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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Raymond A. Wedlake, individually, and

derivatively, on behalf of all Members of the
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc.

Civil Action No.

2017-CP-23-06301
Plaintiff(s)

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO
DISMISS, AND IN THE ALTERNATIVE
MOTION TO STRIKE OR FOR A
MORE DEFINITE STATEMENT

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.,

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Defendants

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

</ Robin B. Stilwell 2158

Electronically signed on 2018-01-23 10:18:06 page 3 of 3
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ADDENDUM 2
The South Carolina Court of Appeals

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

V.

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

Appellate Case No. 2018-001209

ORDER

Respondents’ motion to dismiss this appeal is denied at this time. Respondents,

however, may amend their initial brief to address the issue of mootness within

thirty days of the date of this order. 1f Respondents’ serve and file an amended

initial brief, Appellant may serve and file an amended reply brief within fifteen

days of service of Respondents' amended initial brief./d
/

Columbia, South Carolina

cc:
Grant Henry Gibson, Esquire

Ely Owen Grote, Esquire | F lLE D
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON
PLEAS
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of
Woodington Homeowners’ Association,
Inc.

Plaintiff (Pro Se)

V. ORDER

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).

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

5
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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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South Carolina Circuit Court Judge

The Honorable Robin B. Stilwell





Greenville Common Pleas

Case Caption: Raymond A Wedlake vs. Christopher Edwards , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2019CP2300269

Type: Order/Other

So Ordered

</ Robin B. Stilwell 2158

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

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Greenville

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASENO. 2019CP2300269
Raymond A Wedlake et al Christopher Edwards et al
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

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

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

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

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [ ] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);

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

[ ] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;

[]other

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

HAfﬁrmed; [] Reversed; [_] Remanded;

Other

N

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

IT ISORDERED AND ADJUDGED: |:| See attached order (formal order to follow) IE Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

See Ruling below.

ORDER INFORMATION
This 0rder|:| ends @ does not end the case. E 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 02/20/2020 .

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

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

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

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

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.

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

</ Robin B. Stilwell 2158

Electronically signed on 2020-02-20 13:16:59 page 3 of 3
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EXHIBIT RB.1 - Order Denying Dismissal of Appeal

The South Carolina Court of Appeals

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

V.

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

Appellate Case No. 2020-000438

~ ORDER

" Appellant's motion for an order granting default judgment is denied. This court
will consider the merits of this appeal after final briefing is complete.

Respondent's motion to dismiss this appeal is denied because Appellant timely

filed this appeal from the circuit court's February 20, 2020 order, which denied

Appellant's motion to reconsider as untimely and separately denied Appellant's’
previous motion for a new hearing.

FOR THE‘€6 = |
Columbia, South Caroiina v
_' FILED
cc: _ Sep 21 2020

Raymond A. Wedlake
Emily Kate O'Brian, Esquire
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )

) THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc.
Civil Case No. 2(28)(]192(—:12,23_ ‘
Plaintiff (Pro Se) OOQ@C/
VS. SUMMONS

Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis,

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

(NON-JURY) -~ 2

ENTERED COMPUTEB i

N N N Naws Nl N N Nt et e e et

Defendants

TO THE DEFENDANT(S) ABOVE NAMED:

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to appear and defend by answering the
Complaint in this action, of which a copy is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of
your Answer to the Plaintiff, care of: Grant H. Gibson, Esq.; 1200 Woodruff Road, A-3;
Greenville, South Carolina, 29607, within thirty (30) days after the service hereof, exclusive of
the day of such service; and if you fail to do so, judgment by default will be rendered against you

for the relief demanded in the complaint.

Raymond A. Wedlake
Plaintiff, Pro Se

703 Creekview Drive
Greenville, SC 29607
864-254-9262
wedlakera@mail.com
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )

THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

A4

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

AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEE:
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. ‘ =

}

(NON-JURY) __ =

Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of )
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. )
) Civil Case No. 20, 3 -
Plaintiff (Pro Se) ) Jito-cp-23- 00407
vs. ) VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, ) DECLARATORY JUDGMENT
) g -
)
)
)
)

Defendants

COMES NOW, Raymond A. Wedlake (“Plaintiff”), appearing pro se, and brings this action
for Declaratory Judgment and Injunctive Relief, based upon the allegations below.
PARTIES

1. Plaintiff: Raymond A. Wedlake is, and at all relevant periods has been, a resident of
Greenville County.

2. Defendants, Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and
William Craigo, have each been and continue to be, residents of Greenville County at all
relevant periods.

NATURE OF THE CONTROVERSY

3. As set forth in detail in Plaintiff’s Affidavit (Affidavit) and Exhibits, and in the statement of

“FACTS” below, Defendants, who currently act as the 2018 Board of Directors (Board) of

Woodington Homeowners’ Association, Inc. (WHOA), of which Plaintiff is a longtime
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Member in good standing (Affidavit), have prohibited Plaintiff from access to WHOA
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. Based on information and belief, and based
upon the specified arguments below, the “South Carolina Nonprofit Corporation Act of 1994”
(NPCA) gives Plaintiff a right to “inspect and copy” such Documents (Exhibit 1), and this
Court has the discretion to so permit such inspection and copying, and should do so, pursuant
to the NPCA.

. 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).

. On December 17, 2018, Defendant Edwards, as President and on behalf of the Board refused
such request, stating in part: “.. the Board has been unable to find a bylaw or statue that
grants Members the right to inspect ..” (Exhibit 3).

. Plaintiff provided Defendants with a statement of “proper purpose”, as required for requests
of information not specifically listed in the NPCA.

. Plaintiff is a former two-term member of the Board of WHOA, and a nominated candidate
for election to a 2019 WHOA Board, and believes there are other Members that share his
platform and ideas (Platform), including a belief that fees increases were improper; Plaintiff
believes Defendants oppose Plaintiff's desire for increased transparency, and the desirability

of adopting an alternative dispute resolution procedure; Plaintiff also believes
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Defendants are deliberately withholding the List, such that Plaintiff does not have
information to facilitate a garnering of support to challenge the current Board.

