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GoUins®Lacy
A T T O R N E Y S A T L AW«/

Christian Stegmaier D; 803.255.0454 | E: cstegmaier@col linsandlacy.com

February 27, 2025

RULE 408. SCRE COMMUNICATION

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL

Gregory M. Alford, Esquire

Alford Law Finn, LLC
Post Office Drawer 8008

Hilton Head Island, SC 29938

gregg@alfordlawsc.com

Re: Queens Grant Regime, II, Inc., Horizontal Property Regime vs. Greenwood

Resorts and Communities, Inc., d/b/a Palmetto Dunes Resort and Callaway

Brands, Inc., d/b/a Top Tracer Golf
Civil Action No. 2024-CP-07-00156

Claim No. 1629169

C&L File No. 001832-00214

Dear Gregg:

I. Purpose of Settlement Offer

In the interest of resolving this matter amicably and in accordance with Judge McIntosh’s

guidance. Palmetto Dunes proposes a settlement focused on additional coixective actions to fiirther

reduce the frequency of eirant golf balls reaching the Plaintiffs property. This proposal seeks to
balance the interests of the driving range and the neighboring property owners, ensuring continued
operations with enhanced protective measures.

II. Proposed Corrective Measures

Palmetto Dunes Resort is willing to implement the following additional mitigation strategies to
continue to reduce ball over-the-net numbers.

I. Proposed ball over-the-net mitigation strategies

o ADD additional aim-point targets to the range. This may reduce the number of

balls being hit across the range, (from a bay on the right to a target on the left),

o  REMOVE “Long Drive” and “Driving Challenge” from the offering.

COLLINS & LACY, P.C. 1330 Lady Street, Sixth Floor | Columbia, SC 29201 | Post Office Box 12487 (29211)

P: 803.256.2660 F: 803.771.4484 collinsandlacy.com
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o ADD player responsibility statement to the in-bay monitors. This includes express

directive/wamings to players regarding over-the-net and errant shots.

2. Operational Changes & Monitoring

ADD additional, highly visible, ball over-the-net monitoring screens to the Proshop

and Toptracer Ball Shack.

DEVELOP additional bay reservation process than may include (technology may

be limiting)

o

1. Limit reservable bay availability by Bay number, time of day, number of

bays available to consolidate non-golfers to the middle of the range.

2. Restrict left-handed, reservation only golfers to bay right of center. The

typical errant left-hand golf shot is left of target.

3. Signage & User Awareness

INSTALL signs on the shared property line, facing Queens Grant that beyond this

point is property of the Robert Trent Jones Golf Course and is a potential errant

golf ball landing area..

o

INSTALL Signs along the CART PATH that runs down the left of the range,

making any pedestrian, biker, dog walker, beach goer aware that they are on Robert

Trent Jones Golf Course property and in a potential golf ball landing area. The golf

course and its partners are not responsible to personal injury or damage.

o

4. Improved Resident/Guest Safety

CLOSE the cart path to the left of the range to ALL non-golf course employees.o

INSTALL a fence on the property line to prevent residents/guests  from accidentally

entering the golf course property.

o

III. No Admission of Liability

This settlement proposal is made solely in the interest of resolution and does not constitute an

admission of liability by Palmetto Dunes Resort, Callaway Brands, Inc., or any affiliated entity.

IV. Conclusion

This proposal provides a reasonable and mutually beneficial solution that meets the concerns raised

in the lawsuit while avoiding excessive litigation costs and disruptions to business operations. We

trust that these corrective actions address Plaintiffs’ primary concerns regarding errant golf balls

and look forward to working toward a resolution.
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Please confirm Plaintiffs willingness to proceed with this framework, or provide any specific,

reasonable counter-proposals so that we may reach an agreement.

