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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA                         ) 


  ) 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) 


  ) 


Raymond A. Wedlake, individually, and ) 


derivatively, on behalf of all Members of the ) 


Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. ) 


  ) 


 Plaintiff(s) ) 


  ) 


       vs. ) 


  )      


Benjamin Acord, William Craigo, Denis Esteve, ) 


and Brian James in their capacity as the current ) 


Board of Directors of the ) 


Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. ) 


  ) 


      and, ) 


  ) 


Association Management Group SC, Inc., ) 


  ) 


 Defendants ) 


_________________________________________ 


 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


 


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


 


Civil Action No. 


 


2017-CP-23-06301 


 


 


ORDER DENYING MOTION TO 


DISMISS, AND IN THE ALTERNATIVE 


MOTION TO STRIKE OR FOR A 


MORE DEFINITE STATEMENT 


 


This matter came before me on January 3, 2018, for a hearing regarding a Motion to 


Dismiss, or in the Alternative, to Strike or for a More Definite Statement on behalf of Defendants 


Benjamin Acord, William Craigo, Denis Esteve and Brian James, (the “Board Defendants”).  The 


aforementioned motion was heard following approval by this Court of a settlement between 


Plaintiff and Defendant Association Management Group SC, Inc. (“AMG”).  Upon the Court’s 


approval of the settlement between Plaintiff and AMG, counsel for Plaintiff and AMG entered a 


stipulation on the record that all claims against the Board Defendants relating to AMG, including 


all claims relating to or arising out of AMG’s contract(s) with Woodington Homeowners’ 


Association, Inc. were dismissed.  Such Stipulation did not include Plaintiff’s request for the 


Court to interpret the By-Laws with regard to voting requirements for management contracts and 


renewals thereof. After hearing oral argument of counsel, and following review of Plaintiff’s 
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Complaint, the Board Defendants’ Motion, Board Defendants’ Memorandum in Support and 


related Affidavits and Exhibits, and Plaintiff’s Memorandum in Opposition and related Affidavits 


and Exhibits, I find in favor of Plaintiff, denying Board Defendants’ Motion in all respects. 


THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, that Board Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, and, in 


the alternative, to Strike or for a More Definite Statement is DENIED.  Further, by stipulation of 


counsel, all claims against the Board Defendants relating to AMG, including all claims relating 


to or arising out of AMG’s contract(s) with Woodington Homeowners’ Association, Inc. are 


dismissed 


IT IS SO ORDERED. 


                                                                                  _____________________________ 


                                                                                  Robin B. Stilwell, Circuit Court Judge 


 


Date: ______________________ 
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Case Caption: Raymond A Wedlake  , plaintiff, et al vs. Benjamin  Acord  , defendant,
et al


Case Number: 2017CP2306301


Type: Order/Other


So Ordered


s/ Robin B. Stilwell 2158


Electronically signed on 2018-01-23 10:18:06     page 3 of 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE  


 


Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of 


Woodington Homeowners’ Association, 


Inc. 


Plaintiff (Pro Se) 


 


v. 


 


Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, 


Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and 


William Craigo in their capacity as 


Board of Directors of Woodington 


Homeowners’ Association, Inc., 


 


Defendant(s). 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON 


PLEAS 


 


Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269 


 


 


 


 


 


ORDER 


 


ORDER 
 


 On October 28, 2019, this Court heard the following motions: (1) Defendants’ 


Motion for Summary Judgment as to Plaintiff’s claims; (2) Defendants’ Motion for 


Summary Judgment as to their counterclaim; (3) Defendants’ Motion to Extend ADR 


deadline; and (4) Plaintiff’s Motion to Dismiss Defendants’ Counterclaim.  Having 


reviewed the record filings, applicable law, and having heard the Parties’ arguments as to 


each Motion, this Court finds and Orders as follows: 


1. Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment as to Plaintiff’s claims is 


GRANTED.  Defendants are not the proper parties to this lawsuit nor can Plaintiff’s suit 


stand as a matter of law.  Article 8 of the South Carolina Non-Profit Corporations Act, 


specifically S.C. Code Section 33-31-834(a), states that all “directors, trustees, or members 


of the governing bodies of not-for-profit cooperatives, corporations, associations, and 


organizations…are immune from suit arising from the conduct of the affairs of these 


cooperatives, corporations, associations, or organizations.  This immunity from suit is 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2019 N


ov 25 10:23 A
M


 - G
R


E
E


N
V


ILLE
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2300269


5







removed when the conduct amounts to willful, wanton, or gross negligence.”  Plaintiff 


asserted at the hearing that Woodington HOA is a not-for-profit corporation.  Plaintiff has 


named individual Board members as Defendants in this lawsuit.  Plaintiff has made no 


allegations of “willful, wanton, or gross negligence” by Defendants.  Defendants are 


immune from suit in accordance with the language of the Act, supporting case law, and the 


strong public policy of the State of South Carolina which favors limiting individual liability 


for actions of a corporation.   See, e.g., Smith v. Dockside Ass’n, Inc., 2005 WL 7083482, 


*4 (S.C. Ct. App. Feb. 28, 2005) (“The General Assembly has provided further protection 


to directors of nonprofit corporations by enacting South Carolina Code section 33-31-834. 


That section provides that director of nonprofit organizations are immune from suits arising 


from the conduct of the affairs of the organization unless the directors’ conduct amounts 


to ‘willful, wanton, or gross negligence.’”). Further, the Board members are not proper 


parties as the majority have resigned and no longer have authority to provide the requested 


relief, demonstrating again that the Board members are not the proper party where Plaintiff 


seeks information from the HOA.  Finally, the list of HOA member confidential votes 


requested by Plaintiff is not something he is entitled to under the Non-Profit Corporations 


Act.  Wherefore, judgment is entered in favor of Defendants on Plaintiff’s claims. 


2. Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment as to their counterclaim is 


DENIED.   


3. Defendants’ Motion to Extend ADR Deadline is GRANTED. 


4. Plaintiff’s Motion to Dismiss Defendants’ Counterclaim is DENIED. 


 


IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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___________________________ 


The Honorable Robin B. Stilwell 


South Carolina Circuit Court Judge 
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SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017)                                                                                                                    Page 1 of 2  
  


  


  


  


FORM 4  


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF       


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 


 


      


  


      


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): 


   Affirmed;   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:  


 


ORDER INFORMATION 


This order  ends  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                         . 


 


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 


Woodington Homeowners Association Inc
Raymond A Wedlake for Raymond A Wedlake
Raymond A Wedlake for Raymond A Wedlake


02/20/2020


✔


2019CP2300269


See Ruling below.


Christopher Edwards et alRaymond A Wedlake et al


Greenville


✔✔


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


  


  


  


 


 


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.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


  


This matter comes before the Court, ostensibly, pursuant to a Motion to Reconsider filed
December 26, 2019, by the Plaintiff. Plaintiff asks this Court to reconsider its Order
Granting Summary Judgment entered November 26, 2019. Plaintiff’s motion is
respectfully denied as without merit and not properly before this Court.


Rule 59(e) of the SCRCP provides that a Motion to Alter or Amend “must be served not
later than 10 days after receipt of written notice of the entry of the order.” The filing of
the Motion is untimely as it is significantly outside of the 10 day requirement for filing and
service under the rule. Further, Rule 59(g) provides that the moving party must provide a
copy of the motion to the Judge within 10 days after the filing of the Motion. There is no
affidavit, evidence, or indication that the Judge was served, or provided a copy, by
Plaintiff as required under the rule. (To the extent that the Court is mistaken and
evidence of service of a written copy exists, this ground will be happily vacated.)


Inasmuch as this Motion is inappropriately filed, the Final Order of this Court bearing
upon the subject issue was entered November 26, 2019. That Order stands as
unchallenged. The named individuals were, and are, improper Defendants.


Furthermore, to the extent that any party may contend that Plaintiff’s Motion for a New
Hearing filed November 18, 2019, is still pending, the same is denied.
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Sep 21 2020


EXHIBIT  RB.1  -  Order  Denying  Dismissal  of  Appeal
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EXHIBIT  1  -  CHAPTER 31
South Carolina Nonprofit Corporation Act  [excerpted to relevant part]


ARTICLE 16
Records and Reports


Subarticle A.
Records


SECTION 33311601. Corporate records.
(a) A corporation shall keep as permanent records minutes of all meetings of its members and board of


directors, a record of all actions taken by the members or directors without a meeting, and a record of all
actions taken by committees of the board of directors as authorized by Section 3331825(d).


(b) A corporation shall maintain appropriate accounting records.
(c) A corporation or its agent shall maintain a record of its members in a form that permits preparation


of a list of the name and address of all members, in alphabetical order by class, showing the number of
votes each member is entitled to cast.


(d) A corporation shall maintain its records in written form or in another form capable of conversion
into written form within a reasonable time.


(e) A corporation shall keep a copy of the following records at its principal office:
(1) its articles or restated articles of incorporation and all amendments to them currently in effect;
(2) its bylaws or restated bylaws and all amendments to them currently in effect;
(3) resolutions adopted by its board of directors relating to the characteristics, qualifications, rights,


limitations, and obligations of members or any class or category of members;
(4) the minutes of all meetings of members and records of all actions approved by the members for


the past three years;
(5)  all  written  communications  to  members  generally within the  past  three  years,  including the


financial statements furnished for the past three years under Section 33311620;
(6) a list of the names and business or home addresses of its current directors and officers; and
(7) its most recent report of each type required to be filed by it with the Secretary of State under this


chapter.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.


SECTION 33311602. Inspection of records by members.
(a) Subject to subsection (e) and Section 33311603(c), a member is entitled to inspect and copy, at a


reasonable time and location specified by the corporation, any of the records of the corporation described
in Section 33311601(e) if the member gives the corporation written notice or a written demand at least
five business days before the date on which the member wishes to inspect and copy.


(b)  Subject  to  subsection (e),  a  member  is  entitled to  inspect  and copy,  at  a  reasonable  time  and
reasonable location specified by the corporation, any of the following records of the corporation if the
member meets the requirements of subsection (c) and gives the corporation written notice at least five
business days before the date on which the member wishes to inspect and copy:


(1) excerpts from any records required to be maintained under Section 33311601(a), to the extent not
subject to inspection under Section 33311602(a);


(2) accounting records of the corporation; and
(3) subject to Section 33311605, the membership list.


(c) A member may inspect and copy the records identified in subsection (b) only if:
(1) the member’s demand is made in good faith and for a proper purpose;
(2) the member  describes  with reasonable  particularity the purpose and the records  the member


desires to inspect; and
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(3) the records are directly connected with this purpose.
(d) This section does not affect:


(1) the right of a member to inspect records under Section 3331720 or, if the member is in litigation
with the corporation, to the same extent as any other litigant; or


(2) the power of a court, independently of this chapter, to compel the production of corporate records
for examination.


(e) The articles or bylaws of a religious corporation may limit or abolish the right of a member under
this section to inspect and copy any corporate record.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.


SECTION 33311603. Scope of inspection rights.
(a) A member’s agent or attorney has the same inspection and copying rights as the member the agent


or attorney represents.
(b) The right  to copy records under Section 33311602 includes,  if  reasonable,  the right  to receive


copies made by photographic, xerographic, or other means.
(c) The corporation may impose a reasonable charge, covering the costs of labor and material,  for


copies of any documents  provided to the member.  The charge may not  exceed the estimated cost of
production or reproduction of the records.


(d) The corporation may comply with a member’s demand to inspect the record of members under
Section 33311602(b)(3) by providing the member with a list of its members that was complied no earlier
than the date of the member’s demand.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.


SECTION 33311604. Courtordered inspection.
(a) If a corporation does not allow a member who complies with Section 33311602(a) to inspect and


copy any records required by that subsection to be available for inspection, the circuit court in the county
where the corporation’s principal office in this State, or,  if none in this State, its registered office, is
located  may  summarily  order  inspection  and  copying  of  the  records  demanded  at  the  corporation’s
expense upon application of the member.


(b) If a corporation does not within a reasonable time allow a member to inspect and copy any other
record, the member who complies with Section 33311602(b) and (c) may apply to the circuit court in the
county where the corporation’s principal office in this State, or if none in this State, its registered office,
is located for an order to permit inspection and copying of the records demanded. The court shall dispose
of an application under this subsection on an expedited basis.


(c)  If  the  court  orders  inspection  and  copying  of  the  records  demanded,  it  also  shall  order  the
corporation to pay the member’s costs, including reasonable counsel fees, incurred to obtain the order
unless the corporation proves that it refused inspection in good faith because it had a reasonable basis for
doubt about the right of the member to inspect the records demanded.


(d) If the court orders inspection and copying of the records demanded,  it  may impose reasonable
restrictions on the use or distribution of the records by the demanding member.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.


SECTION 33311605. Limitations on use of membership list.
Without consent of the board, a membership list or any part of a membership list may not be obtained


or used by a person for any purpose unrelated to a member’s interest as a member. Without limiting the
generality of the foregoing, without the consent of the board a membership list or any part of the list may
not be:
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(1) used to solicit money or property unless the money or property will be used solely to solicit the
votes of the members in an election to be held by the corporation;


(2) used for any commercial purpose; or
(3) sold to or purchased by any person.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.


