:| Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);

[ ] other
ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):[_| Rule 40(j), SCRCP;[_] Bankruptcy;

|:| Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;

[ ] other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

HAffirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;

10

Other
NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.
IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: |:| See attached order (formal order to follow) @ Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

See page 2 for the Court's Order.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order [ ] ends [0] does not end the case. [O] See Page 2 for additional information.

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a
copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 12/01/2025 .

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL
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Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk’s
entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to
parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

Defendants’ Motion to Alter or Amend Judgment was filed with this Court on October 6,
2025. After careful consideration of the filings of counsel, Plaintiff's counsel’'s time
sheets (which were reviewed in camera) and a review of the record, the Court finds
Plaintiff's counsel’s affidavit of attorney’s fees properly considered and applied the
Jackson v. Speed, 326 S.C. 289, 486 S.E. 2d 750 (1997) factors.

The Court does find that Plaintiff was on notice of Defendants’ intention not to contest
Plaintiff’'s Motion for Rule to Show Cause. Defense counsel indicated he would not be
contesting Plaintiff's Motion in order to appeal the underlying discovery issues. However,
the Court notes that Plaintiff's counsel had to travel to Greenville from Columbia twice
for the hearing of this motion due to Defense counsel’s absence on the original hearing
date, which required the parties to reschedule the hearing for later in the week.
Therefore, Defendants' Motion is GRANTED IN PART. The Court will reduce the
amount of attorney’s fees that Defendants must pay to Plaintiff from $16,817.50 to
$14,560.00.

It is so Ordered.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 of 2

¥2/.E0E2dD€20¢#ASVI - SYI1d NOWINOD - ITTANITHO - INd 6€:¥ TO 380 G20¢ - A31d ATIVIINOYLO3 13





Greenville Common Pleas

Case Caption: WCM Globa Wealth LLC vs. Andrew J Jaeger , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2023CP2303724

Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

So Ordered

William C. McMaster, 111

Electronically signed on 2025-12-01 16:33:06 page 3 of 3

¥2/.E0E2dD€20¢#ASVI - SYI1d NOWINOD - ITTANITHO - INd 6€:¥ TO 380 G20¢ - A31d ATIVIINOYLO3 13






comply with their time sensitivity and denies any liability in connection therewith. Kindly re-transmit by fax any
documents containing deadlines. Thank you.