Respectfully,

/s Christian Stegmaier

Christian Stegmaier

CS/emb

Clients

Brandon Smith, Esquire

Ned Nicholson, Esquire

Mitch Griffith, Esquire

cc:
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1

Candace M. Oxner

From: Christian Stegmaier

Sent: Wednesday, February 26, 2025 10:05 AM

To: 'Gregg Alford'

Cc: 'Victoria Gill'

Subject: RE: Queens Grant II HPR v. Top Tracer, Et. Al. Case No: 2024-CP-07-00156

Attachments: Queens Grant Settlement Proposal.pdf

Please see attached settlement proposal. All proposals are meant to go into immediate effect. 

Please advise of any counterproposals, etc. 

Available for a call at your convenience. 

CS 
Cell: 803-467-9699 
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1

Candace M. Oxner

From: Christian Stegmaier

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2025 12:09 PM

To: 'Gregg Alford'

Cc: 'Victoria Gill'

Subject: RE: Queens Grant II HPR v. Top Tracer, Et. Al. Case No: 2024-CP-07-00156

Attachments: Alford (Settlement Terms) - final.pdf

Gregg- 

Good afternoon.  

Attached is a revised/amended version of the proposed strategies to reduce errant golf balls in the Queen Grant 
area. This version includes several additional strategies our client believes would make the situation that much 
safer to the surrounding homes. 

I would appreciate a call from you at your convenience to discuss the same. 

CS 
Cell: 803-467-9699 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF BEAUFORT 

) 

) 

) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 

FOR THE FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

Queens Grant Regime, II, Inc.,  

Horizontal Property Regime, 

 

                                     Plaintiff, 

                           vs. 

 

Greenwood Resorts and Communities, Inc., 

d/b/a Palmetto Dunes Resort and Callaway  

Brands, Inc., d/b/a TopTracer Golf,   

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

CIVIL ACTION NO.: 2024-CP-07-00156 

 

 

Amended Motion for Temporary Restraining 

Order and/or Preliminary  

Injunction 

 

 

              Defendants. 

) 

) 

 

To The Defendants Named Above:   

Please take notice that the Plaintiff, herein, will move before this Honorable Court for an 

Order, pursuant to Rule 65 of the SCRCP, ordering the Defendants to cease and desist in having 

golf balls enter the Plaintiff’s property. The Plaintiff and its members have been under an almost 

constant barrage of golf balls which cause property damage, injury and emotional distress. The 

Plaintiff’s have no adequate remedy at law and are suffering irreparable harm. Defendants 

challenged the original motion as being made under Rule 65 (a) and not 65 (b).  Plaintiff hereby 

amends its motion to encompass the entirety of Rule 65.   

For the record, Plaintiff is not asking this Court to “suspend the general and ordinary 

business of the Defendants.” Plaintiff is seeking an order enjoining, restraining and prohibiting 

the Defendants from further trespassing, damaging, and endangering the property and members of 

the Plaintiff.  In other words, Plaintiff just wants to stop being barraged, damaged, and terrorized 

by almost constant danger of concentrated errant golf shots. It is up to the Defendants to properly 

operate their business without interfering with and invading their neighbor’s property rights and 

causing damage and dread.  
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2 

 

A. Standard for Temporary Relief. 

"An injunction is a drastic remedy issued by the court in its discretion to prevent irreparable 

harm suffered by the plaintiff."  Scratch Golf Co. v. Dunes W. Residential Golf Props., Inc., 361 

S.C. 117, 121, 603 S.E.2d 905, 907 (2004).  The plaintiff's complaint must allege facts sufficient 

to constitute a cause of action for injunction and demonstrate it is reasonably necessary to protect 

the legal rights of the plaintiff pending in the action.  Peek v. Spartanburg Reg'l Healthcare Sys., 