Subarticle B.
Reports


SECTION 33311620. Financial statements for members.
(a) Except as provided in the articles or bylaws of a religious corporation, a corporation upon written


demand  from a member  or  the  Attorney General  shall  furnish the demanding party its  latest  annual
financial statements, which may be consolidated or combined statements of the corporation and one or
more of its subsidiaries or affiliates, as appropriate, that include a balance sheet as of the end of the fiscal
year and statement of operations for that year. If financial statements are prepared for the corporation on
the  basis  of  generally  accepted  accounting  principles,  the  annual  financial  statements  also  must  be
prepared on that basis.


(b) If annual financial statements are reported upon by a public accountant, the accountant’s report
must accompany them. If not, the statements must be accompanied by the statement of the president or
the person responsible for the corporation’s financial accounting records:


(1) stating the president’s  or  other person’s  reasonable belief  as to whether the statements  were
prepared on the basis of  generally accepted accounting principles and, if not,  describing the basis of
preparation; and


(2) describing any respects in which the statements  were not  prepared on a basis of  accounting
consistent with the statements prepared for the preceding year.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.


SECTION 33311621. Report of indemnification to members.
If  a  corporation indemnifies  or  advances  expenses  to  a  director  under  Section 3331851,  3331852,


3331853,  or  3331854  in  connection  with  a  proceeding  by  or  in  the  right  of  the  corporation,  the
corporation shall  report the indemnification or advance in writing to the members with or before the
notice of the next meeting of members.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.
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EXHIBIT  2  -  Ballot  Copy  Process  to  Assure  Voter  Confidentiality


RE:  Ballot  Procedure
cwedwards2018@gmail.com
atty@ggibsonassociates.com, woodingtonhoa@gmail.com, woodingtonvp@gmail.com


 [October  5,  2018] 
 Dear  Mr. Edwards:
 
     This is a very quick, single purpose reply.
     
     The procedure for ballots using  "Election Trust"  is as follows:
 
   1) A ballot is prepared for WHOA Members by the Board
 2) This ballot is mailed to all Members by the Board
 3) Directions to return ballots to an agent (such as Election Trust) are included with the ballot
        
 By returning ballots to an independent agent (such as Election Trust) it is assured that:
 
 1) a Member's vote remains confidential
 2) that a certified vote count is produced
  
Given the sensitivity of balloted question(s), it is imperative that all Members feel free to vote without 
"the Board knowing my vote",  nor any person within WHOA being aware of any individual Member's 
vote.
 
     If an agent is not used to accept returned ballots, how will confidentiality of individual votes be 
maintained?  If an agent will not be used, I will require copies of all ballots to certify actual voting 
results.
 
     Please think seriously of using an agent to accept returned ballots, and to produce a certified-vote 
result!
 
 Cheers     . . . . . .      wedlakera@mail.com
 Support   "wilderness"  -   conserve  nature !
 Be  American    -    buy   "Made  in  USA"  !!
 GO  ORANGE  -  Syracuse  University  ORANGE !!
 Stop  organized  crime.    Re-elect  no  one !
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EXHIBIT  3  -  “... unable to find a bylaw or statute ...”


From: Chris Edwards <woodingtonhoa@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, 17 Dec 2018 08:25:31
Subject: Re: Magistrates Court - Complaint
To: Ray Wedlake <wedlakera@mail.com>
Cc: Denis Esteve <cndesteve@gmail.com>, Chris Edwards <cwedwards2018@gmail.com>, Chip 
Koshis <woodingtonvp@gmail.com> 


Mr. Wedlake:


Please don't make false accusations about this Board.  On July 29th, at 10:24pm, you were provided the
minutes from the annual meeting.   


Also, please let me know which meeting minutes you are missing, and I'll gladly send those to you.  I'm
on vacation until the end of the week, but I will send them upon my return. In the future, please request 
the meeting minutes following the meetings.  General requests, prior to the meetings, is not good 
practice.  Requesting records prior to their existence raises the question as to the validity of the request,
but we have no problem providing you with the minutes as is required by the Non-profit Act.  A 
specific request for minutes made after the meeting would be proper.  


As for the ballots, the Board has been unable to find a bylaw or statue that grants Members the right to 
inspect ballots.  Maintaining the confidentiality of the Ballots is paramount for the Board.  Below is the
complete text of the Section of the SC Non-profit Act governing a Member's rights to inspection of 
records...


SECTION 33-31-1602. Inspection of records by members.


(a) Subject to subsection (e) and Section 33-31-1603(c), a member is entitled to inspect and copy, at a 
reasonable time and location specified by the corporation, any of the records of the corporation 
described in Section 33-31-1601(e) if the member gives the corporation written notice or a written 
demand at least five business days before the date on which the member wishes to inspect and copy.


(b) Subject to subsection (e), a member is entitled to inspect and copy, at a reasonable time and 
reasonable location specified by the corporation, any of the following records of the corporation if the 
member meets the requirements of subsection (c) and gives the corporation written notice at least five 
business days before the date on which the member wishes to inspect and copy:


(1) excerpts from any records required to be maintained under Section 33-31-1601(a), to the extent not 
subject to inspection under Section 33-31-1602(a);


(2) accounting records of the corporation; and


(3) subject to Section 33-31-1605, the membership list.


(c) A member may inspect and copy the records identified in subsection (b) only if:


(1) the member's demand is made in good faith and for a proper purpose;
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(2) the member describes with reasonable particularity the purpose and the records the member desires 
to inspect; and


(3) the records are directly connected with this purpose.


(d) This section does not affect:


(1) the right of a member to inspect records under Section 33-31-720 or, if the member is in litigation 
with the corporation, to the same extent as any other litigant; or


(2) the power of a court, independently of this chapter, to compel the production of corporate records 
for examination.


(e) The articles or bylaws of a religious corporation may limit or abolish the right of a member under 
this section to inspect and copy any corporate record.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.


SECTION 33-31-1603. Scope of inspection rights.


(a) A member's agent or attorney has the same inspection and copying rights as the member the agent 
or attorney represents.


(b) The right to copy records under Section 33-31-1602 includes, if reasonable, the right to receive 
copies made by photographic, xerographic, or other means.


(c) The corporation may impose a reasonable charge, covering the costs of labor and material, for 
copies of any documents provided to the member. The charge may not exceed the estimated cost of 
production or reproduction of the records.


(d) The corporation may comply with a member's demand to inspect the record of members under 
Section 33-31-1602(b)(3) by providing the member with a list of its members that was complied no 
earlier than the date of the member's demand.


HISTORY: 1994 Act No. 384, Section 1.
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EXHIBIT  5  -  Request for a List of Voting Members;  Documents for Minutes, only, were Received


RE:  Court Complaint - Potential Filing
cwedwards2018@gmail.com
cndesteve@gmail.com, woodingtonhoa@gmail.com, woodingtonvp@gmail.com


 December  27,  2018
Dear Mr. Edwards:


 Thank you for a reply of 27 December.  Seven files of minutes were received, which is much 
appreciated.  Since no signatures appear, do I presume correctly these represent  “approved minutes”?


 Unfortunately, neither of your options fulfills my  "proper purpose"  need for information about 
who returned ballots.  As was explained previously, it is a proper purpose to certify vote results (as 
would have been done by  "Election Trust",  but the Board would not use their services).
  
 Please allow me to assure you that my legitimate request for corporate records is not paranoia.  I 
am simply requesting a list of voters in order that I may determine which Members are “similarly 
situated” with me in a recognition that WHOA  is  "broken" and  "needs to be fixed"!  This is clearly a 
“proper purpose” for this request.  I am not seeking to determine  HOW  anyone voted, thus avoiding 
confidentiality concerns.


 A listing of voters is commonly made known; this is reflected in the attached report from Election 
Trust – note particularly the  "Voter Credit List".  As you see, names of Members who voted is not 
kept confidential.  We agree that  "how a Member voted"  should remain confidential.  As you know, I 
proposed a procedure for the Board to supply me with copies of ballots, where confidentiality is 
maintained, but to date no response was received.
  
 Put simply, it is my view that an HOA member is entitled to a list of those who voted, particularly 
where the stated purpose is proper, as here.  It remains my position that failure of the Board to allow 
me to certify ballot results, including a  "Voter Credit List", will leave me no alternative but to file in 
Court to obtain this information, and leave it to the Court in its discretion (which it may decide under 
the Nonprofit Corporation Act), whether or not I am entitled to:  "... inspect and copy ..." a list of those 
who returned ballots.  


 Please be informed that upon inquiry to Magistrates Court, they balked at accepting this type of 
action, saying:  "What HOA Act?",  and suggested they would not accept my case.  So, if necessary, I 
will be filing  "Pro Se"  in Circuit Court (with the guidance of Mr. Gibson, with whom I always consult
on all matters related to the Board).
  
        I do hope that upon review and consideration, you will agree to supply requested ballot 
information, recognizing there is no confidentiality concern, and thereby avoid the need for me to file 
in court.  Is there any reason why a  “Voter Credit List”  would not be provided?


 Thank you again for a previous reply.


 File:  < WHOA_FINAL_CERTIFIED_REPORT_09_23_16.pdf >
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 Cheers     . . . . . .      wedlakera@mail.com
 Support   "wilderness"  -   conserve  nature !
 Be  American    -    buy   "Made  in  USA"  !!
 GO  ORANGE  -  Syracuse  University  ORANGE !!
 Stop  organized  crime.    Re-elect  no  one !
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EXHIBIT  6  -  Ballot Copy Process for Confidentiality (DCA Complaint) -  Copies for Certification


RE:  Ballot Procedure  -  Copies for Certification  100618
cwedwards2018@gmail.com
atty@ggibsonassociates.com, woodingtonhoa@gmail.com, woodingtonvp@gmail.com


 [October  6,  2018]
Dear  Mr. Edwards:
 
     Thank you for giving me a chance to clarify.
     
     In the event an agent will not be used to accept return of ballots, the proper process for the Board "...
to turn [copies of] the individual votes over to [me] ..."  would be:
 
  A) cut (or tear) all returned ballots into two pieces:
       1. "Yes" or "No" answer to ballot question(s)
       2. Member's signature and printed name
  B) shuffle all pieces into random (and non-corresponding) order
  C) make copies of all pieces  1  and  2
  D) send all copies to me
  
This process  MAINTAINS CONFIDENTIALITY  of each, individual ballot.  The process also 
assures that I receive desired information - to be able to certify returned ballots.
 
     A signature must appear on a returned ballot for it to be counted.  A ballot without a signature should
be returned to sender for signature.  Indeed, if the Board receives returned ballots, after verifying a 
signature appears, steps  A  and  B should be executed before review of ballots continues, to assure 
confidentiality of each Member's vote!
 
     Please be informed our By-Laws are specific about the balloting process - see:
       Article XVII - Amendments and Voting, Section 3
The  "Nonprofit Corporation Act ..."(NPCA)  also specifies requirements  for  ballots  which  must  be  
followed; see as appended.
 
     Please be informed that Mr. Gibson reviewed and approved the last message before it was sent.  So, 
no - Mr. Gibson (who is unavailable with family matters until later today) does not need to clarify, as 
well.  The process  A - D is clear.
 
     Please think seriously about using an agent to accept returned ballots.  Plan to provide copies to me, 
if not!  Thank you.
     
 Cheers     . . . . . .      wedlakera@mail.com
 Support   "wilderness"  -   conserve  nature !
 Be  American    -    buy   "Made  in  USA"  !!
 GO  ORANGE  -  Syracuse  University  ORANGE !!
 Stop  organized  crime.    Re-elect  no  one !
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EXHIBIT 7  -  Process for Copies of Ballots to Remain Confidential


RE:  Ballot Procedure  -  Copies for Certification  100618
cwedwards2018@gmail.com
atty@ggibsonassociates.com, woodingtonhoa@gmail.com, woodingtonvp@gmail.com


 [ October  6,  2018 ] 
Dear  Mr. Edwards:
 
     Thank you for giving me a chance to clarify.
     
     In the event an agent will not be used to accept return of ballots, the proper process for the Board  
"... to turn [copies of] the individual votes over to [me] ..."  would be:
 
  A) cut (or tear) all returned ballots into two pieces:
       1. "Yes" or "No" answer to ballot question(s)
       2. Member's signature and printed name
  B) shuffle all pieces into random (and non-corresponding) order
  C) make copies of all pieces  1  and  2
  D) send all copies to me
  
This process  MAINTAINS CONFIDENTIALITY  of each, individual ballot.  The process also 
assures that I receive desired information - to be able to certify returned ballots.
 
     A signature must appear on a returned ballot for it to be counted.  A ballot without a signature 
should be returned to sender for signature.  Indeed, if the Board receives returned ballots, after 
verifying a signature appears, steps  A  and  B should be executed before review of ballots continues, to
assure confidentiality of each Member's vote!
 
     Please be informed our By-Laws are specific about the balloting process- see:
       Article XVII - Amendments and Voting, Section 3
 The  "Nonprofit Corporation Act ..."(NPCA)  also specifies requirements  for  ballots  which  must  be 
followed;  see as appended.
 
     Please be informed that Mr. Gibson reviewed and approved the last message before it was sent.  So, 
no - Mr. Gibson (who is unavailable with family matters until later today) does not need to clarify, as 
well.  The process  A - D is clear.
 
     Please think seriously about using an agent to accept returned ballots.  Plan to provide copies to me, 
if not!  Thank you.
     