8. In addition, Plaintiff is a “litigant” (Affidavit), as described under Section 33-31-1602(d) of
the NPCA, and it is Plaintiff's position that he is therefore entitled to such information,
regardless of whether it is specifically listed in the NPCA, and Plaintiff's position was
communicated to, but was rejected by, Defendants.

9. The Court, pursuant to NPCA Section 33-31-1602(d) has the authority to, and given the
legislative intent of such statute, has discretion to permit such inspection and copying of
Documents, which this Court is asked to exercise in favor of Plaintiff.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

10. This is a matter which involves interpretation of a statute, and thus falls directly under S.C.
Code Ann. Title 15, Chapter 53, Section 15-53-10, et.seq., as amended, known as the
“Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act” (UDJA), which speaks directly to the issue in this case
in Code Section 15-53-30, which provides in pertinent part:

SECTION 15-53-30. Determination of questions under deed, will, written contract, statute,
municipal ordinance, contract or franchise.

"Any person interested under a deed, will, written contract or other writings constituting a
contract or whose rights, status or other legal relations are affected by a statute, municipal
ordinance, contract or franchise may have determined any question of construction or
validity arising under the instrument, statute, ordinance, contract or franchise and obtain a

declaration of rights, status or other legal relations thereunder."
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11. Plaintiff is clearly a person "... whose rights, status, or other legal relations are affected by a
statute ...", and thus a Declaratory Judgment action is proper to determine a "... question of
construction ... under the ... statute ... and obtain a declaration of rights, status or other legal
relations thereunder."”

12. The UDJA specifically provides that where appropriate the Court may grant additional relief
per SC Code § 15-53-120 (2012).

13. This action also requests Injunctive Relief.

14. This Court has jurisdiction of the subject matter of this complaint and personal jurisdiction
of the parties.

15. Venue is proper, as all parties and witnesses, if any, are within Greenville County.

FACTS

16. Plaintiff is a Member in good standing of WHOA, and will suffer specific and
individualized injury arising from an imminent proposed increase in HOA fees, and thus has
standing to bring this action (Affidavit, Exhibit 4).

17. WHOA is a South Carolina Nonprofit Corporation, subject to the NPCA.

18. Plaintiff sought relief from the Board's ignoring or denying a right to “inspect and copy”
Documents via filing complaints with the “Department of Consumer Aﬁ‘airs” (DCA) under
the May 2018 “HOA Act”, but all complaints were effectively ignored by the Board
(Affidavit).

19. On October 5, 2018, Plaintiff asked the Board to return ballots to an independent-third party
for certification of vote results, or to allow Plaintiff to “inspect and copy” ballots in order to

certify vote results, and Plaintiff specified a process to maintain confidentiality of a
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Member's vote (Affidavit, Exhibit 2); very specifically, Plaintiff is not asking for a record of
how each Member voted, but rather the List, only (Affidavit, Exhibit 5).

This October 5, 2018, letter was again brought to the Board's attention with filing of a DCA
complaint of November 11, 2018 (Affidavit, Exhibit 6).

Plaintiff is a litigant per 2017-CP-23-06301, relating to WHOA governance issues, with
Appeal 2018-001209 currently pending (Affidavit), being stated here for the Court's
knowledge and understanding to help facilitate applying its discretion as related to NPCA
Section 33-31-1602(d).

Defendants conviction that Plaintiff may not receive the List, where Plaintiff believes such
conviction has an intent to subjugate Plaintiff’s candidacy to the 2019 Board and his Platform
in opposition to that of Defendants, is simply bad faith, and improper (Affidavit).

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 NPCA, if as here, the
request has a proper purpose (Affidavit).

Defendants make excuse and refuse to provide the List by claiming that all ballot
information is confidential, where on October 6, 2018, the Board was informed of a process
by which votes of Members are kept confidential (Exhibit 7), but to date no acknowledgment
of this process was received (Affidavit).

On December 27, 2018, the Board was informed that a listing of voters is commonly made
known and is not confidential, as was shown in a report from “Election Trust” — the

"Voter Credit List" (Affidavit, Exhibit 5).
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26.

27.

28.

29.

Plaintiff is a candidate for nomination to a 2019 WHOA Board with his Platform which
conflicts with that of recent Boards, and which incorporates “transparency”, improvement of
WHOA, proper Board Governance, along with a proposed procedure for alternative dispute
resolution, and believes there are other Members that share such ideas, including many who
did not vote during the recent balloting (Affidavit).

A proposed increase in fees (increasing dues by a factor about 2) was not approved by a
majority of WHOA Members (34 votes) in November 9, 2018 balloting by those who
actually returned ballots; for both Ballots 1 and 2, a majority of Members did not give
approval to Defendants, who decided to go ahead with fees increases regardless of not having
approval from a majority of Members (Affidavit).

Plaintiff served as a Board member for two-prior terms, and was one of five co-authors of
By-Laws Rev 2 (June 15, 2005, Affidavit).

Consistent with Plaintiff's Platform, ethics practiced by two Boards on which Plaintiff served
would:

1) never allow a personally-biased discrimination against any single Member, or group of
Members;

2) never condone a lack of communication to Members, and actions/inaction of the Board to
remain secret;

3) never withhold information requested by a Member in an attempt, and with intent, to
improve WHOA;

as done by Defendants, based on information and belief (Affidavit).
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30. Regarding the November 9, 2018 set of three ballots, Plaintiff has several proper purposes

entitling him to the List, which are:

1) certify vote counts;

2) since Plaintiff is a nominee for the 2019 Board, identify Members whose beliefs may be
similar to Plaintiff's beliefs, including a belief that fees increases were improper;

3) prove to Defendants that non-returned ballots did not indicate, nor imply nor mean,
support for the Board's proxy votes “For”; Plaintiff is unable to contact these non-voting
Members without knowing the List;

4) show to Defendants that Plaintiff is already a litigant per 2017-CP-23-06301;

5) identify those Members who may support Plaintiff in subsequent, potential actions to
improve WHOA, where information from non-voting Members is needed to inform
Defendants about true facts of Member desires.