367 S.C. 450, 454, 626 S.E.2d 34, 36 (Ct. App. 2005); County of Richland v. Simpkins, 348 S.C. 

664, 669, 560 S.E.2d 902, 904 (Ct. App. 2002).  Generally, for a preliminary injunction to be 

granted, the plaintiff must establish that: (1) he would suffer irreparable harm if the injunction is 

not granted; (2) he will likely succeed on the merits of the litigation; and (3) there is an inadequate 

remedy at law.  Scratch Golf Co., 361 S.C. at 121, 603 S.E.2d at 908; Peek, 367 S.C. at 454-55, 

626 S.E.2d at 36.  "Before granting an injunction, the trial court should balance the equities: the 

court should look at the particular facts of each case and the equities of each party and determine 

which side, if any, is more entitled to equitable relief."  Peek, 367 S.C. at 455, 626 S.E.2d at 36-

37.  The purpose of an injunction is to preserve the status quo and prevent possible irreparable 

injury to a party pending litigation.  Id. 

The plaintiff is not required to prove an absolute legal right when seeking a preliminary 

injunction, but the plaintiff must present a reasonable question as to the existence of such a 

right.  Id. at 456, 626 S.E.2d at 37.  "When a court is requested to issue a temporary injunction it 

may consider the merits of a case to the extent necessary to determine whether a temporary 

injunction is appropriate."  Helsel v. City of N. Myrtle Beach, 307 S.C. 29, 32, 413 S.E.2d 824, 826 

(1992).  "Once a prima facie showing has been made entitling the plaintiff to injunctive relief, a 

temporary injunction will be granted without regard to the ultimate termination of the case on the 
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3 

 

merits."  Id.  

 The Plaintiff has made much more than a prima facie case for immediate relief. There exists 

no legal or equitable principle that allows anyone anywhere to operate a business that regularly 

damages and endangers their neighbors. Are we just waiting for a serious injury or death and 

ignoring the damage to the Plaintiff’s property and property rights so the Defendants can make 

money?    

B. Plaintiffs are Suffering Irreparable Harm. 

Irreparable harm is, by its very nature, harm that is difficult, if not impossible to quantify.  

See e.g. Columbia Broad. Sys., Inc. v. Custom Recording Co., 258 S.C. 465, 477-78 (1972) (holding 

that the mere uncertainty of fixing the measure of damage may be sufficient to justify equitable 

jurisdiction). While irreparable harm is a fact-based inquiry that depends on the particularities in 

each case, South Carolina courts have found irreparable harm, for example,  where residents’ right 

to use and enjoy their property was interfered with by the noise and traffic caused by a bed and 

breakfast operating in the subdivision in violation of restrictive covenants, AJG Holdings, LLC v. 

Dunn, at 52, and where residents “had legitimate grievances” about traffic, excessive noise, 

trespass, roaming dogs, and illegal and improper parking, Ware v. Beaufort Cnty., No. 2023-

000581, 2025 WL 18400, at *5 (S.C. Ct. App. Jan. 2, 2025).  Oil Co. v. Pee Dee Oil & Ice Co., 62 

S.C. 196 (1901) (reversing the denial of a temporary injunction because the denial of access to 

property is irreparable harm, making the temporary injunction proper).  

If annoyance from traffic, excessive noise, dogs and parking are sufficient to warrant 

temporary relief, certainly causing your neighbor actual damage, putting them in danger and 

materially interfering with their use of their own property is more than sufficient.   
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C. No Adequate Remedy at Law. 

While it may make up for the harm caused so far, money will not make the Plaintiffs safe 

or free from danger. Third, no adequate remedy at law exists, as only an order of the Court will 

prevent the immediate, irreparable harm from which Plaintiffs are suffering and will continue to 

suffer, including the harm from the near constant barrage of errant shots, damage, fear and stress. 

The adequate remedy at law must be equitable and provide for “preservation of the property at 

issue until the matter has been adjudicated.” Grosshuesch v. Cramer, 367 S.C. 1, 5 (2005). Neither 

the ability to call law enforcement or to pursue damages is an adequate remedy at law for intrusions 

on property rights. AJG Holdings, LLC, 382 S.C. at 52 (affirming finding that “criminal law 

resolutions and an award of monetary damages [were] . . . inadequate remedies for intrusions on 

Respondents’ property rights”). Even where a legal remedy like money damages exists, injunctive 

relief is appropriate where, as here, the wrongful act continues. See Levine v. Spartanburg Reg. 