 Cheers     . . . . . .      wedlakera@mail.com
 Support   "wilderness"  -   conserve  nature !
 Be  American    -    buy   "Made  in  USA"  !!
 GO  ORANGE  -  Syracuse  University  ORANGE !!
 Stop  organized  crime.    Re-elect  no  one !
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   -----  Original  Message  -----
 
Subject: Re: Ballot Procedure
From: Woodington HOA <woodingtonhoa@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, 5 Oct 2018 21:43:22
Cc: cwedwards2018@gmail.com, atty@ggibsonassociates.com, woodingtonvp@gmail.com
To: Ray Wedlake <wedlakera@mail.com>
 
So let me make sure I’m understanding you, because this is another email that has me confused and 
perplexed.
 
As I read the bellow email, you are concerned about the Board maintaining confidentiality of the 
individual votes, but in the very next sentence you want us to turn the individual votes over to you 
because you want to make sure we counted them correctly.  How is that maintaining confidentiality? 
 
Mr. Gibson will need to clarify this email for us as well. 
 
     --------  Appendix    --------
     
                 "NPCA"
 
SECTION 33-31-708.   Action by written or electronic ballot.
 
(a) Unless prohibited or limited by the articles or bylaws, any action that may be taken at any annual, 
regular, or special meeting of members may be taken without a meeting if the corporation delivers a 
written or electronic ballot to every member entitled to vote on the matter.
 
(b) A written or electronic ballot shall:
     (1) set forth each proposed action; and
     (2) provide an opportunity to vote for or against each proposed action.
 
(c) Approval by written or electronic ballot pursuant to this section is valid only when the number of 
votes cast by ballot equals or exceeds the quorum required to be present at a meeting authorizing the 
action, and the number of approvals equals or exceeds the number of votes that would be required to 
approve the matter at a meeting at which the total number of votes cast was the same as the number of 
votes cast by ballot.
 
(d) All solicitations for votes by written or electronic ballot shall:
     (1) indicate the number of responses needed to meet the quorum requirements;
     (2) state the percentage of approvals necessary to approve each matter other than election of 
directors; and
     (3) specify the time by which a ballot must be received by the corporation in order to be counted.
 
(e) Except as otherwise provided in the articles or bylaws, a written or electronic ballot may not be 
revoked.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE  
 
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of 
Woodington Homeowners’ Association, 
Inc. 


Plaintiff (Pro Se) 
 
v. 
 
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, 
Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and 
William Craigo in their capacity as Board 
of Directors of Woodington 
Homeowners’ Association, Inc., 
 


Defendant(s). 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 
Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269 
 
 
 


Answer and Affirmative Defenses 
 
 


 
COME NOW Defendants Charles Koshis, Denis Esteve, and William Craigo 


(“Defendants”), by and through their undersigned counsel, and for their Answer and Affirmative 


Defenses to the Complaint of Plaintiff Raymond A. Wedlake state as follows: 


PARTIES 


1. Admitted. 


2. Admitted. 


NATURE OF THE CONTROVERSY 


3. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak 


for themselves and deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny 


the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


4. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 
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5. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


6. Defendants lack sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 


allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


7. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


8. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


9. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


JURISDICTION AND VENUE 


10. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


11. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


12. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 
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13. Defendants admit that Plaintiff’s Complaint requests injunctive relief, but deny that 


Plaintiff is entitled to any relief whatsoever and demand strict proof thereof. 


14. Admitted. 


15. Admitted. 


FACTS 


16. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak 


for themselves and deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack 


sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, 


therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


17. Defendants lack sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 


allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


18. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


19. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


20. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 
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21. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak 


for themselves and deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack 


sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, 


therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


22. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


23. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


24. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


25. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


26. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


27. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 
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28. Defendants lack sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 


allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


29. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


30. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


31. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 


32. Defendants repeat and re-allege each and every allegation contained in preceding 


paragraphs with the same force and effect as if herein fully set forth. 


33. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


34. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


35. Defendants admit Plaintiff seeks relief, but deny that Plaintiff is entitled to any 


relief whatsoever and demand strict proof thereof. 


FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 


36. Defendants repeat and re-allege each and every allegation contained in preceding 


paragraphs with the same force and effect as if herein fully set forth. 


37. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 


Defendants admit that Plaintiff seeks various forms of relief, but deny that Plaintiff is 


entitled to any relief whatsoever and demand strict proof thereof. 


AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 


1. Plaintiff fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. 


2. Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the doctrines of estoppel, acquiescence, consent, 


release, unclean hands, laches, and/or waiver. 


3. Plaintiff’s injuries were the result of an intervening or superseding cause or the acts 


or omissions of third parties, over which Defendants had no responsibility or control and for which 


Defendants may not be held liable. 


4. Defendants hereby assert the defense of setoff. 


5. Plaintiff fails to state a basis for recovering attorneys’ fees. 


Defendants reserve the right to assert additional claims and defenses as discovery 


progresses in this case.  To the extent that any of the allegations in the Complaint have not been 


expressly admitted or denied, they are hereby denied. 


 


Respectfully submitted this 18th day of February, 2019. 


 


CAMPBELL TEAGUE LLC 
 
/s/ E. Jordan Teague     
George Campbell (SC Bar #77409) 
E. Jordan Teague (SC Bar #103032) 
16 W. North St. 
Greenville, South Carolina 29601 
PH:  (864) 326-4186 
george@campbellteague.com 
jordan@campbellteague.com 
Attorneys for Defendants 
CHARLES KOSHIS, DENIS ESTEVE,  
AND WILLIAM CRAIGO 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a copy of the foregoing document was served upon the 


following by U.S. Mail: 


Raymond A. Wedlake 
703 Creekview Drive 
Greenville, SC 29607 


 


/s/ E. Jordan Teague     
 


 
Date: February 18, 2019 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE  
 
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of 
Woodington Homeowners’ Association, 
Inc. 


Plaintiff (Pro Se) 
 
v. 
 
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, 
Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and 
William Craigo in their capacity as Board 
of Directors of Woodington 
Homeowners’ Association, Inc., 
 


Defendant(s). 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 
Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269 
 
 
 


Answer and Affirmative Defenses  
of  


Edwards and Keels 
 
 


 
COME NOW Defendants Christopher Edwards, Michael Keels,  (“Defendants”), by and 


through their undersigned counsel, and for their Answer and Affirmative Defenses to the 


Complaint of Plaintiff Raymond A. Wedlake state as follows: 


PARTIES 


1. Admitted. 


2. Admitted. 


NATURE OF THE CONTROVERSY 


3. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak 


for themselves and deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny 


the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


4. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 
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or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


5. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


6. Defendants lack sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 


allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


7. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


8. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


9. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


JURISDICTION AND VENUE 


10. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


11. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 
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12. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand 


strict proof thereof. 


13. Defendants admit that Plaintiff’s Complaint requests injunctive relief, but deny that 


Plaintiff is entitled to any relief whatsoever and demand strict proof thereof. 


14. Admitted. 


15. Admitted. 


FACTS 


16. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak 


for themselves and deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack 


sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, 


therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


17. Defendants lack sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 


allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


18. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


19. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


20. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 
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or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


21. This paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which no response is required.  To 


the extent a response is required, Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak 


for themselves and deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack 


sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, 


therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


22. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


23. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


24. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


25. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


26. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 
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27. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


28. Defendants lack sufficient information or knowledge to either admit or deny the 


allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the same and demand strict proof thereof. 


29. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants lack sufficient information 


or knowledge to either admit or deny the allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the 


same and demand strict proof thereof. 


30. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


31. Defendants aver that the exhibits to Plaintiff’s Complaint speak for themselves and 


deny any averments inconsistent with the same.  Otherwise, Defendants deny the allegations in 


this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 


32. Defendants repeat and re-allege each and every allegation contained in preceding 


paragraphs with the same force and effect as if herein fully set forth. 


33. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


34. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


35. Defendants admit Plaintiff seeks relief, but deny that Plaintiff is entitled to any 


relief whatsoever and demand strict proof thereof. 


FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 
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36. Defendants repeat and re-allege each and every allegation contained in preceding 


paragraphs with the same force and effect as if herein fully set forth. 


37. Defendants deny the allegations in this paragraph and demand strict proof thereof. 


PRAYER FOR RELIEF 


Defendants admit that Plaintiff seeks various forms of relief, but deny that Plaintiff is 


entitled to any relief whatsoever and demand strict proof thereof. 


AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 


1. Plaintiff fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted. 


2. Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the doctrines of estoppel, acquiescence, consent, 


release, unclean hands, laches, and/or waiver. 


3. Plaintiff’s injuries were the result of an intervening or superseding cause or the acts 


or omissions of third parties, over which Defendants had no responsibility or control and for which 


Defendants may not be held liable. 


4. Defendants hereby assert the defense of setoff. 


5. Plaintiff fails to state a basis for recovering attorneys’ fees. 


Defendants reserve the right to assert additional claims and defenses as discovery 


progresses in this case.  To the extent that any of the allegations in the Complaint have not been 


expressly admitted or denied, they are hereby denied. 


 


Respectfully submitted this 4th day of March, 2019. 


 


CAMPBELL TEAGUE LLC 
 
/s/ George Campbell     
George Campbell (SC Bar #77409) 
E. Jordan Teague (SC Bar #103032) 
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16 W. North St. 
Greenville, South Carolina 29601 
PH:  (864) 326-4186 
george@campbellteague.com 
jordan@campbellteague.com 
Attorneys for Defendants 
CHRISTOPHER EDWARDS AND MICHAEL KEELS 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a copy of the foregoing document was served upon the 


following by U.S. Mail: 


Raymond A. Wedlake 
703 Creekview Drive 
Greenville, SC 29607 


 


/s/ George Campbell     
 


 
Date: March 4, 2019 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE  
 
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of 
Woodington Homeowners’ Association, 
Inc. 


Plaintiff (Pro Se) 
 
v. 
 
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, 
Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and 
William Craigo in their capacity as 
Board of Directors of Woodington 
Homeowners’ Association, Inc., 
 


Defendant(s). 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON 
PLEAS 
 
Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269 
 
 
 


MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT AND TO EXTEND ADR 


DEADLINE 
 
 


 
COME NOW Defendants, by and through their undersigned counsel, and moves 


for summary judgment on all claims in accordance with South Carolina Rules of Civil 


Procedure 56 and requests an extension of ADR deadlines as follows: 


1. Plaintiff filed the above captioned lawsuit purporting to seek information 


from the Woodington HOA Board of Directors.  Plaintiff has either already been provided 


the requested information or is not legally entitled to the requested information, such that 


Plaintiff is not entitled to any further relief. 


2. Even if Plaintiff were entitled to the requested information, Plaintiff named 


members of the 2018 Board as Defendants rather than the correct entity—the Woodington 


HOA itself, which actually has access and authority over the requested information.  


Named Defendants cannot provide the requested relief and are immune from suit. 


3. Plaintiff’s claims are frivolous and have been filed for the purpose of 


harassing Defendants.  Thus, Defendants are entitled to sanctions from Plaintiff, including 


but not limited to costs and attorneys’ fees expended to defend against this action. 
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4. This motion is supported by the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, 


statutes and case law, and such other supporting memoranda, authority, or attachments as 


are filed or presented before or at the hearing on this motion. 


5. Defendants further request that ADR deadlines be suspended and/or pushed 


back until at least 30 days after a decision on this motion has been issued. 


 


WHEREFORE, Defendants respectfully request judgment in their favor on all 


claims. 


Respectfully submitted this 27th day of September, 2019. 


CAMPBELL TEAGUE LLC 
  
/s/: Emily O’Brian_________________ 
George Campbell (SC Bar #77409) 
Emily O’Brian (SC Bar #101824) 
E. Jordan Teague (SC Bar #103032) 
16 W. North St. 
Greenville, South Carolina 29601 
Tel:  (864) 326-4186 
george@campbellteague.com 
emily@campbellteague.com 
jordan@campbellteague.com 
Attorneys for Defendants  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a copy of the foregoing document was served 


upon the following by EMAIL and CERTIFIED MAIL. 


Raymond A. Wedlake 
703 Creekview Drive 
Greenville, SC 29607 
wedlakera@mail.com 


 


     
Kathryn Hindman, Paralegal 


 
Date: September 27, 2019 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE  
 
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of 
Woodington Homeowners’ Association, 
Inc. 


Plaintiff (Pro Se) 
 
v. 
 
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, 
Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and 
William Craigo in their capacity as 
Board of Directors of Woodington 
Homeowners’ Association, Inc., 
 


Defendant(s). 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
 
Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269 
 
 
 


MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 


JUDGMENT 
 
 


 
COME NOW Defendants, by and through their undersigned counsel, and for their 


Memorandum in Support of Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment state as follows: 


I. INTRODUCTION 


Plaintiff has engaged in a pattern of behavior designed to harass members of the 


Woodington HOA Board, including filing multiple suits against the Board and its 


members.1  Plaintiff is a resident and member of the Woodington HOA, and this particular 


lawsuit arises out of his request to the 2018 Board to provide “a list of Members who 


returned ballots” (the “List”) in the November 2018 vote.  (Pl. Comp. para 3).  Conversely, 


such a List would reveal the names of all homeowners who opted to allow the Board to 


vote for them by proxy in response to the November 2018 ballot.  The Board rightfully 


refused to reveal this private information about homeowner votes.  Plaintiff asserts he is 


entitled the List, despite the plain language of the law to the contrary.   