6) gather support for Plaintiff"s Platform as a nominee for the 2019 Board (Affidavit).

31. As shown above by facts and exhibits, Plaintiff sent various requests for specific information
and for Documents, which have been ignored or refused by Defendants, with no Documents
provided (Affidavit).

FOR FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT

32. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and every allegation contained in preceding paragraphs
with the same force and effect as if herein fully set forth.

33. Upon information and belief, as of the filing of this suit, Defendants have refused to comply

with requests for the List made to them by Plaintiff.
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34. Upon information and belief, WHOA and its members will continue to suffer irreparable
harm, and also will have no idea about the extent of harm, as Defendants refuse to provide

vital Documents to Plaintiff to allow enlightenment of WHOA members.
35. Plaintiff further requests that Defendants be required to turn over to and furnish Plaintiff

with Documents to which he is legally entitled, in a manner directed by the Court.
FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

36. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and every allegation contained in preceding paragraphs
with the same force and effect as if herein fully set forth.

37. In order to assure compliance with an action for Declaratory Judgment, it is essential that the
Court recognize that Plaintiff seeks this Court to declare an affirmative Injunction “.. to
compel the production of corporate records ..”, specifically the List from November 9, 2018
balloting, as NPCA:

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

(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.”

since Plaintiff is a litigant per 2017-CP-23-06301, as Appeal 2018-001209.

21






PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Raymond A. Wedlake, appearing pro se, prays for judgment for the

Plaintiff, as follows:

A. That the Court find against Defendants and grant Plaintiff’s request for a Declaratory
Judgment confirming under the NPCA that Plaintiff is entitled to “inspect and copy”
requested Documents, specifically the List from November 9, 2018 balloting;

B. That the Court confirm Plaintiff has a right for access to requested Documents per NPCA
Section 33-31-1602(d), and other all sections of NPCA granting such right;

C. That the Court compel Defendants to permit such inspection and copying of Documents, and
to provide the List from ballots of November 9, 2018;

D. That the Court affirm a Board must act with good faith to provide access to Documents to
which Plaintiff is entitled, and to which such right to “inspect and copy” exists;

E. That the Court recognize Injunctive Relief is appropriate and necessary to carry out the
Court’s Declaratory Relief;

F.  That this Court award Plaintiff “Nominal Damages” of $1;

10
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G. That this Court award Plaintiff the reasonable costs and expenses of this action;

and,

H. That this Court grant such other and further relief as this Court deems equitable and just
under the circumstances.

Dated this 17th day of January, 2019.
Respectfully Submitted,

Plaintiff, Pro Se

703 Creekview Drive
Greenville, SC 29607
864-254-9262
wedlakera@mail.com
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
) THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of )
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. )
) Civil Case No. 2018-CP-23- n
Plaintiff (Pro Se) ) 2019-( 'P-23- OOQ écf
)
Vs. ) VERIFICATION
) s
Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis, ) (NON-JURY):=i3
Denis Esteve, Michael Keels, and William Craigo ) wemsy &
in their capacity as Board of Directors of ) s I
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc. ) -
) =
Defendants ) ~
-

I, Raymond A. Wedlake, appearing first before the Notary Public, state that I am the Plaintiff
in this matter. I have read the attached Complaint and know or believe the contents and
allegations are true to the best of my knowledge, except for those matters stated which are
alleged on information and belief.

Sworn to before me this

17th day of January, 2019.

/ v

Notary Public of South Carolina Raymond A. Wedlake, Plaintiff

My Commission expires: J/3¢/4424
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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.
Defendant(s)

Submitted By: Raymond A. Wedlake
Address: 703 Creekview Drive

Greenville, SC 29607

A A N vt et '’

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

CIVIL ACTION COVERSHEET

WH1R P23 0A4

ENTERED COMBETERE

oy J

SC Bar #:
Telephone #:
Fax #:
Other:
E-mail:

x'x N
864-254-926
XX
XX

wedlakera@mail.com

81 7 W LN

NOTE: The coversheet and information contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filing and service of pleadings or other papers as required
by law. This form is required for the use of the Clerk of Court for the purpose of docketing cases that are NOT E-Filed. It must be filled out completely,
signed, and dated. A copy of this coversheet must be served on the defendant(s) along with the Summons and Complaint. This form is NOT required

to be filed in E-Filed Cases.

DOCKETING INFORMATION (Check all that apply)

*If Action is Judgment/Settlement do not complete

] JURY TRIAL demanded in complaint. NON-JURY TRIAL demanded in complaint.
] This case is subject to ARBITRATION pursuant to the Court Annexed Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules.
[0 This case is subject to MEDIATION pursuant to the Court Annexed Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules.
L) This case is exempt from ADR. (Proof of ADR/Exemption Attached)
NATURE OF ACTION (Check One Box Below
Contracts Torts - Professional Malpractice Torts - Personal Injury Real Property
[ Constructions (100) [  Dental Malpractice 200) []  Conversion (310) ] Claim & Delivery (400)
[0 Debt Collection (110) [0 Legal Malpractice (210) [ Motor Vehicle Accident (320) [ Condemnation (410)
[ General (130) [0  Medical Malpractice (220) []  Premises Liability (330) ] Foreclosure (420)
] Breachof Contract (140)  Previous Notice of Intent Case # [0  Produets Liability (340) ] Mechanic’s Lien (430)
[T Fraud/Bad Faith (150) 20 NI - [J Personal Injury (350) [ Partition (440)
[ Failure to Deliver/ O  Notice/File Msd Mal (230) [ ]  Wrongful Death (360) [T Possession (450)
Warranty (160) O other 299) [0 Assault/Battery (370) ] Building Code Violation (460)
i ﬁn;g;oyment Discrim - [0  Siander/Libel (380) O other (499)
[0 Employment (180) O Other 399) -
O Other (199)
Inmate Petitions Administrative Law/Relief Judgments/Settlements Appeals
[0 PCR(500) [0  Reinstate Drv. License (800) [0 Death Settlement (700) ] Arbitration (900)
[0 Mandamus (520) [0 Judicial Review (810) [  Foreign Judgment (710) [0 Magistrate-Civil (910)
[0 Habeas Corpus (530) [0 Relief(820) [0 Magistrate’s Judgment (720) [0 Magistrate-Criminal (920)
] Other (599) [0 Permanent Injunction (830) [ Minor Settlement (730) 0 Municipal 930)
[0  Forfeiture-Petition (840) [0 Transcript Judgment (740) 1 Probate Court (940)
[0  Forfeiture—Consent Order (850) []  Lis Pendens (750) 1 scport (950)
| Other (899) [0  Transfer of Structured i [ workers Comp (960)
Settlement Payment Rights B Zoning Board (970)
Application (760) Public Service Comm. (990)
Special/Complex /Other ] Confession of Judgment (770) | Employment Security Comm
991)
O Environmental (600) [0  Ppharmaceuticals (630) I:I Petition for Workers
O Automobile Arb. (610)  []  Unfair Trade Practices (640) gompersa(t;fég)smemem 1 oOther (999)
pprov.
O Medical (620) [J  oOut-of State Depositions [ Incapacitated Adult Settlement
(65M
SCCA /234 (02/2018) Page 1 of 3
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Other (699) [J  Motion to Quash Subpoena in (790)