Serv. Dist., Inc., 367 S.C. 458, 467 (Ct. App. 2005) (holding that an injunction is proper where 

monetary damages alone would not remedy harm); see also Columbia Broad. Sys., Inc. v. Custom 

Recording Co., 258 S.C. 16 465, 477-478 (1972) (rejecting argument that availability of money 

damages was a sufficient basis upon which to deny a motion for temporary injunction, where 

wrongful act may continue).                

D. Plaintiffs Are Likely to Succeed on the Merits of Their Claims.  

A plaintiff has shown a likelihood of success on the merits if the facts alleged constitute a 

prima facie showing. In evaluating whether a prima facie case has been made, courts only look to 

the allegations in the complaint. Atwood Agency v. Black, 374 S.C. 68, 72, 646 S.E.2d 882, 884 

(2007) (“The merits of the underlying case are to be considered only to the extent necessary to 

determine whether there has been a prima facie showing to support a temporary injunction.” 

(quoting Curtis v. State, 345 S.C. 557, 549 S.E.2d 591 (2001)); see also Compton v. S.C. Dept. of  
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Correcs., 392 S.C. 361, 367-8 (2011).   

   One wonders how much the Plaintiffs in this matter must endure. If broken windows, 

people being hit, damaged siding, roofs and automobiles are not enough to get relief, what is?    

E. The Plaintiff is Not Seeking to Shut Down Defendant’s Business, but Only Seeking a 

Lesser Temporary Remedy to Protect People and Property.  

   Understandably, this Court and the parties have struggled to come up with a “middle 

ground” somewhere between the current conditions (a free fire zone) and a shutdown of a viable 

business. Plaintiff acknowledges that a bond is required by Rule 65.  However, that bond is to be 

determined by a balancing of the equities.     

Although not binding, the unpublished opinion Ware v. Beaufort County is instructive.  In 

Ware, the County was operating a ferry service from a location which caused the neighbors to seek 

an injunction. The Trial Court issued an injunction ordering the County to move the ferry 

operations to another location and required a $10,000 bond. The Court of Appeals, while not taking 

issue with the $10,000 bond, did find the injunction to be overly broad reasoning as follows:  

“Although an injunction was appropriate based upon Residents' nuisance claim, we hold 

the circuit court abused its discretion by issuing an excessively broad preliminary 

injunction rather than tailoring the scope to address the specific nuisance elements about 

which Residents complained.  See Richland County v.  

S.C. Dep't of Revenue, 422 S.C. 292, 309, 811 S.E.2d 758, 767 (2018) ("An order granting 

or denying an injunction is reviewed for abuse of discretion (internal citations omitted),  

see also 27 S.C. Jur. Injunctions § 12 ("[An] injunction should not be overbroad or provide 

relief more sweeping than is necessary.").  

  

Even assuming the use of the ferry was appropriate under the applicable zoning laws, the 

County must use the Property responsibly in a manner that does not cause unreasonable 

disturbance.  See LeFurgy v. Long Cove Club Owners Ass'n, Inc., 313 S.C. 555, 558, 443 

S.E.2d 577, 579 (Ct. App. 1994) ("If a lawful business is operated in an unlawful or 

unreasonable manner so as to produce material injury or great annoyance to others or 

unreasonably interferes with the lawful use and enjoyment of the property of others, it will 

constitute a nuisance.").  Residents had legitimate grievances regarding how the County 

operated the ferry service. They complained of increased traffic, dangerous traffic 

conditions, excessive noise, trespass, roaming dogs, and illegal and improper parking.  
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However, Residents failed to demonstrate the complete cessation of the ferry service was 

necessary to address these concerns.  See Richland County, 422 S.C. at 309-10, 811 S.E.2d 

at 767 ("An injunction is a drastic remedy issued by the court in its discretion to prevent 

irreparable harm suffered by the plaintiff." (quoting Scratch Golf Co. v. Dunes W. 