 
1 See e.g., Greenville County case numbers 2017-cp-23-06301 and 2019-cp-23-01501. 
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 2 


Further, Plaintiff’s actions in this lawsuit, through both discovery and his 


correspondence to homeowners regarding the litigation, make clear he is abusing the legal 


process in order to continue to harass the Defendants and other homeowners in the 


Woodington community.  Defendants respectfully request that this Court recognize 


Plaintiff’s inappropriate tactics, find that this lawsuit has no legal basis, and hold Plaintiff 


liable for all fees and costs incurred in defending against this frivolous lawsuit and 


responding to Plaintiff’s harassing actions.  If left unchecked, Plaintiff will continue to 


harass Woodington Board members and fellow homeowners, abusing the legal system in 


the process. 


II. ALLEGATIONS BY PLAINTIFF 


In his Complaint, Plaintiff alleges that Defendants “have prohibited Plaintiff from 


access to [Woodington] HOA documents, specifically a list of those Members who 


returned ballots (Documents or List) regarding a substantial increase in dues and a special 


assessment, and ignored or denied Plaintiff’s various requests for copies of the List.”  (Pl. 


Compl. Para. 3).  Plaintiff goes on to state, “Plaintiff believes that the proper attitude for 


Defendants to take is to supply the List as requested, even though not specifically 


identified as required in the [South Carolina Non-Profit Corporations Act], if as here, 


the request has a proper purpose.” (Pl. Compl. Para. 23).  When asked in discovery if his 


claim of entitlement to the List was solely based on the Act, Plaintiff pointed to no other 


legal basis for his claim.2 


 
2 Plaintiff did assert Defendants had a fiduciary duty as Board members, but he cited to no statutes or case 
law to show the existence or violation of such duty nor is such a duty (or violation thereof) asserted anywhere 
in Plaintiff’s Complaint.  Additionally, Plaintiff asserted other factors such as “moral” and “social” 
considerations.  Again, none of these are legal bases for relief to be adjudicated by this Court.  See Pl.’s 
7/31/2019 filing, response to RFA 3. 
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 3 


III. ARGUMENT 


“Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine issue of material fact 


such that the moving party must prevail as a matter of law.”  Fleming v. Rose, 567 S.E.2d 


857, 860 (S.C. 2002).  “When determining if any triable issues of fact exist, the evidence 


and all reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light most favorable to the non-moving 


party.”  Id.  “Summary judgment should be granted when plain, palpable, and undisputable 


facts exist on which reasonable minds cannot differ.”  NationsBank v. Scott Farm, 465 


S.E.2d 98, 100 (S.C. App. 1995).  “In order to resist a motion for summary judgment, the 


nonmoving party must come forward with specific facts showing genuine issues 


necessitating trial.”  Id.   


A. Plaintiff is not entitled to his requested relief—being provided “the List”— 
under the South Carolina Non-Profit Corporations Act. 


This case involves a straightforward reading of the South Carolina Non-Profit 


Corporations Act (the “Act”), in particular Article 16.  In contrast to the plain language of 


the Act, Plaintiff asserts that under the Act he is entitled to the List (i.e. those HOA 


members who did not return their November 2018 ballots).  As a matter of law, no such 


entitlement exists. 


  The statute requires a corporation to maintain a very specific list of records, as set 


out in Section 33-31-1601(e): 


(1) its articles or restated articles of incorporation and all amendments to them 
currently in effect; 
(2) its bylaws or restated bylaws and all amendments to them currently in effect; 
(3) resolutions adopted by its board of directors relating to the characteristics, 
qualifications, rights, limitations, and obligations of members or any class or 
category of members; 
(4) the minutes of all meetings of members and records of all actions approved by 
the members for the past three years; 
(5) all written communications to members generally within the past three years, 
including the financial statements furnished for the past three years under Section 
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 4 


33-31-1620; 
(6) a list of the names and business or home addresses of its current directors and 
officers; and 
(7) its most recent report of each type required to be filed by it with the Secretary 
of State under this chapter. 


The Act then defines specifically the records members are entitled to inspect and 


the circumstances of such inspection.  Section 33-31-1602(a) permits a member to inspect 


and copy any of the records set forth in Section 33-31-1601(e), as stated above.  Section 


33-31-1602(b) then defines additional records that a member is entitled to inspect and copy, 


namely: 


(1) excerpts from any records required to be maintained under Section 33-31-
1601(a)3, to the extent not subject to inspection under Section 33-31-1602(a); 
(2) accounting records of the corporation; and 
(3) subject to Section 33-31-1605, the membership list. 


Subsection (c) provides qualifications for when these records may be requested and 


inspected.4  But the analysis for subsection (c) does not come into play unless the records 


are subject to inspection in the first place. 


 The two enumerations of records provided above are the only records the Act 


entitles a member to inspect and copy.  Neither Section 33-31-1601(e) nor 1602(b) say 


anything about a list of members who did not turn in ballots in a vote.  Thus, there is clearly 


no entitlement under the Act to the List Plaintiff has requested.  There must be an 


entitlement to inspect the records before any of the conditions for such inspection are then 


 
3 Section 1601(a) states, “A corporation shall keep as permanent records minutes of all meetings of its 
members and board of directors, a record of all actions taken by the members or directors without a meeting, 
and a record of all actions taken by committees of the board of directors as authorized by Section 33-31-
825(d).” 
4 (c) A member may inspect and copy the records identified in subsection (b) only if: (1) the member's 
demand is made in good faith and for a proper purpose; (2) the member describes with reasonable 
particularity the purpose and the records the member desires to inspect; and (3) the records are directly 
connected with this purpose. 
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analyzed.  As the entitlement does not exist, the conditions make no difference in the 


analysis here. 


 Plaintiff also asserts that because he is a litigant Section 33-31-1602(d)(1) entitles 


him to the List.  This is a blatant misreading of the Act.  Section 33-31-1602(d)(1) states, 


in relevant part, “This section does not affect the right of a member to inspect records…if 


the member is in litigation with the corporation, to the same extent as any other litigant.” 


(emphasis added).  In other words, Section 33-31-1602(d) does not grant any new 


entitlements to members but rather preserves rights a member may have for discovery in 


litigation.  Plaintiff did not ask for the List as relevant discovery in litigation, and he cannot 


bring this current litigation for the sole purpose of seeking the List in litigation.  Section 


33-31-1602(d) does not provide an independent basis upon which entitlement to records 


arises.  Thus, Plaintiff has no entitlement to the List under this subsection either. 


B. Regardless of the merits of Plaintiff’s claim, as a matter of law Plaintiff 
cannot recover from the named Defendants. 


1. Plaintiff cannot sue the Board members individually as they are 
immune from suit pursuant to S.C. Code Sec. 33-31-834. 


Plaintiff brought suit against “Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, Denis Esteve, 


Michael Keels, and William Craigo in their capacity as Board of Directors of Woodington 


Homeowners’ Association, Inc.”  However, the Act specifically protects individual Board 


members from suit in cases such as this, providing that all “directors, trustees, or members 


of the governing bodies of not-for-profit cooperatives, corporations, associations, and 


organizations described in subsection (b) are immune from suit arising from the conduct 


of the affairs of these cooperatives, corporations, associations, or organizations.”  S.C. 


Code Sec. 33-31-834(a).  Subsection (b) specifies that 501(c)(3) organizations, such as the 
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 6 


Woodington HOA, are covered by this provision.  Thus, the Board members are immune 


from suit, and this case must be dismissed.  


2. Defendants Edwards, Esteve, Keels, and Craigo are no longer Board 
members. 


Plaintiff sued Defendants “in their capacity as Board of Directors of Woodington 


Homeowners’ Association, Inc.”  (See case caption.)  However, four of the five Defendants 


are no longer on the Board and no longer have access to records of Woodington HOA.  


Therefore, these individuals are not proper parties to the lawsuit as they no longer have any 


authority to provide Plaintiff with his requested relief.  These individuals—namely 


Defendants Edwards, Esteve, Keels, and Craigo—should be dismissed from the lawsuit. 


C. Plaintiff’s claims are frivolous and sanctions are appropriate. 


As evidenced above, Plaintiff knew from the day he filed this lawsuit that he was 


not entitled to the List under the Act.  (Pl. Compl. Para. 23).  Nevertheless, he filed this 


lawsuit, forcing Defendants to spend precious time, effort, and resources to respond.  


Plaintiff then moved for summary judgment on April 15, 2019, claiming there was no issue 


of fact, but sent out discovery to Defendant two days later.  Defendants were required to 


respond to Plaintiff’s discovery requests, defend against his later-filed motion to compel, 


and defend against Plaintiff’s untimely and baseless motion for summary judgment.  Both 


motions by Plaintiff were denied by the Court. 


To top it off, with Defendants’ motion for summary judgment pending, Plaintiff 


abused the discovery process by sending out letters to the Woodington homeowners that: 


demanded information about confidential votes; misquoted Judge Kinlaw and asserted 


homeowners were Court-ordered to answer Plaintiff’s requests when they were not; sought 


to influence witness testimony by giving them a false binary option of how to respond; and 
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threatened homeowners if they did not respond to his letter.  (See Defendants’ 10/3/2019 


motion and accompanying exhibits.)  Homeowners receiving the letters have reported 


feeling “bullied,” “harassed,” “threatened,” and that Plaintiff’s demand for their signature 


on a document revealing their vote was an invasion of privacy.  At this point, homeowners 


are unwilling to identify themselves in an accompanying affidavit or other public 


correspondence for fear of being the subject of Plaintiff’s next lawsuit or being subject to 


other abusive and harassing backlash from him.  Plaintiff has created a climate of fear in 


his neighborhood through his improper use of the legal system.  Defendants were forced to 


move for an injunction and/or protective order to prevent Plaintiff from continuing to 


harass Woodington residents.5  This Court must step in to prevent Plaintiff from continuing 


to abuse the legal system in this manner. 


 


WHEREFORE, Defendants request an Order from this Court: 


• GRANTING their Motion for Summary Judgment on Plaintiff’s claims 


and dismissing such claims in their entirety; and 


• GRANTING their Motion for Summary Judgment on Defendants’ 


counterclaim and awarding Defendants compensatory damages 


including but not limited to attorneys’ fees, costs, and other expenses 


incurred in the defense of this lawsuit, punitive damages, a 


directive/injunction against future frivolous legal actions or actions 


brought in bad faith by Plaintiff, as well as any and all other relief which 


this Court deems just, equitable, and proper under the circumstances. 


 
5 This motion was heard by Judge Kinlaw on October 21, 2019.  Judge Kinlaw continued that motion pending 
the outcome of this motion.  See 10/22/2019 Form 4 Order. 
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Respectfully submitted this 24th day of October, 2019. 


CAMPBELL TEAGUE LLC 
  
/s/: Emily O’Brian___________________ 
George Campbell (SC Bar #77409) 
Emily O’Brian (SC Bar #101824) 
E. Jordan Teague (SC Bar #103032) 
16 W. North St. 
Greenville, South Carolina 29601 
Tel:  (864) 326-4186 
george@campbellteague.com 
emily@campbellteague.com 
jordan@campbellteague.com 
Attorneys for Defendants 
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Certificate of Service 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a copy of the foregoing document was served upon the 


following by Certified Mail and Email: 
 


Raymond A. Wedlake 
703 Creekview Drive 
Greenville, SC 29607 
wedlakera@mail.com 


 
 
 


_________________________ 
Paralegal, Campbell Teague 
 
 


Date: October 24, 2019 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
 )
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )
 )
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of )
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. )
 )
 Plaintiff (Pro Se) )
 )
          vs. )
 )
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, )
Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and William Craigo )
in their capacity as Board of Directors of )
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. )
 )
 Defendants )


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Civil Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269


MEMORANDUM IN  OPPOSITION  TO
 


MOTION  TO  REVIVE  EMERGENCY 
 


MOTION  FOR  IMMEDIATE 
 


INJUNCTION  AND  PROTECTIVE 
 


ORDER;  MOTION  TO  QUASH


_________________________________________
 
 COMES NOW Raymond A. Wedlake, Plaintiff (Pro Se), who respectfully submits this  


“Memorandum in Opposition ...”  to the Court as captioned, stating as follows.


OVERVIEW  SUMMARY,  BRIEFLY


O1. This case is about continuing efforts by Plaintiff to restore proper Board Governance by the 


Board of Directors (Board) of the Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc.(WHOA), 


specifically to obtain information from its members (Members), associated with following 


Plaintiff's desire to improve WHOA, and to bring benefits to its Members.


 O1a)  Plaintiff seeks information about who voted, as well as many other pieces of 


information which Defendants have withheld from Plaintiff.  Plaintiff has asked the Court to use 


its discretion, since Plaintiff is a litigant, to confirm Plaintiff may know who voted – but  not  


how they voted - and to receive other information which is  mandated  by  law  that a Board 


must give to a Member upon request;
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 O1b)  Defendants seek to hide the fact that a majority of Members did  NOT  vote  "FOR"  


by returning  Ballot 1  nor  Ballot 2  before November 9, 2018, the deadline when they were due;


 O1c)  Defendants seek to stop proper-discovery inquiry by Plaintiff by having the Court  


“gag Plaintiff”,  and to deny Plaintiff the right to legitimate discovery, where Plaintiff has used 


proper methodology for discovery, in accordance with Rule 30(a), SCRCP;  see the  "Notice of 


Deposition"   as attached to Defendants'  “Motion to Revive Emergency Motion for Immediate 


Injuction and Protective Order; Motion to Quash” (Motion) as part of Exhibit A.