Declaratory an Out-of-County Action
Judgment and (660) -
Injunctive Relief [ Other (799)

[0 SexualPredator (5100 [  Pre-Suit Discovery (670)
B Permanent Restraining Order (680)
Interpleader (690)
Submitting Party Signature: 5 ol Gl Date: 01/15/19
Note: Frivolous civil proceedings may be subJect to sanctlons pursuant to SCRCP, Rule 11, and the South Carolina Frivolous
Civil Proceedings Sanctions Act, S.C. Code Ann. §15-36-10 et. seq.

Effective January 1, 2016, Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) is mandatory in all counties, pursuant
to Supreme Court Order dated November 12, 2015.

SUPREME COURT RULES REQUIRE THE SUBMISSION OF ALL CIVIL CASES TO AN ALTERNATIVE
DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS, UNLESS OTHERWISE EXEMPT.

Pursuant to the ADR Rules, you are required to take the following action(s):
The parties shall select a neutral and file a “Proof of ADR” form on or by the 210™ day of the filing of this
action. If the parties have not selected a neutral within 210 days, the Clerk of Court shall then appoint a
primary and secondary mediator from the current roster on a rotating basis from among those mediators
agreeing to accept cases in the county in which the action has been filed.

The initial ADR conference must be held within 300 days after the filing of the action.

Pre-suit medical malpractice mediations required by S.C. Code §15-79-125 shall be held not later than 120
days after all defendants are served with the “Notice of Intent to File Suit” or as the court directs.

I Cases are exempt from ADR only upon the following grounds:

a. Special proceeding, or actions seeking extraordinary relief such as mandamus, habeas corpus, or
prohibition;

b. Requests for temporary relief;

c. Appeals

d. Post Conviction relief matters;

e. Contempt of Court proceedings;

f. Forfeiture proceedings brought by governmental entities;
g. Mortgage foreclosures; and

h. Cases that have been previously subjected to an ADR conference, unless otherwise required by
Rule 3 or by statute.

In cases not subject to ADR, the Chief Judge for Administrative Purposes, upon the motion of the court or
of any party, may order a case to mediation.

Motion of a party to be exempt from payment of neutral fees due to indigency should be filed with the
Court within ten (10) days after the ADR conference has been concluded.

Please Note:  You must comply with the Supreme Court Rules regarding ADR.
Failure to do so may affect your case or may result in sanctions.

SCCA /234 (02/2018) | Page 2 of 3
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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 e e e e 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 (¢) 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 4
Due by Friday, November 9t

BALLOT #2 [Majority Vote Needed to Pass (34 of 66)]

Should Ballot 1 pass, the proposed payment plan shall be utilized to pay the current legal bill of $33,000 {$500
per lot) associated with the lawsuit {only up to the appeal) in which the 2017 Board Members were named as
Defendants. The proposed payment plan is contingent upon no unanticipated expenses to the Association
arising during the term of the payment plan. The proposed payment plan is as follows:

o $500 per lot becomes immediately due and payable, but the following payment plan will be
followed, so long as the funds are available:
o $6600 to be paid immediately from cash-on-hand.
o $50increase in 2019 dues. Upon collection, $6600 will be paid.
o A one-time assessment of $100 per lot due 5/1/2019. Upon collection, $6600 will be paid.
o $6600 to be paid from cash-on-hand at the end of 2019.
o $50increase in 2020 dues. Upon collection, $6600 will be paid.
e Upon each payment of $6600, each Member, currently in compliance with this plan, shall have
their obligation to pay satisfied by $100.
¢ Failure to pay at any of these times will resuit in a lien being placed on the individual’s property for
the full remaining balance.
¢  The remaining balance shall be collected at closing for any outstanding balances of this payment

plan.
O ron
Q AGAINST
SIGNATURE OF MEMBER:
PRINT NAME OF MEMBER:
PROPERTY ADDRESS:

DATE:

* Pursuant to Article XVil (3): “Ballots of Members not returned by the specified
return date shall be voted by the Board. The Board'’s vote for non-returned ballots
shall be clearly specified on ballots at the time they are delivered to Members”*

** THE BOARD’S VOTE OF “FOR” SHALL BE CAST IN THE EVENT THIS
BALLOT IS NOT RETURNED BY FRIDAY, NOVEMBER gTH**
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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 [ 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. |
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 e e e e 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 !

