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UNREPORTED

IN THE COURT OF SPECTIAL APPEALS

OF MARYT.AND
No. 1872

September Term, 1995

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH

EDWARD REIFER, et al.

Fischer,
Davis,
Bishop, (Ret’d., Specially
Assigned)
JJ.

Per Curiam

Filed: September 18, 1996



Anthony N. Wojloh appeals from a 3Jjudgment based on the
granting of a motion for summary judgment, with prejudice and the
granting of a motion to dismiss with prejudice. The basis of the
granting of both of these motions was the death of Charlie
Anderson, one of the defendants.

The original complaint named the following defendants:

Edward Reifer, Pastor
Rubie Hostetler
Charlie Anderson
Unity Center of Christianity, and,
John Anukem
John Coliton
Barbara Dersch
Joan Earnshaw
Sandee Falls
Viola Greene
Edward Reifer
Brian Tune,
Members of the Board of Directors,
Unity Center of Christianity
All, except Charlie Anderson, deceased, are appellees here.

The complaint contained the following four counts: I. Libel,
II. Slander, ITII. Harassment, and IV. Conspiracy. Certain
statements made by Charlie Anderson were the bases for the
complaint.

This Court, on its own initiative, limited the issue of this
appeal to "Whether Judge Ward abused his discretion in the Order(s]
of July 14, 1995 (docketed July 17, 1995) in granting the motion to
dismiss with prejudice of defendants Edward Reifer, et al., and
ordering that the plaintiff’s remaining Count II abated against
defendant, Charlie Anderson, and could not be revived by

substitution of any other party." As a result, the Orders dated

July 14, 1995, contain the only issue that is before us.
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By order of August 31, 1994, the trial court granted motions
to dismiss Counts I, Libel, Count II, Harassment, and Count IV,
Conspiracy, as to Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Anderson,
and Viola Greene. As to Count II, Slander, the motion was denied.

By that same order, the court, on the grounds of insufficient
service of process and improper parties, dismissed defendants, John
Anderson, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee
Falls, and Brian Tune.

Appellees then filed a motion to dismiss as to Charlie
Anderson and a motion for summary judgment on behalf of the other
defendants. The court granted both of these motions with prejudice
through its July 14th orders.

As a basis for its grant of the motion to dismiss with
prejudice, the court "Ordered that Plaintiff’s remaining Cou[n]t II
- Slander abated against defendant, Charles Anderson, who died on
April 19, 1995, and cannot be revived by substitution of any other
party as set forth under Md. Code (1974, 1995 Repl. Vol.) Section
6-401, Cts. and Jud. Proc. Art." Section 6-401(b) provides:

Slander.—A cause of action for slander abates
upon the death of either party unless an
appeal has been taken from a judgment entered
in favor of the plaintiff.

Based on the foregoing, the court had no alternative but to
grant the motion to dismiss and thereafter the motion for summary
judgment in favor of the appellees. Clearly, it is the law of

Maryland that an action for slander abates upon the death of either

party unless a judgment has been entered in favor of the plaintiff
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and an appeal filed therefrom. Section 6-401(b) supra. See also
Cant v. Bartlett, 292 Md. 611, 619-20 (1982).

Not only has the appellant failed to provide argument on this
issue here, he failed to do so before the circuit court. Md. Rule
8-504. Contents of brief § (a) (5) requires "Argument in support of
the party’s position." This has not been provided by appellant.
Rather, the appellant argues the doctrine of respondeat superior,
scope of employment, and vicarious liability—none of which is
germane to the limited issue ordered by this Court. This is
understandable since there is no Maryland 1law that supports
appellant’s position.

Appellant argues that summary judgment should not have been
granted because of a dispute of facts. This argument is
incomprehensible. There is no question Anderson is dead and
therefore under the law the action abates. The entire basis of the
slander count were the statements made by Anderson. There is no
way that appellant may continue his action against the other
defendants when the substance of that action, because of Anderson’s
death, abates.

We will not tarry longer to dispose of an appeal that should
have never been filed and probably would not have been filed if the
pro se appellant had sought legal advice.