O2. Defendants'  Motion  is premature because:


 O2a)  Plaintiff previously filed, prior to issuance of an Order, a  “Motion for a New Hearing 


on Defendants' Motion for Summary Judgment and to Extend ADR Deadline” (NewH), so no 


final order exists;


 O2b)  Plaintiff’s position is that the case remains open, and Plaintiff’s rights to discovery 


pursuant to Rule 30(a), SCRCP remain intact unless and until a final judgment is rendered, 


including any additional-time period for NewH or other Motions related to the current case, as 


well as Reconsideration or Appeal.


O3. In an October 28, 2019 Hearing on Defendants'  “Motion for Summary Judgment and to 


Extend ADR Deadline”,  the Honorable Judge Robin Stilwell suggested to Defendants that they 


probably remain subject to Plaintiff's continuing discovery requests, and that they may be better 


served to dismiss the lawsuit altogether, where such suggestion has been ignored with the 


bringing of Motion.
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O4. Plaintiff is not alone;  several Members voluntarily returned their written statements, 


confirming they did not return ballots and did not understand, nor want, the Board to cast votes 


in their name in favor of November 2018  Ballot 1 nor  Ballot 2 (Exhibit 1).


O5.  Statements to date suggest Defendants do not represent a majority of Members, which 


Plaintiff intends to continue to gather and to show, thus proving to the Court that Plaintiff 


represents the majority opinion.


O6. Defendants want to continue to be able to hide Plaintiff's representation of a majority of 


Members, thus misleading and denying the truth of the matter from Court;  Plaintiff most 


probably represents the  MAJORITY ,  which will become proven in conjunction with  


DENIAL  of Motion.


MORE  DETAILED  REVIEW  OF  PRIOR  MEMORANDUM  IN  OPPOSITION


 Plaintiff includes by reference his  “Memorandum in Opposition ...”  filed in the Public 


Index on October 18, 2019, and elects to reiterate important points from its content, where 


several were:


 A)  Plaintiff cannot continue with his quest to improve WHOA, nor to bring improvements 


to Members, without knowledge of requested information which Defendants have not provided.


 B)  In violation of law, Defendants have not provided the  “membership list”  as requested 


by Plaintiff, where this lawbreaking stands by itself as rationale to annul Defendants'  Motion,  


since the  “Nonprofit Corporation Act of 1994” (NPCA) mandates that a membership list must 


be provided on request:  
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 ARTICLE 16 
Records and Reports 


 Subarticle A. 
Records 


                              . 
 SECTION 33311602. Inspection of records by members. 
                              . 
   (b) Subject to subsection (e), a member is entitled to inspect and copy ... 
                              . 
       (3) subject to Section 33311605, the membership list.


 C)   Criteria for Seeking Emergency Injunction Not Met.  Defendants have not made any


attempt, nor shown any evidence to establish any of three necessary prerequisites:  harm, succeed


on the merits, and inadequate remedy at law, which would allow granting of an injunction;  


Plaintiff contends Defendants have failed relative to all three prerequisites.


 D)  Peek v. Spartanburg Reg'l Healthcare Sys., 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.;  in addition, any  “balance the equities”  would normally be 


construed to favor Plaintiff.


 E)  Defendants would suffer no harm if the injunction is not granted.


 F)  Defendants have not and cannot show they will likely succeed on the merits of the[ir


Counterclaim] litigation.  Factually, in a Hearing of October 28, 2019 seeking Summary 


Judgment, their  “Motion for Frivolous Sanctions” was  DENIED;  this denial suggests no 


possibility of success for their continued litigation.


 G)  An adequate remedy at law is available.  In a similar request for injunction


(2019-CP-23-01501) against a Board, recently brought by Plaintiff, Judge Gravely's denial of 


such request was based upon the fact that some other  “remedy at law”  is never absent, and can 


always be sought as an adequate remedy.


4


146







 H)  Defendants' portrayal of the facts is wholly inaccurate and misleading.  Plaintiff is 


NOT seeking anything confidential about how Members voted.


 Plaintiff at this time also petitions the Court to recognize that Defense Council, with full 


knowledge of their misrepresentation of Plaintiff's case as has been made known to them in prior 


pleadings, in violation of the South Carolina Lawyer's Oath which shows: 


 “I will employ for the purpose of maintaining the causes confided to me
 only such means as are consistent with trust and honor and the principles
 of professionalism, and will never seek to mislead an opposing party,
 the judge or jury by a false statement of fact or law;”


continues with bringing false claims with intent to  “mislead”,  which they have sworn against so


doing.


DETAILED,  ITEMIZED  REBUTTAL  OF  MOTION  PARAGRAPHS


Motion paragraphs as below are denoted, for example:  “M1”.


 M1. Plaintiff filed this lawsuit seeking a declaratory judgment regarding whether he is 


legally entitled to the confidential votes of homeowners in the Woodington Homeowners’ 


Association (“HOA”).


 1. Rebuttal:


 1a)  May it please the Court that Plaintiff's Complaint  (Complaint) of January 17, 2019, 


defined the term “List”  and showed:


    “...  specifically a list of those Members who returned ballots (Documents
      or List)  …


.
   4.  Specifically, Plaintiff repeatedly requested the List, and not
        how such Members voted, as related to ballots to assess to
        Members, including Plaintiff, a substantial increase in dues,
        and similarly a one-time assessment (Exhibit 2). 


.
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 19.  On October 5, 2018, Plaintiff asked the Board to return ballots
        to an independent-third party for certification of vote results ...;
        very specifically, Plaintiff is not asking for a record of how each
        Member voted, but rather the List, only (Affidavit, Exhibit 5). ”


where a  “Footnote 1”  in Motion:


 'More specifically, Plaintiff seeks a list of all homeowners in the
 HOA who opted to allow the Board to vote for them by proxy
 on a November 2018 ballot (the “List”).'
 
is stated with intent to mislead, and mistakenly misrepresents the Complaint's-legitimate 


definition;


 1b)  Defendants' M1 statement is false because:


 1b.1)  the Complaint does not seek:  “... the confidential votes of homeowners ...”;


 1b.2)  the legislative intent of the NPCA is clear that Plaintiff is entitled to information 


requested by the Complaint, as supported by Affidavit and Exhibits, and an additional Affidavit 


as supported by Exhibits, where Defendants' denial of Plaintiff's requests is unlawful;


 1b.3)  in particular,  Plaintiff's request for a list of Members, which is a mandated 


provision found in the NPCA,  was ignored by Defendants;


 1b.4)  the additional Affidavit referenced above is dated July 11, 2019, was entered into 


the Public Index on July 12, with the Clerk electing to title this entry:  “Letter/Letter From 


Raymond A. Wedlake”,  where this entry contains all of:  letter, certificate of service, the 


referenced  “additional Affidavit”,  notarized verification of this Affidavit, and Exhibits A 


through K;   Exhibit I itemizes many informational requests made by Plaintiff which Defendants 


simply ignored.
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 M2. On October 3, 2019, Defendants filed an Emergency Motion for Immediate 


Injunction and Protective Order. 


 M3. On October 21, 2019, this Court conducted a hearing on said Motion, holding the 


relief sought in abeyance pending a Motion for Summary Judgment filed by Defendants. 


 2. Rebuttal:   No relief was granted, where the Judge gave no other meaningful comments as 


to assessment of law related to possibility of injunction.


 M4. Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment was heard and orally granted on 


October 28, 2019. A final Order granting Defendants Motion for Summary Judgment was 


granted on November 25, 2019. 


 3. Rebuttal:   Plaintiff was surprised by an Order being issued on November 25:


 3a.1)  which occurred after Plaintiff's  “Motion for a New Hearing on Defendants' Motion 


for Summary Judgment and to Extend ADR Deadline” (NewH), was entered into the Public 


Index on November 18, 2019, whose entire contents are included here by reference;


 3a.2)  with Plaintiff's NewH previously pending, no Order was proper to file, since a Motion


for RE-hearing takes precedence and stays the issued Order;  indeed, as long as an Order is not 


final, due to lack of exhaustion of motions and/or final judgment(s) on any appeal(s), any Order 


must be viewed as in a state of challenge and review;


 3a.3)  where, Motion is premature since it relies on a  “.... final Order granting ...”,  and 


further the Honorable Judge Robin B. Stilwell was made aware of Plaintiff's NewH well before 


issuing his Order, but elected to ignore such notice of a pending motion for a new hearing;
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 3b)  where the Order ignored Plaintiff's showing that an erroneous-legal conclusion


(NewH par.1) led to granting, as supported by NewH par. 10:


 '10.  On October 30, 2019 (Figure 2), Plaintiff respectfully suggested
 that His Honor's granting represented an  “Apparent Error at Law”.'


which was also admitted by Defense Counsel (Counsel) in Figure 1 as attached to NewH:


 “... additional information has come to light post-hearing regarding
 the HOA’s tax classification.  In particular, although the HOA is a
 nonprofit, and we believe the HOA is eligible to file for tax
 classification under 501(c)(3), (6), or (12), the HOA has not
 made the requisite tax filings at this point.”


where NewH par. 11 clarified:
 
 “11.  On October 30, 2019 (Figure 2), Plaintiff noted that the “South Carolina  


Nonprofit Corporation Act of 1994” (NPCA), Section 33-31-834(b) is not
 applicable to Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. (WHOA) with
 respect to:
         '... WHOA is actually more properly categorized as a  “Mutual Benefit”
         -corporation under the  “South Carolina Nonprofit Corporation Act” '


.


.
     which was also clarified on November 1 by Plaintiff (Attachment):
         “... Defense Council now concedes Summary Judgment cannot be given
         based upon 33-31-834(a)  “immunity from suit”, since WHOA is not
         a 501(c)(3) organization – 33-31-834(b)(2). ...”
      which if true must annul His Honor's granting of Defendants' Motion.”
 
 3c)  Another legal argument:  “wrong party”,  was faultily applied to conclude granting as
 
supported by NewH, par. 2:
 
 '2.  On October 30, 2019 (Figure 2), Plaintiff cited His Honor's granting
 of Motion, based upon a  “wrong party”  argument, as contrary to a
 precedent previously set, where a same  “wrong party”  claim was
 dismissed, as ruled by His Honor, himself.'
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 3d)  Summary Judgment cannot be granted, as supported by NewH, par. 4:
 
 '4.  Plaintiff moves the Court pursuant to Rule 56(e), SCRCP, to
 recognize:  “... that there is a genuine issue for trial. ...”,  and to
 schedule a New Hearing to fully understand.'
 
 3e)  the Order stated:  “... ADR-deadline extension …”  was granted, when no such 
statement was made in the Hearing, as supported by NewH, par. 5:
 
 “5.  A Hearing of October 28, 2019, did not speak to ADR deadline,
 suspension, and/or extension of deadline, so clarification on this is
 required, since Plaintiff believes by default an ADR-deadline
 extension was not granted (Figure 3).”
 
 M5. On November 21, 2019, Defendants were informed by Plaintiff that Plaintiff was 


serving deposition notices on twelve members of the Woodington Homeowners’ Association,


accompanied by a subpoena to appear at the deposition, which are attached hereto as 


Exhibit A.


 M6. Plaintiff is clearly circumventing the discovery process by attempting to take the 


depositions of the HOA members to obtain information the members are not legally 


obligated to disclose. 


 4. Rebuttal:  Members subpoenaed for deposition are not the clients of Counsel:


 4a)  Plaintiff believes pursuant to Rule 26, SCRCP, he is entitled to seek  “discoverable 


information”  from WHOA - his Association – Members, as supported by NewH, par. 8:


 “8.  On October 29, 2019, it was suggested to Counsel that Plaintiff's
 discovery would continue (Figure 3), where Counsel has given no rebuttal.”


 4b)  Plaintiff demands evidence substantiating Counsel's vague and ambiguous  


“circumventing”-false claim which is stated with intent to mislead, where pursuant to Rule 30, 


SCRCP, Members are legally obligated to answer deposition questions.
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 M7. Plaintiff is continuing to abuse the discovery process in an effort to obtain 


information.  Permitting Plaintiff to engage in such tactics and use the legal system to try to


provide legitimacy for his harassing conduct will result in irreparable harm by influencing 


witness testimony. Further, in a case about whether Plaintiff is entitled to know confidential


votes, he cannot use discovery to reveal the substance of those confidential votes. The harm 


of revealing those votes would also be irreparable.


 5. Rebuttal:


 5a)  Discovery has as its purpose to obtain information;


 5b)  Plaintiff demands evidence substantiating Counsel's vague and ambiguous  “harassing 


conduct”-false claim which is stated with intent to mislead, where simple and harmless questions


as presented in:  Exhibit 1 to Defendants' Exhibit A - cannot possibly in any stretch of 


imagination be construed as designed to influence witness testimony;


 5c)  Counsel with intent to mislead again misstates:  “know confidential votes”,  which is 


not being sought by Plaintiff, and where further no substance of any confidential vote is sought;  


5d)  Plaintiff demands evidence to substantiate Counsel's vague and ambiguous-false claim, 


stated with intent to mislead, about:  “... harm … would also be irreparable”, which is unfounded 


and unsubstantiated, where Plaintiff contends no possibility of harm exists as related to any of 


his requests for information.


 M8. Homeowners have previously reported feeling “bullied,” “harassed,” “threatened”


and that Plaintiff’s continuing requests to identify how they voted on a confidential matter 


is an invasion of privacy. At this point, homeowners are unwilling to testify in a deposition 


and reveal their confidential votes out of fear of being subject to Plaintiff’s next lawsuit or 
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being subject to other abusive and harassing backlash from him. Plaintiff has created a 


climate of fear in his neighborhood through his improper use of the legal system.