L}
Election Trust i T
i o Ot i 1902 Certified FINAL
1ﬂﬁ“ﬂ_?m“ "1“'5»;:13'4'-' EIiEﬂF: Flawnanqhwdlf'lke :
Election: WHOA Dissolution Balloting
Date: 09,/33,/16
| COPY SENT VIA EMAIL | sizned,

To: Raymond Wedlake \J“(\—

T03 Creshvisw Drive
Greemville, 5C 20607 lohn Bodin

Zeneral Manager

The following reflects Election Trust's Certified Final Result Report for Raymond ‘Wedlake
representing the \WOODINGTON HOMECWMERS ASSOCIATION, IMC. reflecting the tabulation of
seven (7] paper ballots received via the United 5tates Postal Service between September 2 and
september 17, 2016, all of which featured the QUESTION: Being o dues paying member in good
standing, do you wote to ESOLVE “WOONNG TN HOMEDWNERS ASSOCTATION, INCY YEF NO

Total

& _Eligible Members Mailed Paper Ballots: Linikeneoaarn

E. Paper Ballots Returned As Undsfiverable: Linikenecnarn

. Total Paper Ballots Successfully Re-kiailed: Linkonsonsn
O. Total Paper Ballots Presumed Received: m

Total Paper Ballots Returned: 7

* Total Invalid Paper Ballots Returned:

Total valid Paper Ballots Counted: _

* Miobe- See Voter Cradit List Balow

ANSWER TO QUESTION [see abowe): VOTES

YES 4

MO 3

VOTER CREINT LIST
r. & hirs. Raymmond Ywedlake 703 Creekview Drive Ereenville, SC 29607
Wr. & hirs. James Wilss 203 Kristen Way Greenville, 5C 29607
Wi Jenice Houss 201 Kristen Way GEreenville, 5C 29607
hr. & hArs. Mary Taylor 301 Woodington Drive Ereenville, 5C 29607
r. & Mirs. [tom Thomas 10 Sputhfield Drive Greenville, SC 29607
Wr. B hirs. Mike Keels 103 Woodside Crossing Greenville, 5C 29607
WIr. & Mirs. Tom DiPressi 102 Woodside Crossing Greenville, 5C 29607
| |
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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 e e e e 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 e e e e 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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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.

"NPCAU
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

same and demand strict proof thereof.

allegations in this paragraph and, therefore, deny the
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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
l. 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.

0. 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 4™ 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 IN THE COURT OF COMMON
PLEAS

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of
Woodington Homeowners’ Association,

Inc.
Plaintiff (Pro Se) MOTION FOR SUMMARY
. JUDGMENT AND TO EXTEND ADR
' DEADLINE

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).

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 27" 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

KathrynoHindman, Paralegal

Date: September 27, 2019
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Raymond A. Wedlake, as a Member of
Woodington Homeowners' Association, Inc.
Civil Case No. 2019-CP-23-00269
Plaintiff (Pro Se)
Vs, MOTION TO DISMISS

Christopher Edwards, Charles Koshis,

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

DEFENDANTS' COUNTERCLAIM

BY PLAINTIFF

N N’ N’ N N Nt Nt Nt N N Nt N N N et ww N’

Defendants

TO: Emily O'Brian, Esquire, Attorney for Defendants:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned as Plaintiff (Pro Se) will move for an Order
dismissing Defendants' counterclaim (Counterclaim) against Plaintiff, which relates to
Defendants in their capacity as Board of Directors (Board) of Woodington Homeowners
Association, Inc. (WHOA), pursuant to Rule 12, SCRCP, and other Court rules, as set forth
herein. The grounds for dismissal include, but are not limited to the following:

1. Separate Action Requested - Plaintiff petitions the Court to order a separate trial for
Counterclaim pursuant to Rule 42(b), SCRCP:
“Separate Trials. The court, in furtherance of convenience or to avoid
prejudice, or when separate trials will be conducive to expedition and

economy, may order a separate trial of any claim, cross-claim, counterclaim ...”

because Counterclaim:
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a) is designed and intended to deny “furtherance of convenience” and to bury Plaintiff's
original-simple-Declaratory-Judgment case with misdirection and obfuscation, which merely
seeks interpretation of law from the Court,;

b) is designed and intended to induce prejudice;

¢) will preclude expedition and economy of Plaintiff's request asking the Court for simple,
Declaratory Judgment, where Plaintiff as a former two-term Board member as part of his quest to
correct impropriety in WHOA-Board governance and to assure Board transparency, is seeking
requested information to help improve WHOA and to bring benefit to its members (Members),
where one important suggestion rejected by Defendants is to amend the By-Laws to require ADR
before judicial action may be commenced, which proves Plaintiff's intent is not focused on
“further litigation” as alleged by Defendants;

d) as the Court is aware, Defendants' request of a jury trial is improper, to be lumped into a
case for Declaratory Judgment before a jury, where very likely justice cannot be served since
jury members almost certainly will have no knowledge to be able to rule correctly on the
interpretation of law as requested from the Court;

e) as stated above, Defendants' Counterclaim is premature since Plaintiff's case is not yet
scheduled for trial, no ADR has occurred via required mediation, and discovery is not yet
complete;

f) is of a nature that it should be considered after the conclusion of trial for Plaintiff's case;

g) is designed and intended to preclude Plaintiff from simply showing that Plaintiff
represents the “silent majority” within WHOA, which leaves Defendants representing only a

“vocal minority” of Members — this is an “Un-American” and untenable position for
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Defendants to champion, as it is contrary to a “majority rule”-basic tenant of democracy;
therefore based on all arguments above and as follows, Counterclaim must be dismissed.

2. Criteria to Bring Counterclaim were not Met — Counterclaim aspects, as brought under the
South Carolina Frivolous Civil Proceedings Act (Act), SC Code Title 15, Chapter 36, does not
meet the criteria specified by the courts in South Carolina, and, in particular, is premature
inasmuch as it precedes any discovery. Plaintiff's complaint (Complaint) of January 17, 2019,
spells out a clear and simple proper purpose for Plaintiff’s desire to seek a Declaratory Judgment,
i.e., to help assure proper Board Governance by Defendants, by seeking a “List” which shows,
in fact, a majority of Members did not submit ballots in favor when the Board sought a massive
increase in dues and a special assessment. Indeed, a majority did not in fact send in ballots in
favor suggests that there is a silent majority which may not be in favor of Board actions.
Importantly, under Section E (4) of the Act, Plaintiff has never been the subject of an action
under the Act. Of previous WHOA-Board cases, two have settled and all are directed to the
same issue: seeking to assure proper Board Governance, consistent with my serving as a prior
two-term member of the Board of Directors. Plaintiff is promoting a platform contrary to that of
the Board, one of transparency and a need to amend the By-Laws to mandate ADR; which is a
reason for opposition by Defendants to the simple request for statutory interpretation by the
Court. Finally, all the requirements of the Act were met by Plaintiff; such as signing the
Complaint, which in fact was verified! There is no hostile intent by Plaintiff as shown by the
Complaint and Plaintiff’s accompanying Affidavits, since Plaintiff engaged in multiple efforts,

amicably, to obtain the requested information before being forced to seek declaratory judgment.
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It is further clear that Defendants cannot meet their burden of proving by a preponderance of the
evidence that Plaintiff has violated the Act. As stated by the SC Court of Appeals in the case of
Clegg v. Lambrecht, 678 S.E. 2d 260 (S.C. C. App. 2009):