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED;

CO8T8 TO BE PAID BY
APPELLANT.
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Qourt of Special Appeals
S Qourts of Appeal Building

Annapolis, Md. 21401-1609

LESLIE D. GRADET R
CLERK (410) 974-3646

WASHINGTON AREA (301) 261-2920

April 23, 1996

Larry J. Albert, Esquire
Legg Mason Tower, 1l4th Floor
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Re: Anthony N. Wojloh vs. Edward Reifer et al.
No. 1872, September Term, 1995

Dear Mr. Albert:

pEE

KATHARINE M. KNIGHT
CHIEF DEPUTY

Enclosed find a copy of an Order of this Court dated
April 23, 1996, denying the motions to dismiss the appeal and
the motion to strike, limiting the issue on appeal, and

directing Appellant to file corrected briefs
extracts by June 17, 1996. Appellees’ briefs are
after Appellant’s corrected briefs are filed.

Very truly yours,

and record
due 30 days

g/d@@ 4%4/[@?‘

Leslie D. Gradet
Clerk

LDG:1s
Enclosure

¢c: Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh

Maryland Relay Service
1-800-735-2258
TT/VOICE
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
v.
- PHC NO. 805
EDWARD REIFER, et al
b September Term, 1995
Appellees
®
* * * *® * * * * * *

MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

EDWARD REIFER, et al, Appellees, by Larry J. Albert, their
attorney, move this Court to dismiss the above appeal and, in
support thereof say:

1. This appeal was taken by Anthony N. Wojloh, Appellant,
from the decisions of the Circuit Court £for Baltimore City,
Honorable Thomas Ward, on July 14, 1995, granting Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss and Defendants’ Motion for Summary Judgment.

2. The Court of Special Appeals, pursuant to Order of the
Honorable Paul Alpert on October 3, 1995, copy attached hereto and
marked "Exhibit A", directed Appellant, inter alia, to order the
transcript(s) within ten (10) days of said Order in accordance with
Maryland Rule 8-411(b).

3. Notwithstanding said Order of October 3, 1995, Appellant
advised the Clerk, Circuit Court for Baltimore City, by letter of
October 11, 1995, copy attached hereto and marked "Exhibit B" that,
because of the alleged "irrelevancy" of said transcripts, he had

withdrawn his previous request for their preparation.




4. The Maryland Rules vest no authority in Appellant to
determine, on his own, whether or not any transcripts will be
prepared or what transcripts will be prepared.

5. Appellant’s defiance of an Order of this Court, as well
as his implicit declaration he is not bound by the Rules of
Procedure warrants dismissal of his appeal herein.

WHEREFORE Appellees Edward Reifer, et al, move this Court to

dismiss Appellant Anthony Wojloh’s appeal.

IR R
LARRY J. ALBERT
Niles, Barton & Wilmer
Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Appellees

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 17th day of October, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Motion to Dismiss and Order was mailed,
postage prepaid, to:

Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J. ALBERT
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CSA/PHC Form No. 2 _ Mailed: 10/3/95

IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

© BT
A(b

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
*
vs. * PHC No. 805
* September Term, 1995
EDWARD REIFER, et al.
*
ORDER

The Court of Special Appeals, pursuant to Maryland Rule
8-206(a) (1), orders and directs that the above captioned

appeal proceed without a Prehearing Conference.

@t&? /Mp*’ff'

JUDGE

Date: 10/3/95

cc:* Saundra Banks, Clerk
Circuit Court for Baltimore City
Anthony N. Wojloh
Larry A. Albert, Esquire

*Mr./Ms. Clerk: Will you kindly place this Order with the
record in this cause (Your 94143054/CL181082). The date of

this O establishes comm ement of the 10 da eriod
unde Rule -4 a the 60 da eriod fo
i e d. -4 .