 6.  Rebuttal:


 6a)  Defendants provide no specifics, nor evidence nor any Affidavit in support of 


unfounded and unsubstantiated claims regarding the  “... reported feeling ...”  of any Member, 


which is brought by Counsel with intent to mislead;


 6b)  With intent to mislead, Counsel again makes false claim about:  “...  requests to identify 


how they voted on a confidential matter is an invasion of privacy”,  where Plaintiff demands 


evidence substantiating such vague and ambiguous claim and contends there is no possibility of 


any invasion of privacy;


 6c)  With intent to mislead, Counsel again makes false claim about claims of Member  


“fear”;  suggestion of  “... abusive and harassing backlash ...”  done or caused by Plaintiff is 


completely unfounded, and unsubstantiated;  Plaintiff demands supporting evidence and 


Affidavits showing:  “... unwilling … out of fear ...”;


 6d)  Defendants in their capacity as members of the Board are the responsible party for any  


“climate of fear”  which exists in the neighborhood, as caused by their wrongful attitude which 


Plaintiff believes is a breach of their fiduciary duty, which has been evidenced by their failure to 


act with intent to further the best interest for WHOA and to bring benefits to its Members, where 


this false claim was brought by Counsel with intent to mislead;


 6e)  Plaintiff's seeking affirmation of US Constitutional Rights for  “due process”  and for  


“equal protection of the laws”  are both proper uses of the legal system (Exhibit 2);
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 6f)  it is through Defendants' improper use of the legal system, by engaging attorneys to  


“bring legal wrangling”,  instead of seeking to resolve disputed issues within WHOA, that has 


created the current climate.


 6g)  without evidence nor Affidavit, all such claims must be recognized as hearsay, and are 


therefore inadmissible;


 M9. This Court must step in and provide protection from such tactics and enjoin 


Plaintiff’s discovery methods.


 7. Rebuttal:  This Court must step in:


  7a)  to protect Plaintiff’s rights to discovery under Rule 26, SCRCP, particularly to assure 


protection for discovery by all parties;


 7b)  to hold Plaintiff's right to discovery as inviolate, pursuant to Rule 26, SCRCP;  denial of


discovery would be an unwarranted and contrary action.


 M10. Additionally, the information that Plaintiff is seeking is irrelevant and thus not 


within the proper scope of discovery. How these individuals voted does not go to the merits 


of Defendants’ counterclaims.


 8. Rebuttal:  Plaintiff cites the relevancy of information sought per his Complaint, as 


supported by Affidavit and Exhibits, as well as an additional Affidavit supported by Exhibits, 


which is within the  “proper scope of discovery”  per Rule 26, SCRCP;  Plaintiff further contends


that denial of Defendants'  “Motion for Frivolous Sanctions”-Counterclaim clearly has 


invalidated any presumed merits; Plaintiff cites again a pending motion:  NewH.
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 M11. Furthermore, as Plaintiff provided no advanced notice for the scheduling of these


depositions, counsel for Defendants will be in a date-certain trial in Anderson County on 


December 3, 2019.


 9. Rebuttal:  Defendants are represented by a law firm the employs at least five attorneys 


known to Plaintiff (Campbell, Teague, Brogdon, O'Brian, Cash), plus at least one Paralegal 


(Hindman), making the fact that one  “Counsel”  is in trial on December 3 irrelevant;  Plaintiff 


further demands Affidavits from all attorneys showing other commitments on December 3, 


further noting that since October 29, Counsel ignored Plaintiff's notice that discovery would 


continue, as supported by NewH, par. 8:


 “8.  On October 29, 2019, it was suggested to Counsel that Plaintiff's
 discovery would continue (Figure 3), where Counsel has given no rebuttal.”


ADDITIONAL  CONSIDERATIONS


10. Defendants' Motion must be denied, as this matter:


 10a)  is neither ripe, nor appropriate, for an Injunction and Protective Order denying 


Plaintiff's rights, since Defendants have not shown nor established prerequisites necessary for an 


injunction to be granted;


10b)  shows facts that Defendants have not come close to meeting the criteria to successfully


bring their claim for any injunction;


10c)  illustrates that any granting of Motion would be a violation of Plaintiff’s First 


Amendment Right to  “Freedom of Speech”;


10d)  intends to curtail Plaintiff's right to communicate with Members, and to engage in  


“meaningful discovery”.
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11.  Regardless of whether, or not, discovery was commenced:


 11a)  under Rule 26, SCRCP, it would be improper to prohibit Plaintiff from seeking 


discovery, particularly desired deposition testimony, where quashing Plaintiff's subpoenas would 


similarly undermine the proven validity of Rule 26, SCRCP, as would staying December-3 


depositions;


 11b)  Plaintiff's rights related to pursuing legitimate Court processes and procedures should 


be held inviolate, and such rights need to be affirmed;


 11c)  any such prohibitions granted pursuant to Motion would constitute a violation of 


Plaintiff’s right to due process and equal protection of the laws under the US Constitution 


(Exhibit 2).


 THEREFORE, for all foregoing reasons, Plaintiff prays for this Court to  DENY 


Defendants'  “Motion to Revive Emergency Motion for Immediate Injunction and Protective 


Order; Motion to Quash”.


Dated this   2nd   day of  December, 2019.


 ___________________
 Raymond A. Wedlake, Plaintiff (Pro Se)
 703 Creekview Drive 
 Greenville, SC 29607 
 wedlakera@mail.com  864-254-9262


14


156



mailto:wedlakera@mail.com

mailto:wedlakera@mail.com





157







158







159







160







161







162







163







164







165







166







167







168







169







170







171







172







173







174







175







176







177







178







179







180







181







182







183







184







185







186







187







188







189







190







191







192







193







194







195







196







197







198







199







200







201







202







203







204







205







206







207







208







209







EXHIBIT 2  -  “Board of Directors”  as a Legitimate Party to a Judicial Action is a Proven Fact


BROWN v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF ROSE TREE MEDIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
(December 30, 2019) , United States District Court, E.D. Pennsylvania. Civil Action No. 19-836.


JOHNSON v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF FOREST LAKES MASTER ASSOCIATION
(December 27, 2019) , Court of Appeals of Kansas. No. 120,145. 


MATTER OF PETTUS v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS (December 17, 2019) 
Court of Appeals of New York. App. Div. No. M-883, Motion No. 2019-628. 


BARNARD v. TIAA BOARD OF DIRECTORS (December 13, 2019) 
United States District Court, S.D. New York. No. 19-CV-1074 (RA). 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE MOTION PICTURE INDUSTRY PENSION PLAN
v. TRIO ENTERTAINMENT SERVICES GROUP, LLC (December 12, 2019) 
United States District Court, C.D. California, Western Division. Case No. 2:19-cv-05494-JFW-Ex.


HNY CLUB SUITES OWNERS ASSN. INC. EX REL. BOARD OF DIRECTORS
v. VASSOS (December 9, 2019) 
Supreme Court, New York County. Docket No. 850086/2019, Motion Seq. No. 001. 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE MOTION PICTURE INDUSTRY PENSION PLAN
v. MICHAEL GLATZE, LLC (October 31, 2019) 
United States District Court, C.D. California. Case No. CV 19-5881 FMO (KSx). 


HNY CLUB SUITES OWNERS ASSN. INC. EX REL. BOARD OF DIRECTORS v. MPAMBANI 
(October 28, 2019) ,
Supreme Court, New York County. Docket No. 850137/2018, Motion Seq.No. 001. 


HNY CLUB SUITES OWNERS ASSN. INC. EX REL. BOARD OF DIRECTORS v. FERRER 
(October 28, 2019) , Supreme Court, New York County. Docket No. 850084/2019,
Motion Seq. No. 001. 


PETTUS v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS, OWNERS 800 GRAND CONCOURSE (September 26, 
2019) , Supreme Court, Appellate Term, First Department. Motion No. 570581/19. 


GUION v. BONNER HOMELESS TRANSITIONS BOARD OF DIRECTORS (September 18, 
2019) , United States District Court, D. Idaho. Case No. 2:18-cv-00186-DCN. 


COTTON v. MILWAUKEE AREA TECHNICAL COLLEGE DISTRICT BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS (March 8, 2019) , United States Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit. No. 18-2258. 
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M.P. EX REL. PETERS v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF RAYTOWN CONSOLIDATED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 2 (February 21, 2019) 
United States District Court, W.D. Missouri, Western Division. No. 4:18-CV-0816-DGK.  


BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF WINDSOR OWNERS CORP. v. PLATT (July 10, 2018) 
Supreme Court, New York County. Docket No. 155985/2014.
 
SAD 3 ED. ASS'N v. RSU 3 BD OF DIRECTORS (March 1, 2018) 
Supreme Judicial Court of Maine. Docket: Ken-17-75. 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF WINDSOR OWNERS CORP. v. PLATT (February 2, 2018) 
Supreme Court, New York County. Docket No. 155985/14. 


RINDAHL v. AVERA MEDICAL GROUP BOARD OF DIRECTORS & ADMINISTRATORS 
(November 14, 2017) 
United States District Court, D. South Dakota, Southern Division. No. 4:17-CV-04104-RAL. 


McCALISTER v. TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS
(February 24, 2017) , United States District Court, N.D. Alabama, Northwestern Division.
Case No. 3:14-cv-01569-HGD. 


THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF RUPPERT YORKVILLE TOWERS CONDOMINIUM
v. HAYDEN (February 21, 2017) , Appellate Division of the Supreme Court of New York,
First Department. Motion No. M-305, Index No. 153652/15.


BUSTER v. COMPENSATION COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF MECHANICS BANK (June 2, 2016) 
United States District Court, N.D. California. No. C 16-01146 WHA. 


WELENC v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF POLISH AND SLAVIC FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 
(March 11, 2016) , Appellate Division of the Supreme Court of New York, Second Department.
Index No. 12933/13, Motion No. 2015-10708, M107951. 


DUSMAN v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF CHAMBERSBURG AREA SCHOOL DIST.
(March 1, 2016) , Supreme Court of Pennsylvania. Nos. 665, 666 MAL (2015). 


U.S. v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF TRUCKEE-CARSON IRRIGATION DISTRICT
(January 25, 2016) , United States District Court, D. Nevada. No. 3:95-CV-00757-HDM. 


BD. OF DIRECTORS OF ROUGH RIDERS v. SIGNATURE (December 20, 2013) 
United States District Court, E.D. New York. No. CV 13-565(LDW)(ETB). 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF CAMERON GROVE CONDOMINIUM II, ET AL.
v. STATE OF MARYLAND COMM'N ON HUMAN RIGHTS (August 20, 2012) 
Court of Appeals of Maryland. Pet. Docket No. 163. 


LANEY v. HOSPITAL BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF LEE COUNTY (December 14, 2010) 
United States District Court, M.D. Florida, Fort Myers Division.
Case No. 2:09-cv-678-FtM-29SPC. 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF TRUCKEE-CARSON IRRIGATION DISTRICT v. U.S. 
(November 29, 2010) , Supreme Court of United States. No. 10-396. 


GREEN v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF PARK CLIFF UNIT OWNERS ASS'N (May 25, 2006) 
Court of Appeals of Georgia. No. A06A0365. 
 
LaSALLE NAT. TRUST v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 1100 LAKE SHORE DRIVE 
CONDOMINIUM (March 20, 1997) , Appellate Court of Illinois, First District,
Fourth Division. No. 1-95-4064. 


SHAFFER v. BOARD OF SCHOOL DIRECTORS, ETC. (December 13, 1982) 
United States Court of Appeals, Third Circuit. No. 81-2880. 


MILLIKAN v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS (May 22, 1978) 
The Court of Appeals of Washington, Division One. No. 5097-1.  


BARNES v. BD. OF DIRECTORS, MT. ANTHONY U. H. SCH. DIST. (July 8, 1976) 
United States District Court, D. Vermont. Civ. A. No. 74-237. 


TRUDELL v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF HAZELMERE SCHOOL DIST. 60  (June 21, 1972) 
Supreme Court of Washington, En Banc. No. 42421. 


HARE v. BOARD OF DIRECTORS, ETC. (October 15, 1957) ,
Supreme Court of Iowa. No. 49243.


 
 
 
_______________________________


Source:  www.leagle.com/leaglesearch?page=....&exact=board of directors 
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FIGURE  2  -   Apparent Error at Law +  Lack of Consistent Judgment


703 Creekview Drive
Greenville,  SC  29607
October  30,  2019


 
The Honorable Robin B. Stilwell                 cc: Ms. Emily O'Brian, Esq.
Greenville County Courthouse Campbell Teague LLC
305 E. North Street    Suite 315 16 W. North Street
Greenville,  SC  29601 Greenville,  SC  29601
rstilwellsc@sccourts.org emily@campbellteague.com
 
                                          cc: Grant H. Gibson, Esq.
 G. Gibson & Associates, LLC
 1200 Woodruff Road    A-3
 Greenville,  SC  29607


Subject:  RE:  Hearing of  10/28  2019-CP-23-00269  -  Apparent Error at Law -
 Lack of Consistent Judgment  -  Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. (WHOA)


Dear  Honorable Judge Stilwell:
 
 Thank you for presiding at a Hearing of  October 28, 2019, where Your Honor granted 
Summary Judgment to Defendants, and denied my Motion to Dismiss Counterclaim. Many 
comments Your Honor made in this Hearing were truly appreciated.
 