“... the party moving for the imposition of sanctions has the burden

to establish grounds for sanctions by a preponderance of the evidence”

(emphasis added) (citing Rutland v. Holler, Dennis, Corbett, Ormond,

Garner (Law Firm), 371 S.C. 91, 637 S.E. 2d 316m 319 (Ct. App. 2006).
Indeed, contrary to Plaintiff’s Complaint, Affidavit and Exhibits, Defendants bring forth only
unsupported assertions, devoid of evidence. The South Carolina Supreme Court has been loath
to uphold a grant of sanctions under the Act where, as here, the Plaintiff submitted evidence in
support of his claim.

While acknowledging that in the case of Hanahan v. Simpson, 326 S.C. 140, 485 S.E. 2d 903
(SC 1997), the Supreme Court was addressing a situation where Plaintiff had withstood a motion
for summary judgment, the court emphasized:

‘Section 15-36—10 of our Frivolous Proceedings Act creates the presumption
of a proper purpose if the person initiating litigation “reasonably believes under
the facts that his claim may be valid under existing or developing law.” Here,
Hanahan clearly submitted evidence supporting her claims.'

Clearly, as previously noted, there is an abundance of evidence supporting Plaintiff’s
Declaratory Judgment action. Moreover, actions brought under the The Declaratory Judgment
Act are favored; they:

- “... should be liberally construed to accomplish its intended purpose of
affording a speedy and inexpensive method of deciding legal disputes
and of settling legal rights and relationships, without awaiting a violation
of the rights or a disturbance of the relationships." Graham v. State Farm
Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 319 S.C. 69, 71, 459 S.E.2d 844, 845 (1995) (citing

Williams Furniture Corp. v. Southern Coatings & Chemical Co.,216 S.C. 1,
6 S.E.2d 576 (1949)); S.C.Code Ann. § 15-53-130 (1977).
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3. Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP, Counterclaim fails to state a claim and fails to state facts sufficient to
constitute a cause of action against Plaintiff.

a) Plaintiff's case is a matter which involves interpretation of a statute, and thus falls directly
under S.C. Code Ann. Title 15, Chapter 53, Section 15-53-10, et.seq., as amended, known as the
“Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act”, which speaks directly to issues in this case in Code
Section 15-53-30, where Counterclaim is unrelated to Declaratory Judgment; therefore,
Counterclaim must be dismissed.

b) Pursuant to South Carolina (SC) law, the "South Carolina Nonprofit Corporation Act of
1994" (NPCA), which gives Plaintiff a right to request the Court to construe the NPCA to
recognize entitlement to "... inspect and copy...", as Plaintiff is a "litigant" as described under
Section 33-31-1602(d) of the NPCA, and it is Plaintiff's position that he is therefore entitled to
receive requested information; therefore, Counterclaim must be dismissed.

¢) Defendants have joined with Plaintiff in his Declaratory Judgment request to the Court as
documented in their Answer which plainly states:

"13. Defendants admit that Plaintiff” s Complaint requests injunctive relief,
but deny that Plaintiff is entitled to any relief whatsoever ..."

and also:

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

and have thus waived their right to preclude the Court from construing the NPCA and to provide
Declaratory Judgment, which would supply Plaintiff's requested relief; therefore, Counterclaim

must be dismissed.
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d) Counterclaim is unripe as to Plaintiff, as discussed it is premature; therefore,
Counterclaim must be dismissed.

€) Allegations made against Plaintiff are wholly unsubstantiated, where no supporting
evidence and no exhibits are provided in support of Defendants' unfounded Counterclaim;
therefore, Counterclaim must be dismissed.

4. Plaintiff objects to Counterclaim as irrelevant which is therefore inadmissible pursuant to
Rule 402, SCRE, which states: “IRRELEVANT EVIDENCE INADMISSIBLE”; therefore,
Counterclaim must be dismissed.

5. Plaintiff objects to Counterclaim as not “reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence”, Rule 26(b)(1), SCRCP; therefore, Counterclaim must be dismissed.

6. Should Counterclaim not be dismissed in entirety, Plaintiff moves pursuant to Rule 12(e),
SCRCP, to require Defendants to provide a more definite statement to clarify the relief sought.
7. Should Counterclaim not be dismissed in entirety, Plaintiff moves pursuant to Rule 12(f),
SCRCEP, that allegations should be stricken, since Counterclaim contain numerous allegations

that are immaterial to any possible requested relief and/or asserted causes of action.
U’ OF SPECIFIC NTERCLAIM P PH
Plaintiff questions the genuineness of Defendants' statements as found in Counterclaim,
denoted for example: “C1” (for paragraph 1), as follows.
C1. Mr. Wedlake has filed numerous lawsuits in Greenville County, South Carolina,
this being the third of five of record as of the date of this pleading.
C2. More specifically, and relevant to this matter, Mr. Wedlake has filed suit against

the members of the Woodington HOA Board for 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019, the above
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captioned matter being the one against the 2018 Board members.

8. Rebuttal: Only one lawsuit filed against these Defendants is the factual matter of record.
One suit is totally unrelated to Defendants and to WHOA, and was settled and “Dismissed with
Prejudice”.’ A suit against 2016 Board was also settled and dismissed. Thus, only two other suits
(one a “holdover” which is pending Appeal) exist, where as stated, neither of these two were
brought against 2018 Board Defendants.