Leslie D. Gradet, Clerk

LtE D B vk
0
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3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215
October 11, 1995

Mrs. Saundra Banks, Clark
Circuit Ccourt cof ¥Miryland

‘for Raltimorz City '

2ivil “ivisien
111 North Calvert Streec
Baltimrcre, Maryland 21232

RE: VWoileh v. Keifer, et. al.
Cl. NJ. 94143024/¢L131082

Dear Mrs. Banks:

Plz=2z2 note that my previcus Request for preparation
cf transcript{c) for the appeal in the above-referenced
oz32 is herzby withdrawa. Irrelevancy of said trans-
crizt(s) uzor carefullv reviewin: she veconds Is cne

T - g

-l

[ &)
(R4
{o

Thank you I{o2r your continued coogeratior.

Very truly yours,
74215/— /(J,U/?ZE
AnthqomytN. Wojinh
TlainEifs/Appellant

cc: Leslie D. Gradet, Clerk
Court of Special Apoveals > Maryland
Larry A. hlrert, TFsquire
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3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215
October 30, 1995

Leslie D. Gradet, Clerk

Court of Special Appeals of Maryland
Courts of Appeal Building

Rowe Boulevard & Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

RE: Wojloh v. Reifer, et. al.
CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
PHC NO. 805, September Term, 1995

Dear Clecsk:

Enclosed herewith, please find for filing an Original
and three Copies each of Appellant's Opposition To
Motion To Dismiss Appeal.

Tha:k you for your continued cooperation.
Very truly yours,

o Wi loh

Anthony N. Wojloh

ENCLOSURES:

cc: Larry J. Albert, Esquire
Niles, Barton & ‘Wilmer
Legg Mason Tower - 14th Floor
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS CLERK
OF MARYLAND

-

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * Appeal from the Circuit .-
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
*
Ve PHC NO. 805

EDWARD REIFER, et. al.

Appellees September Term, 1995

* %k * % * % * % * % %k * % * % * % * *

APPELLANT'S OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

COMES NOW, Anthony N. Wojloh, Appellant, Pro se, and in

opposition to Appellees' Motion To Dismiss Appeal asks the Court

of Special Appeals for an Order denying said Motion, on grounds
and for reasons as follow:

l. The Motion is inappropriate, misleading and has no

basis; because the hearing of July 14, 1995, was not recorded and

therefore no transcript can be prepared for same.

2. That at the July 14, 1995 hearing, there was neither a

court reporter, nor an electronic recording device and therefore

no statements were recorded.

3. That in as much as there was no recording of statements

whatsoever, from the July 14, 1995 hearing, Appellees can not

demand a submission and preparation of transcript.

4. That under the law, Appellant in this case is entitled

to submit a particular question and ask the Court of Special

Appeals of Maryland to review the same, and to request of the clerk



of the lower court a transcript for the question. Similarly,
Appellant is entitled to inform the Appellate Court of his
}ntention to withdraw a previously submitted question and accord-
ingly, ask the clerk of the lower court not to prepare a previously
requested transcript for the eliminated question, upon determin-
ing that the question and the correspondent transcript are
immaterial, inapplicable and irrelevant.

5. That the Order of the Circuit Judge, the Honorable
Thomas E. Noel of May 26, 1995 relating to Motion to Compel is
not an issue before this Court, therefore, a transcript relating
to said Order is irrelevant and immaterial, as the issue and a
correspondent transcript are withdrawn. See a copy of Judge

Noel's Order marked herewith as Attachment A.

6. That it is the Order of the Honorable Thomas Ward, Judge,
that has become an issue and not that of Judge Noel. Therefore,
the withdrawal of the request for preparation of transcript in
this regard does not constitute "Appellant's defiance," as stated
by Appellees.

7. That the withdrawal of the transcript and its related
issue, Appellant's first issue, numbered "1", do not and can not
prejudice Appellees' case.

8. Maryland Rule 8-411 (b), upon which Appellees rely is
applicable only where a transcript is attainable from a recorded
proceeding. But in the case where the proceeding is not recorded,

no transcript can be produced, as in this case. Unarguably, the

Appellees have not met, nor shifted the burden.