 However,  I would respectfully suggest that Your Honor's granting represents an  “Apparent 
Error at Law”.  Further, my experience shows an apparent lack of consistent judgment is given 
by various Circuit-Court Judges, including Your Honor.
 


APPARENT  ERROR  AT  LAW
 
 If I gave incorrect confirmation of status of WHOA as a  “non-profit corporation”,  then I 
apologize.  I believe WHOA is actually more properly categorized as a  “Mutual Benefit”-
corporation under the  “South Carolina Nonprofit Corporation Act” (NPCA).  I asked the Board 
to divulge US-Tax Forms to me, but they will not, to help clarify this critical question of 
categorization.  If WHOA is truly a Mutual-Benefit corporation, then NPCA Section 33-31-
834(b), with its statement of  “Immunity from suit”  is  not  applicable to a Mutual-Benefit 
corporation.  If true, this shows Your Honor's granting was done in error.
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Further, I cannot believe the legislative intent of the NPCA as related to 33-31-834(a) intends
to exempt a Board as  “immune”  when a violation of By-Laws, and/or South Carolina Code, 
applies.  In such instances where law was violated, whether explicitly stated in pleadings, or not, 
a Court can easily recognize:  “... This immunity from suit is removed when the conduct amounts
to wilful, wanton, or gross negligence. ...”.  Please note that (per “or”) only one of:  … willful, 
wanton, or gross ...  is needed to annul immunity.  Regardless of Declaratory Judgment asked 
from the Court, no immunity from suit is properly given when violation of law is involved, as 
alleged by my case.  Violation of law equates to all of:  willful, wanton, and gross negligence.
 
 Therefore for reasons above, I believe granting was done with an  “Error at Law”.


APPARENT  LACK  OF  CONSISTENT  JUDGMENT
 
 Several cases I filed against WHOA Board of Directors (Board) all are similarly captioned; 
see Exhibit 1.  In no instance before the Hearing of October 28 did anyone make claim of a  
“wrong party being named”,  or to  “you can't sue the Board”  because they are  “immune from 
suit”,  which led to dismissal or annulment of any of my prior cases.  As a matter of fact, in a 
“Hearing to Dismiss”  at which Your Honor presided on January 3, 2018, Your Honor denied 
Defendants' Motion after similar  “wrong party”  claims were made; see Exhibit 2.  Given this 
precedent as ruled by Your Honor, I understand no rationale for apparent inconsistent judgment 
as given in the Hearing on October 28.
 
 Your Honor's comments related to possibility for me to file a  “Motion for Reconsideration of
Order”  would be welcomed.  Regardless, I may decide to do so, such that the Record is clear for
future proceedings related to the Board's unlawful denial that they must supply me with 
requested information.  Particularly, as mandated by NPCA, the Board has not provided a list of 
WHOA Members to me that was requested!
 


Sincerely,
 


Raymond A. Wedlake  864-254-9262
 wedlakera@mail.com
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EXHIBIT 1  -  All  cases  show  similar  captions


 The Public Index shows:  “Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc.”,  listed as a
co-Plaintiff  for all cases.
 


2017CP2306301    (2018-001209  Appeal  pending)


Raymond A. Wedlake, individually, and derivatively, on behalf of all Members of the 
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. 


Plaintiff(s) 
vs. 


Benjamin Acord, William Craigo, Denis Esteve, and Brian James in their capacity as the current 
Board of Directors of the Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. 


and, 
Association Management Group SC, Inc.,


Defendants


2019CP2300269


Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc.
Plaintiff (Pro Se)


vs.
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and William Craigo in their 
capacity as Board of Directors of Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc.


Defendants


2019CP2301501


Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. 
Plaintiff 


vs. 
Scott Bashor, William Craigo, Christopher Edwards, Denis Esteve, and Charles Koshis, in
their capacity as Members of the current Board of Directors of Woodington Homeowners' 
Association, Inc. 


and 
Doe Entities 1-10, and John & Jane Does 1-10 


Defendants
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EXHIBIT 2  -  Transcript  Excerpts  01/03/18 (emphasis added)
 


A same:  “wrong party”  argument, was previously denied by Judge Stilwell
 


 [MR. GROTE:] [Page 5]
5 Benjamin Accord, William, Craigo, Denis Esteve,
6 and Brian James are the current board of directors
7 for the homeowners association. And they've been
8 named as the Defendants and the association
9 management group is the other Defendant. I would
10 classify the individual Defendants as just the board
11 and board members and that's who I'll be referring
12 to.
 [Page 7]
1 MR. GROTE: It's the board members motion to
2 dismiss. And if it please the Court, I'd like to go
3 into that.


 [Page 10]
3 THE COURT: Is it a DJ action or is it a
4 non—jury matter?
5 MR. GROTE: They've sought to —— what I can tell
6 is two different theories of relief.  One is
7 declaratory judgment and two is an injunction.
 [Page 29]
4                    . . . . . . . .                            From a
5 legal perspective, the records request statute, which
6 is cited in our memorandum, says that the relief is
7 against the corporation. THAT KIND OF CLAIM SHOULD
8 BE BROUGHT AGAINST THE CORPORATION NOT THE BOARD OF
9 DIRECTORS. And if he continues to pursue that, it's
10 our position that that CLAIM NEEDS TO BE BOUGHT
11 AGAINST THE CORPORATE NAME RATHER THAN THE INDIVIDUAL
12 BOARD MEMBERS because that's the relief that the
13 statute provides.
 [Page 41]
23 THE COURT: All right, thank you, I appreciate
24 it. Okay.
25 The motion to dismiss with respect to the cause
 [Page 42]
1 of action against AMG are granted pursuant to
2 consent. THE REMAINING CAUSES OF ACTION, WITH REGARD
3 TO ALL THE OTHER DEFENDANTS ARE RESPECTFULLY DENIED.
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FIGURE  1  -  Counsel's  Letter  to  Judge
Date: Thu, 31 Oct 2019 11:51:48
From: emily@campbellteague.com
To: rstilwellsc@sccourts.org
Cc: Ray Wedlake <wedlakera@mail.com>
Subject: Re: Letter Courtesy-Electronic Copy


Judge Stilwell,


It is my understanding from Mr. Wedlake’s letter that he intends to withdraw his concession that Woodington 
HOA is a nonprofit corporation per SC Code Sec. 33-31-824(b).  In the interest of full candor, I have been 
actively looking into this issue prior to sending over a proposed order, as additional information has come to 
light post-hearing regarding the HOA’s tax classification.  In particular, although the HOA is a nonprofit, and we
believe the HOA is eligible to file for tax classification under 501(c)(3), (6), or (12), the HOA has not made the 
requisite tax filings at this point.


However, other cases have discussed immunity under Section 834 as generally for “nonprofits” without referring
to the specific Federal Tax Code provisions, and thus, we still believe your ruling is soundly based on both 
current law and public policy.  See, e.g., Smith v. Dockside Ass’n, Inc., 2005 WL 7083482, *4 (S.C. Ct. App. 
Feb. 28, 2005) (“The General Assembly has provided further protection to directors of nonprofit corporations by
enacting South Carolina Code section 33-31-834. That section provides that director of nonprofit organizations 
are immune from suits arising from the conduct of the affairs of the organization unless the directors’ conduct 
amounts to ‘willful, wanton, or gross negligence.’”)


Even if Section 834’s immunity did not apply, Section 33-31-830(d) provides immunity in this instance. That 
section states, “A director is not liable to the corporation, a member, or any other person for any action taken or 
not taken as a director, if the director acted in compliance with this section.”  The section requires, “A director 
shall discharge his duties as a director, including his duties as a member of a committee: (1) in good faith; (2) 
with the care an ordinarily prudent person in a like position would exercise under similar circumstances; and (3) 
in a manner the director reasonably believes to be in the best interest of the corporation.”  As there is no 
evidence of actions by individual board members which would violate this provision, the defendants are entitled 
to immunity under Section 830. This is what the court held in the Smith case cited above, while also referencing 
Section 834’s protections.  (A courtesy copy of the case is attached.)


We further maintain that there are ample other grounds for granting our motion for summary judgment—
namely: (1) that a list of how members confidentially voted is not something a member is entitled to under the 
NCPA; and (2) the corporation and not the individual Board members is the proper defendant as it is a corporate 
duty imposed by the statue and resignation from the Board results in the individuals having no authority to 
provide the requested relief.


At the end of the day, we want to ensure there is no misapprehension of our arguments given what we have 
learned, and we want to provide the Court all information needed to support the accurate ruling of granting our 
motion for summary judgment. Please let us know how you would like to proceed on this matter, and if the 
grounds for the proposed order need to be revised.  If further briefing or a rehearing would be of assistance to 
Your Honor in making this determination, we would certainly be glad to do that as well.


Best,
Emily


Campbell Teague LLC
Emily O'Brian, Esq.
16 W North St Greenville SC 29601
864.326.0597
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Organization Reference Chart
Section of 
1986 Code Description of organization General nature of activities


Application
 Form1


Annual return
required to be


 filed


Contributions
 allowable


501(c)(1) Corporations Organized under Act
of Congress (including Federal Credit 
Unions)


Instrumentalities of the 
United States


No Form None Yes, if made for 
exclusively public 
purposes


501(c)(2) Title Holding Corporation For
Exempt Organization


Holding title to property of an 
exempt organization and distributing
 net income to it


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(3) Religious, Educational, Charitable, 
Scientific, Literary, Testing for Public 
Safety, to Foster National or International 
Amateur Sports Competition, or 
Prevention of Cruelty to Children or 
Animals Organizations


Activities of nature implied by description 
of class of organization


102316, 1023-EZ 9902 or 990-EZ9, 
or 990-PF


Yes, generally


501(c)(4) Civic Leagues, Social Welfare 
Organizations; and Local
Associations of Employees


Promotion of community welfare; 
charitable, educational, or recreational


Must provide 
notice on Form 
8976; may also 
submit 
Form1024-A


9902 or 990-EZ9 No, generally 3, 4


501(c)(5) Labor, Agricultural, and Horticultural 
Organizations


Educational or instructive, the 
purpose being to improve conditions of 
work, and to improve products and/or 
efficiency


1024 9902 or 990-EZ1 No3


501(c)(6) Business Leagues, Chambers of 
Commerce, Real Estate Boards,
etc.


Improvement of business 
conditions of one or more lines of business


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(7) Social and Recreational Clubs Pleasure, recreation, social activities 1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(8) Fraternal Beneficiary Societies 
and Associations


Providing for payment of life, sickness, 
accident or other benefits 
to members within a lodge system


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 Yes, if for certain 
Sec. 501(c)(3) 
purposes


501(c)(9) Voluntary Employees Beneficiary 
Associations


Employee association providing for 
payment
 of life, sickness, accident, or other
 benefits to members


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(10) Domestic Fraternal Societies 
and Associations


Earnings devoted to charitable, fraternal, 
and 
other specified purposes within a domestic 
lodge system. No benefits to members


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 Yes, if for certain 
Sec. 501(c)(3) 
purposes


501(c)(11) Teachers' Retirement Fund Associations Teachers' association for payment of 
retirement benefits


Letter7 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(12) Benevolent Life Insurance Associations, 
Mutual Ditch or 
Irrigation Companies, Mutual or 
Cooperative Telephone Companies, and
Like Organizations


Activities of a mutual or cooperative
nature 


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(13) Cemetery Companies Burials and incidental activities 1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 Yes, generally
501(c)(14) State-Chartered Credit Unions, 


Mutual Reserve Funds
Loans to members Letter7 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(15) Mutual Insurance Companies or 
Associations


Providing insurance to members 
substantially at cost


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(16) Cooperative Organizations to 
Finance Crop Operations


Financing crop operations in 
conjunction with activities of a marketing 
or purchasing association


Form 1120-C, 
Letter7


9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(17) Supplemental Unemployment 
Benefit Trusts


Provides for payment of 
supplemental unemployment 
compensation benefits


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(18) Employee Funded Pension Trust 
(created before June 25, 1959)


Payment of benefits under a 
pension plan funded by employees


Letter7 9902 or 990-EZ9 No3


501(c)(19) Post or Organization of Past or 
Present Members of the Armed Forces


Activities implied by nature of organization 1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No, generally8


501(c)(21) Black Lung Benefit Trusts Funded by coal mine operators to satisfy 
their liability for disability or 
death due to black lung diseases


Letter7 990-BL No5
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Section of 
1986 Code Description of organization General nature of activities


Application
 Form1


Annual return
required to be


 filed


Contributions
 allowable


501(c)(22) Withdrawal Liability Payment Fund To provide funds to meet the 
liability of employers withdrawing from 
a multi-employer pension fund


Letter7 9902 or 990-EZ9 No6


501(c)(23) Veterans' Organization (created
before 1880)


To provide insurance and other 
benefits to veterans


Letter7 9902 or 990-EZ9 No, generally8


501(c)(25) Title Holding Corporations or Trusts with 
Multiple Parent Corporations


Holding title and paying over 
income from real property to 35 or fewer 
parents or beneficiaries


1024 9902 or 990-EZ9 No


501(c)(26) State-Sponsored Organization Providing 
Health Coverage for High-Risk 
Individuals