C3. In the four other lawsuits, Mr. Wedlake was and is represented by counsel, Mr.
Grant Gibson. Mr. Gibson conspicuously does not represent Mr. Wedlake in the above
captioned matter.

9. Rebuttal: Defendants were made aware that Plaintiff's case was being brought Pro Se, and
specifically informed that no attorneys were required — thus Mr. Gibson does not represent
Plaintiff - due to the Declaratory-Judgment nature of the case, where a simple question of
interpretation of law was asked of the Court; Defendants were told there was no need to incur
any legal fees, and Plaintiff asked them to join with him in seeking resolution of a disputed
question of law, and suggested they consider not engaging legal counsel; but, Plaintiff's
information, suggestion, and advice were ignored.

C4. Since at least 2016, Mr. Wedlake has engaged in a pattern of harassment
toward the Woodington HOA Board, sending numerous letters and emails demanding
various documents and compliance with procedural hurdles not required by the Bylaws.
10. Rebuttal: Absolutely no pattern of, nor harassment of, any WHOA Board can be claimed as

associated with any letters or emails:
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a) which contained no demands except in specific instances of violation of the By-Laws or
of SC law, sent by Plaintiff;

b) all contacts to Boards have been legitimate WHOA business, or educational forwards of
articles from HOA Industry Experts, most of which are based upon WHOA By-Laws, or upon
SC laws;

c) legitimate questions and requests for information can in no stretch of any imagination be
termed “harassment”, nor as “not required” per standards of conduct to which all Boards
should adhere;

d) WHOA By-Laws have been recognized by all parties as deficient, as evidenced by several
recent Amendments which were proposed by recent Boards, and whether or not questions and
requests for information are: “... hurdles not required by the By-Laws”, is irrelevant and thus
inadmissible pursuant to Rule 402, SCRE.

CS. In particular and with regard to the claims made by Mr. Wedlake in the above
captioned matter, Mr. Wedlake first demanded a balloted vote regarding a special
assessment of dues. After the vote was conducted and the special assessment passed, Mr.
Wedlake has been seeking a list of member votes so that, in his own words, he can
“determine which Members are ‘similarly situated’ with me in recognition that WHOA is
‘broken’ and ‘needs to be fixed!’”

11. Rebuttal: In general:

a) no contacts from Plaintiff to Defendants contain demands, except as stated previously;
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b) no recent ballot received approval from a MAJORITY of Members, but Defendants
proceeded with actions to impose the will of the MINORITY upon all Members, which is
easily recognized as “Un-American” and unwarranted from a “majority rule” standpoint;

¢) Plaintiff does not seek “... member votes ...”, where may it please the Court that
Complaint 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).
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). ”
d) seeks only a List of those Members who voted;
e) in a letter of September 30, 2019, as directed in a recent Hearing by Judge Kinlaw:
“... and I encourage both sides to engage in
meaningful discovery going forward ... which
would include taking of any depositions ...”
Plaintiff has begun to “engage in meaningful discovery”, and asked selected Members to
voluntarily return a “Statement” in lieu of scheduling, and taking, depositions;
f) Plaintiff has every intent to schedule and take depositions as may be required, to ascertain

those Members who are: “... ‘similarly situated’ with me in recognition that WHOA is ‘broken’

and ‘needs to be fixed!’ ...”
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g) itis Plaintiff's firm belief that WHOA is broken, due to law-breaking actions and
violations of By-Laws by Defendants, and every action done or being taken by Plaintiff is related
to a desire to bring ixnprovements to WHOA and to bring benefits to its Members.

C6. Mr. Wedlake, himself and through Mr. Gibson, has further stated that he is
seeking the information in order to approach other WHOA Members and garner support
for further litigation.

12. Rebuttal: In truth, information is sought with a desire to bring improvements to WHOA
and to bring benefits to its Members, where citing “for further litigation” is erroneous, as
information is sought to support an existing case (2017-CP-23-06301), which is on

Appeal (2018-001209).

C7. In his communications with the Board and its members, Mr. Wedlake has
threatened the Board in an attempt to force the Board members to do as he wishes.

13. Rebuﬁal: All communications from Plaintiff have been cordial, yet business-like, and all
claims by Defendants that Plaintiff ... has threatened ...” them are unsupported, where Plaintiff
contends no such evidence exists, and believes such claim to be untrue.

C8. Mr. Wedlake has even gone so far as to mail letters to all members of the HOA
demanding certain outcomes to votes.

14. Rebuttal: No letter to Members from Plaintiff made any demands as related to recent
ballots; such claim by Defendants is unsupported, where Plaintiff contends no such evidence

exists, and believes such claim to be untrue.
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C9. Despite the Board’s continued efforts to respond to requests Mr. Wedlake
makes that are justified and/or supported by the Bylaws and law of the State of South
Carolina, Mr. Wedlake remains unsatisfied.

15. Rebuttal: Defendants in general made, and make, very little effort to respond to Plaintiff's
requests, preferring instead to simply ignore Plaintiff, and their inaction/actions also generally
attempt to violate and negate Plaintiff's-Member rights and US-Constitutional rights.

C10. Mr. Wedlake has now engaged in a pattern of harassment through the use of
the Court system, filing frivolous lawsuits against the Board.

16. Rebuttal:
a) There has been no “pattern of harassment”, such claim by Defendants is unsupported,
where Plaintiff contends no such evidence exists, and believes such claim to be untrue;
b) the Court system has been properly applied as related to Plaintiff's-US-Constitutional
rights, where all US citizens have a right to “due process” and to “equal protection of the law”;
¢) all lawsuits brought have been consistent with such rights, bringing legitimate questions
of interpretation of the By-Laws or SC laws, where additionally all cases show merit, as per
Complaints, all supported by Affidavit and Exhibits;
d) No lawsuits filed have been frivolous under the “South Carolina Frivolous Civil
Proceedings Sanctions Act”, SC Code Title 15, Chapter 36, Section 153610, (A)(3)(d):
(d) a reasonable attorney in the same circumstances would believe his claim
or defense is not frivolous, interposed for delay, or brought for any
purpose other than securing proper discovery, joinder of parties, or
adjudication of the claim or defense upon which the proceedings are based.