WHEREFORE, in all things considered, the Appellant, Anthony

N. Wojloh respectfully asks the Court of Special Appeals to deny

Appellees' Motion to Dismiss Appeal.

v 75, MW
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
Appellant, Pro se
3700 West Rogers Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, on thisR/fth day of October, 1995, that
a copy of the foregoing Appellant's Opposition to Motion to Dis-

miss Appeal and Order were mailed, first class postage prepaid,

to:

Larry J. Albert, Esquire
Niles, Barton & Wilmer

LLegg Mason Tower - 14th Floor
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
Attorney for Appellees

W@\MZFW

ANTHONY~Y. WOJLOH
Appellant




IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
OF MARYLAND

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * ' Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
*
Ve

PHC NO. 805

EDWARD REIFER, et. al. *
Appellees * September Term, 1995
* * * * * * * * *
ORDER

Upon Consideration of Appellant's Opposition To Motion To
Dismiss Appeal and for good cause shown, it is by the Court of

Special Appeals of Maryland, this th day of ’

1995,

ORDERED that Appellees' Motion To Dismiss Appeal be and the

same is hereby DENIED.

JUDGE
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
OF MARYLAND
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
v.

* PHC NO. 805
EDWARD REIFER, et al
* September Term, 1995
Appellees

* * * * * »* L *® * *

MOTION TO STRIKE APPELLANT’S LATE-FILED
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

EDWARD REIFER, et al, Appellees, by Larry J. Albert, their
attorney, move this Court to strike Appellant’s late-filed
Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Appeal and, in support thereof,
say:

1. Appellees’ Motion to Dismiss Appeal was mailed to the
Clerk of this Court and a copy thereof was mailed to Appellant on
October 17, 1995.

2. Appellant’s Opposition was mailed to the Clerk of this
Court on October 30, 1995, with a copy thereof mailed to Appellees’
attorney on October 31, 1995.

3. Rule 8-431(b) states with regard to a Motion that,
"unless a different time is fixed by order of the Court, the

response shall be filed within five days after service of the

motion" (emphasis supplied).
4. Appellant would have received a copy of Appellees’ Motion
on October 18, 1995 or certainly no later than October 19, 1995.

5. Appellant’s Opposition was filed more than five days

after service of Appellees’ Motion.




6. Appellant’s Opposition contains no averment whatsoever as

to excusable negligence.

WHEREFORE, Appellees Edward Reifer, et al, move this Court

pass an Order.

(a) to strike Appellant’s late-filed Opposition;

and

(b) to grant Appellees’ Motion to Dismiss Appeal.

LARRY J\AMBERT

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Appellees

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 2nd day of November, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Motion to Strike Appellant’s Late-Filed
Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Appeal and Order was mailed,
postage prepaid, to:

Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

WA, T

LARRY J. A%'r
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS “RA
OF MARYLAND

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *

Appellant * Appeal from the Circuit

Court for Baltimore City
V. * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* PHC NO. 805
EDWARD REIFER, et. al.
. Appellees * September Term, 1995
%* * * * * * * * * * *

APPELLANT'S OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO_ STRIKE
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

Anthony N. Wojloh, Appellant, moves this Court in opposition
to Appellees' Motion To Strike Opposition To Motion To Dismiss the
Appellant's Appeal for an Order denying éaid Motion, on grounds and
for reasons as follow:

1. Appellees' Motion(s) emanated for the most part, if not
in its entirety, from Appellant's determination to seek justice, the
Appellees' previous loéés before the Circuit Judges, the Honorable
Ellen L. Hollander, Marvin B. Steinberg, on two occasions, and
Cclifton J. Gordy, Jr., which said losses and defeats in the lower
court, precipitated the Appellees' egoism, verbal insult, affront,

and incooperation. See Attachments A and B.

2. Appellant's failure to file his Opposition to Motion to
Dismiss Appeal timely was neither willful, nor negligent. Rather,
it was due to Appellant's being out of the State of Maryland, and
upon return received Appellees' Motion on October 29, 1995 at 11:30

OMe=R
P.M. That Appellant had no control of-this incident.




3. Appellant did not request consent for extension of time
for filing a response in any event, because Appellees would have
opposed the same merely for vengeance and the reasons cited in Para-
graph 1 (One) of this Opposition. Similarly, Appellant did not ask
the Court for extension of time because the period within which to
ask had expired.