Provides health care coverage to high-risk 
individuals


Letter7 9902 or 990-EZ9 No


501(c)(27) State-Sponsored Workers' 
Compensation Reinsurance Organization


Reimburses members for losses 
under workers' compensation acts


Letter7 9902 or 990-EZ9 No


501(c)(28) National Railroad Retirement Investment 
Trust


Manages and invests the assets of the 
Railroad Retirement Account


No Form 99012 No12


501(c)(29) CO-OP health insurance issuers A qualified health insurance issuer which 
has received a loan or grant under the 
CO-OP program 


Letter and 
Form 871815


9902 No14


501(d) Religious and Apostolic Associations Regular business activities; 
Communal religious community


No Form 106510 No3


501(e) Cooperative Hospital Service 
Organizations


Performs cooperative services for hospitals 1023 9902 or 990-EZ9 Yes


501(f) Cooperative Service Organizations 
of Operating Educational Organizations


Performs collective investment 
services for educational organizations


1023 9902 or 990-EZ9 Yes


501(k) Child Care Organizations Provides care for children 1023 9902 or 990-EZ9 Yes
501(n) Charitable Risk Pools Pools certain insurance risks of sec. 501(c)


(3) organizations
1023 9902 or 990-EZ9 Yes


501(q) Credit Counseling Organization Credit counseling services 1023 99013 No
521(a) Farmers' Cooperative Associations Cooperative marketing and 


purchasing for agricultural procedures
1028 1120-C No


527 Political organizations A party, committee, fund, 
association, etc., that directly or indirectly 
accepts contributions or makes 
expenditures for political campaigns


8871 1120-POL11


9902 or 990-EZ8
No


1 Most 501(c) organizations, other than those described in sections 501(c)(3) (exceptions apply), (9), and (17), may, but are not required to, submit an application for 
recognition of tax exempt status from the IRS. These organizations may self-declare their tax exempt status by operating within the requirements of the applicable code section 
and filing the required annual returns or notices.
2 For exceptions to the filing requirement, see chapter 2 and the form instructions. Note: For annual tax periods beginning after 2006, most tax-exempt organizations, other than 
churches, are required to file an annual Form 990, 990-EZ, or 990-PF with the IRS or to submit an annual electronic notice, Form 990-N (e-Postcard), to the IRS. Tax-exempt 
organizations failing to file an annual return or submit an annual notice as required for 3 consecutive years will automatically lose their tax-exempt status. See form instructions 
as to which 990 series, and other series, forms, after the Taxpayer First Act, are required to be filed electronically.
3 An organization exempt under a subsection of section 501 other than 501(c)(3) can establish a charitable fund, contributions to which are deductible. Such a fund must itself 
meet the requirements of section 501(c)(3) and the related notice requirements of section 508(a).
4 Contributions to volunteer fire companies and similar organizations are deductible, but only if made for exclusively public purposes.
5 Deductible as a business expense to the extent allowed by section 192.
6 Deductible as a business expense to the extent allowed by section 194A. 
7 Application is by letter to the address shown on Form 8718. A copy of the organizing document should be attached and the letter should be signed by an officer. 
8 Contributions to these organizations are deductible only if 90% or more of the organization's members are war veterans. 
9 For limits on the use of Form 990-EZ, see chapter 2 and the general instructions for Form 990-EZ (or Form 990). 
10 Although the organization files a partnership return, all distributions are deemed dividends. The members aren't entitled to pass through treatment of the organization's 
income or expenses. 
11 Form 1120-POL is required only if the organization has taxable income as defined in section 527(c). 
12 Only required to annually file so much of the Form 990 that relates to the names and addresses of the officers, directors, trustees, and key employees, and their titles, 
compensation, and hours devoted to their positions (Part VII of Form 990), and to complete Item I in the Heading of Form 990 to confirm its tax-exempt status under section 
501(c)(28). 
13 See section 501(q) if the organization provides credit counseling services and seeks recognition of exemption under section 501(c)(4). Use Form 1024-A if applying for 
recognition under section 501(c)(4).
14 See section 501(c)(29) for details.
15 See Rev. Proc. 2015-17, sec. 4.01, 2015-7 I.R.B. 599, for details.
16As of January 31, 2020, Forms 1023 will be required to be filed electronically. See Rev. Proc. 2020-5, as amended by Rev. Proc. 2020-8, and irs.gov, for instructions and 
more information.
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FORM 4  


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF       


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 


 


      


  


      


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): 


   Affirmed;   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:  


 


ORDER INFORMATION 


This order  ends  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                         . 


 


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 


Woodington Homeowners Association Inc
Raymond A Wedlake for Raymond A Wedlake
Raymond A Wedlake for Raymond A Wedlake


02/20/2020


✔


2019CP2300269


See Ruling below.


Christopher Edwards et alRaymond A Wedlake et al


Greenville


✔✔


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


  


  


  


 


 


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.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


  


This matter comes before the Court, ostensibly, pursuant to a Motion to Reconsider filed
December 26, 2019, by the Plaintiff. Plaintiff asks this Court to reconsider its Order
Granting Summary Judgment entered November 26, 2019. Plaintiff’s motion is
respectfully denied as without merit and not properly before this Court.


Rule 59(e) of the SCRCP provides that a Motion to Alter or Amend “must be served not
later than 10 days after receipt of written notice of the entry of the order.” The filing of
the Motion is untimely as it is significantly outside of the 10 day requirement for filing and
service under the rule. Further, Rule 59(g) provides that the moving party must provide a
copy of the motion to the Judge within 10 days after the filing of the Motion. There is no
affidavit, evidence, or indication that the Judge was served, or provided a copy, by
Plaintiff as required under the rule. (To the extent that the Court is mistaken and
evidence of service of a written copy exists, this ground will be happily vacated.)


Inasmuch as this Motion is inappropriately filed, the Final Order of this Court bearing
upon the subject issue was entered November 26, 2019. That Order stands as
unchallenged. The named individuals were, and are, improper Defendants.


Furthermore, to the extent that any party may contend that Plaintiff’s Motion for a New
Hearing filed November 18, 2019, is still pending, the same is denied.
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Greenville Common Pleas


Case Caption: Raymond A Wedlake  vs. Christopher  Edwards  , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2019CP2300269


Type: Order/Electronic Form 4


So Ordered


s/ Robin B. Stilwell 2158


Electronically signed on 2020-02-20 13:16:59     page 3 of 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA                         ) 


  ) 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) 


  ) 


Raymond A. Wedlake, individually, and ) 


derivatively, on behalf of all Members of the ) 


Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. ) 


  ) 


 Plaintiff(s) ) 


  ) 


       vs. ) 


  )      


Benjamin Acord, William Craigo, Denis Esteve, ) 


and Brian James in their capacity as the current ) 


Board of Directors of the ) 


Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. ) 


  ) 


      and, ) 


  ) 


Association Management Group SC, Inc., ) 


  ) 


 Defendants ) 


_________________________________________ 


 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


 


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


 


Civil Action No. 


 


2017-CP-23-06301 


 


 


ORDER DENYING MOTION TO 


DISMISS, AND IN THE ALTERNATIVE 


MOTION TO STRIKE OR FOR A 


MORE DEFINITE STATEMENT 


 


This matter came before me on January 3, 2018, for a hearing regarding a Motion to 


Dismiss, or in the Alternative, to Strike or for a More Definite Statement on behalf of Defendants 


Benjamin Acord, William Craigo, Denis Esteve and Brian James, (the “Board Defendants”).  The 


aforementioned motion was heard following approval by this Court of a settlement between 


Plaintiff and Defendant Association Management Group SC, Inc. (“AMG”).  Upon the Court’s 


approval of the settlement between Plaintiff and AMG, counsel for Plaintiff and AMG entered a 


stipulation on the record that all claims against the Board Defendants relating to AMG, including 


all claims relating to or arising out of AMG’s contract(s) with Woodington Homeowners’ 


Association, Inc. were dismissed.  Such Stipulation did not include Plaintiff’s request for the 


Court to interpret the By-Laws with regard to voting requirements for management contracts and 


renewals thereof. After hearing oral argument of counsel, and following review of Plaintiff’s 
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Complaint, the Board Defendants’ Motion, Board Defendants’ Memorandum in Support and 


related Affidavits and Exhibits, and Plaintiff’s Memorandum in Opposition and related Affidavits 


and Exhibits, I find in favor of Plaintiff, denying Board Defendants’ Motion in all respects. 


THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, that Board Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, and, in 


the alternative, to Strike or for a More Definite Statement is DENIED.  Further, by stipulation of 


counsel, all claims against the Board Defendants relating to AMG, including all claims relating 


to or arising out of AMG’s contract(s) with Woodington Homeowners’ Association, Inc. are 


dismissed 


IT IS SO ORDERED. 


                                                                                  _____________________________ 


                                                                                  Robin B. Stilwell, Circuit Court Judge 


 


Date: ______________________ 
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Greenville Common Pleas


Case Caption: Raymond A Wedlake  , plaintiff, et al vs. Benjamin  Acord  , defendant,
et al


Case Number: 2017CP2306301


Type: Order/Other


So Ordered


s/ Robin B. Stilwell 2158


Electronically signed on 2018-01-23 10:18:06     page 3 of 3


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2018 Jan 23 10:45 A


M
 - G


R
E


E
N


V
ILLE


 - C
O


M
M


O
N


 P
LE


A
S


 - C
A


S
E


#2017C
P


2306301


283







284







STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE  


 


Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of 


Woodington Homeowners’ Association, 


Inc. 


Plaintiff (Pro Se) 


 


v. 


 


Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, 


Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and 


William Craigo in their capacity as 


Board of Directors of Woodington 


Homeowners’ Association, Inc., 


 


Defendant(s). 


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON 


PLEAS 


 


Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269 


 


 


 


 


 


ORDER 


 


ORDER 
 


 On October 28, 2019, this Court heard the following motions: (1) Defendants’ 


Motion for Summary Judgment as to Plaintiff’s claims; (2) Defendants’ Motion for 


Summary Judgment as to their counterclaim; (3) Defendants’ Motion to Extend ADR 


deadline; and (4) Plaintiff’s Motion to Dismiss Defendants’ Counterclaim.  Having 


reviewed the record filings, applicable law, and having heard the Parties’ arguments as to 


each Motion, this Court finds and Orders as follows: 


1. Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment as to Plaintiff’s claims is 


GRANTED.  Defendants are not the proper parties to this lawsuit nor can Plaintiff’s suit 


stand as a matter of law.  Article 8 of the South Carolina Non-Profit Corporations Act, 


specifically S.C. Code Section 33-31-834(a), states that all “directors, trustees, or members 


of the governing bodies of not-for-profit cooperatives, corporations, associations, and 


organizations…are immune from suit arising from the conduct of the affairs of these 


cooperatives, corporations, associations, or organizations.  This immunity from suit is 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2019 N


ov 25 10:23 A
M


 - G
R


E
E


N
V


ILLE
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2300269


285







removed when the conduct amounts to willful, wanton, or gross negligence.”  Plaintiff 


asserted at the hearing that Woodington HOA is a not-for-profit corporation.  Plaintiff has 


named individual Board members as Defendants in this lawsuit.  Plaintiff has made no 


allegations of “willful, wanton, or gross negligence” by Defendants.  Defendants are 


immune from suit in accordance with the language of the Act, supporting case law, and the 


strong public policy of the State of South Carolina which favors limiting individual liability 


for actions of a corporation.   See, e.g., Smith v. Dockside Ass’n, Inc., 2005 WL 7083482, 


*4 (S.C. Ct. App. Feb. 28, 2005) (“The General Assembly has provided further protection 


to directors of nonprofit corporations by enacting South Carolina Code section 33-31-834. 


That section provides that director of nonprofit organizations are immune from suits arising 


from the conduct of the affairs of the organization unless the directors’ conduct amounts 


to ‘willful, wanton, or gross negligence.’”). Further, the Board members are not proper 


parties as the majority have resigned and no longer have authority to provide the requested 


relief, demonstrating again that the Board members are not the proper party where Plaintiff 


seeks information from the HOA.  Finally, the list of HOA member confidential votes 


requested by Plaintiff is not something he is entitled to under the Non-Profit Corporations 


Act.  Wherefore, judgment is entered in favor of Defendants on Plaintiff’s claims. 


2. Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment as to their counterclaim is 


DENIED.   


3. Defendants’ Motion to Extend ADR Deadline is GRANTED. 


4. Plaintiff’s Motion to Dismiss Defendants’ Counterclaim is DENIED. 


 


IT IS SO ORDERED. 


 


 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2019 N


ov 25 10:23 A
M


 - G
R


E
E


N
V


ILLE
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2300269


286







___________________________ 


The Honorable Robin B. Stilwell 


South Carolina Circuit Court Judge 
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Greenville Common Pleas


Case Caption: Raymond A Wedlake  vs. Christopher  Edwards  , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2019CP2300269


Type: Order/Other


So Ordered


s/ Robin B. Stilwell 2158


Electronically signed on 2019-11-25 09:44:34     page 4 of 4


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2019 N


ov 25 10:23 A
M


 - G
R


E
E


N
V


ILLE
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2300269


288







289 


Certificate of Appellant 
____________________ 


The undersigned hereby certifies that the Record on Appeal contains all material 
proposed to be included by any of the parties and not any other material. 


December 23, 2020
__________________________________ 
Raymond A. Wedlake
703 Creekview Drive
Greenville,  SC  29607
Tel:  (864) 254-9262 
wedlakera@mail.com


Appellant (Pro Se)



mailto:wedlakera@mail.com
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