(d1) since relative to each case filed, all reasonable persons would believe Plaintiff's case

was not frivolous, nor interposed for delay, and was brought for the purpose of securing
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proper discovery, and adjudication of legitimate questions of interpretation of the By-Laws or SC
law asked from the Court by Plaintiff;

(d2) this Act gives the one and only cause of action found in Counterclaim.

C11. Mr. Wedlake’s lawsuit against the 2016 Board resulted in an Order by Judge
Simmons against Plaintiff, with the exception of two matteis which were stipulated to by
the defendants prior to trial. However, Mr. Wedlake has described the Order stating that
“obfuscation was used by [defendants’] attorney, which resulted in confusion in the Judge’s
mind,” showing a lack of respect for the judicial process (emphasis added).

17. Rebuttal: Defendants make a false claim: after mediation, a Settlement Agreement was
reached with 2016 Board Defendants, and Plaintiff dismissed this case with prejudice;

a) in a case brought before Judge Simmons (2017-CP-23-06301 as pending Appeal
2018-001209), no “Order ... against Plaintiff” was given, but rather an “Involuntary Nonsuit”
was granted, and the case was dismissed;

b) Plaintiff has every respect for the judicial process, where Appeal is an inviolate right and
shows absolute respect for the judicial process.

C12. Despite a Court Order against him, Mr. Wedlake has continued to push
forward with additional lawsuits against WHOA Board members that are without merit.
18. Rebuttal: No such Court Order against Plaintiff exists; additional lawsuits against WHOA
Board members all have specific merit, generally based upon violation of By-Laws or SC laws,
as found in Complaints as supported by Affidavits and Exhibits.

C13. In the above-captioned matter, Mr. Wedlake seeks information allegedly under

the South Carolina Non-Profit Corporations Act. However, the information Mr. Wedlake

12

68





seeks—a list of all members who voted in a November 2018 vote by returning their physical
ballots—is not required to be maintained or produced under the language of the Act.
19. Rebuttal: Opinion of Defendants is noted;
a) however, the stated legal conclusion is disputed, with Plaintiff bringing legitimate
questions of interpretation of law to the Court in his simple-Declaratory-Judgment action;
b) Plaintiff contends the language of the Act mandates a Board to produce such requested
information, particularly the “Member list” which is mandated by the Act;
c) the Act also gives discretion to the Court, which the Court may exercise its discretion in
favor of Plaintiff
> as a litigant; and
> to simply compel production of requested records;
SC Code Sections 33-31-1602(d)(1) and (d)(2) show:
“(1) 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; or
(2) the power of a court, independently of this chapter, to compel the

production of corporate records for examination.”

C15. Mr. Wedlake’s claims in the above captioned action are baseless and
unwarranted under existing law, particularly the South Carolina Non-Profit Corporations
Act.

20. Rebuttal: SC law as cited contains language which mandates a ruling in favor of Plaintiff,
and thus all claims are firmly based and warranted under existing law.

C16. A reasonable attorney in the same circumstances would believe that, under the

facts of this case, Mr. Wedlake’s claim was clearly not warranted under existing law and
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that no good faith or reasonable argument exists for an extension, modification, or reversal
of existing law.

21. Rebuttal: All reasonable persons and attorneys in these same circumstances would believe
that, under the facts of this case, Plaintiff's claim is clear and warranted under existing law; no
such argument for any extension, modification, nor reversal of existing law has been made by
Plaintiff.

C17. Mr. Wedlake’s claims are intended merely to harass or injure the

Defendants/Counterclaim Plaintiffs.
22. Rebuttal:

a) No such intentions to harass or injure Defendants can be seen, nor gleaned, from anything
brought before the Court;

b) Defendants' claims are unsupported, where Plaintiff contends no such supporting
evidence exists, and believes such claim to be untrue;

¢) Plaintiff simply seeking the Court, as a matter of law to interpret the NPCA, as supported
by Complaint, Affidavits, and Exhibits, which all show efforts by Plaintiff to avoid litigation,
where suggestions of negotiation and mediation were rejected by Defendants, show clearly
Plaintiff's desires were not “... to harass or injure ...”,

C18. A reasonable attorney in the same circumstances would believe that Mr.
Wedlake’s initiation and continuation of this civil action is merely to harass or injure the
Defendants/Counterclaim Plaintiffs or is brought for any purpose other than securing
proper adjudication of the claim, causing Defendants/Counterclaim Plaintiffs to incur legal

fees to defend against Mr. Wedlake’s unwarranted claims.
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C20. Sanctions are warranted for Mr. Wedlake’s abuse of the Court system in this
manner.

25. Rebuttal:

a) Due to no abuse of the Court system, the Court needs to affirm Plaintiff's US-
Constitutional rights to “due process” and to “equal protection of the law”;

b) as previously discussed in Paragraph 2, in the case of Clegg v. Lambrecht, 678 S.E. 2d
260 (S.C. C. App. 2009) no sanctions are warranted nor possible as Defendants' claim is
unsupported, where Plaintiff contends no such supporting evidence exists, and believes such
claim to be untrue;

C21. As a result of Mr. Wedlake’s actions, Defendants/Counterclaim Plaintiffs have
suffered damages, including needless legal expenses, mental anguish, and emotional
distress. |
26. Rebuttal:

a) Defendants suffered no damages as a result of Plaintiff's actions; any such claim is
unsupported, where Plaintiff contends no such supporting evidence exists, and believes such
claim to be untrue; |

b) Defendants must accept responsibility for their own actions, including their decision to
incur legal fees in a Pro Se case, where a simple-Declaratory-Judgment question of law was
brought before the Court;

c¢) Defendants demonstrated no grounds upon which any claims of “mental anguish” nor

“emotional distress” have merit, which leaves such claims as unfounded and unwarranted;
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