Residential Golf Props., Inc., 361 S.C. 117, 121, 603 S.E.2d 905, 907 (2004))); Jennings-

Dill, Inc., 442 S.C. at 106, 897 S.E.2d at 205 ("An applicant for a preliminary injunction 

must allege sufficient facts to state a cause of action for injunction and demonstrate that 

this relief is reasonably necessary to preserve the rights of the parties during the litigation." 

(quoting Compton v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 392 S.C. 361, 366, 709 S.E.2d 639, 642 (2011)).  

Thus, the complete cessation of ferry operations from the Buckingham Landing site was 

more sweeping than was necessary to preserve Residents' rights during the litigation.  See 

27 S.C. Jur. Injunctions § 12 ("[An] injunction should not be overbroad or provide relief 

more sweeping than is necessary.").  

  

Rather, the circuit court should have tailored the injunctive relief to address Residents' 

specific concerns without shutting down the ferry.  See Strong v. Winn-Dixie Stores, Inc., 

240 S.C. 244, 257, 125 S.E.2d 628, 634 (1962) …..  For  example, the circuit court could 

have reduced the number of times the ferry departed from and arrived at the Buckingham 

Landing site or directed the County to increase patrol of the area, provide a specified area 

where passengers could take their dogs to relieve themselves, build (or improve existing 

structures to provide) sufficient facilities for passengers to await the ferry, and increase 

enforcement of traffic violations and other relevant offenses.    

  

 In the present case, the Court could easily tailor the remedy by (A) Ordering Defendants 

to cease and desist trespassing and damaging Plaintiff and its property, and set up an enforcement 

mechanism that fines the Defendants for each errant shot; or (B) Requiring the Defendants to do 

one or some of the following (1-9 paid for by Plaintiff through its expert’s report): 

1. Build a higher net, or a portion in the hot zones; 

2. Indemnify the Plaintiffs for any injuries;  

3. Re-orient the tee box to angle them away from the Defendant;  

4. Extend screens from the tee boxes; 

5. Impose a fine system for errant shots (Defendants claim they track in real time); 

6. Require customers to sign an acknowledgement of fine system and liability for errant 

shots; 

7. Aggressive signage and an acknowledgement at sign in; 
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8. Restrict hitting bays closest to Plaintiffs to lesser distance clubs;  

9. Angle hitting surface downward,  

10. Finally, impose a monetary fine on the Defendants for every ball (over a certain 

threshold) that trespasses onto Plaintiff’s property.   

The Court could also order any combination of the above.  The main point is to ORDER 

THE DEFENDANTS TO DO WHATEVER THEY HAVE TO DO TO STOP HARMING THE 

DEFENDANTS AND ITS MEMBERS WITH ERRANT SHOTS! PLEASE! How the Defendants 

accomplish this is up to them. 

The Ware case invites and directs this Court to try to fashion a tailored remedy. Plaintiffs 

prayer for relief is not to shut down Defendants’ business but rather to make them stop harming 

the Plaintiff.     

Pursuant to Rule 65 SCRCP, the Plaintiff is entitled to an Order enjoining the Defendants 

from further trespassing and damaging Plaintiff’s property and terrorizing its members with errant 

golf shots.             

Respectfully submitted, 

ALFORD LAW FIRM, LLC 

 

      By:  s/Gregory M. Alford    

       Gregory M. Alford, Esq. 

SC Bar #: 6932 

       gregg@alfordlawsc.com   

Post Office Drawer 8008 

Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29938 

(843) 842-5500 

 

 

Dated this 9th day of December 2025 
Hilton Head Island, Beaufort County, South Carolina. 
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