4, Finally, Appellant's Opposition to Motion to Strike the
Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Appeal will neither prejudice the
Appellees' case, nor cause Appellees any injury.

WHEREFORE, having shown good cause for filing untimely, your

Appellant respectfully urges the Court to deny Appellees' Motion.

ANTHONY & WOJLOH
Appellant, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215
Telephone: (410) 664-4587

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, on this __th day of November, 1995, that
a copy of the foregoing Opposition to Motion to Strike Opposition
to Motion to Dismiss Appeal along with a copy of Order was mailed,
first-class postage prepaid, to: Larry A. Albert, Esquire, 111 S.

Calvert Street, 14th Floor, Baltimore, Maryland 21202, Attorneys

by 3-1loglot

ANTHONY\N. WOJLOH
Appellant, Pro se

for Appellees.
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
v.
* PHC NO. 805
EDWARD REIFER, et al
* September Term, 1995
Appellees
®
* ® * * * ® * * * *

APPELLEES’ RESPONSE TO APPELLANT’S OPPOSITION
TO APPELLEES’ MOTION TO STRIKE APPELLANT'S
LATE-FILED OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

EDWARD REIFER, et al, Appellees, by Larry J. Albert, their
attorney, respond, as follows, to Appellant’s Opposition to
Appellees’ Motion to Strike Appellant’s Late-Filed Opposition to
Motion to Dismiss Appeal:

1. Appellees deny, in toto, the allegations contained in

paragraph 1 of Appellant’s Opposition, as (a) such allegations are
patently untrue (Mr. Wojloh, not Edward Reifer, et al filed this
appeal, presumably because of Mr. Wojloh’s "losses and defeats in
the lower court"); (b) such allegations constitute a spurious and
unwarranted ad hominem attack on Appellees and undersigned counsel
which violates the spirit, if not the letter, of pleading under the
Maryland Rules; and (c) such allegations are neither material nor
relevant to the issue raised by Appellees’ Motion to Strike.

2. With regard to the allegations contained in paragraph 2
of Appellant’s Opposition, Appellees state that these allegations

are self-serving, are unsupported by affidavit or other proof of




their veracity and do not constitute, insofar as Appellees’ counsel
is aware, an excusable reason for late-filing (if it did, virtually
no pleading in Maryland practice could be late-filed).

3. With respect to the allegations contained in paragraph 3
of Appellant’s Opposition, Appellees can neither admit nor deny
Appellant’s representation of his "state of mind" directing what he
did or did not do; Appellees, however, deny any motive of
"vengeance" as ascribed to them by Appellant.

4. Appellees deny the allegations contained in paragraph 4
of Appellant’s Opposition and respectfully submit that the
prejudice to them, if not the aggravation and expense of this
appeal’s survival is manifestly obvious.

5. Finally, Appellees note that while the Certificate of
Service states that a copy of Appellant’s Opposition was mailed on
November 8, 1995 to Appellees’ counsel, said copy was not received
until November 14, 1995 and contained no copy of the referenced
"Attachments A & B". (Appellant advised the undersigned by
telephone on November 9, 1995 that he had neglected to place stamps
on his mailings to the Clerk and the undersigned and would remail
his Opposition); accordingly, it would appear that Appellant’s
Opposition was also filed late.

WHEREFORE, Appellees Edward Reifer, et al, move this Court to
pass an Order:

(a) to strike Appellant’s late-filed Opposition;

and



(b) to grant Appellees’ Motion to Dismiss Appeal.

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Appellees

CERTIFTICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 15th day of November, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Response to Appellant’s Opposition to
Appellees’ Motion to Strike Appellant’s Late-Filed Opposition to
Motion to Dismiss Appeal and Order was mailed, postage prepaid, to:

Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

(R R e I

LARRY J.@B@r
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3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

November 10, 1995
Leslie D. Gradet, Clerk
Court of Special Appeals
Courts of Appeal Building
Rowe Boulevard & Taylor Av.
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
RE: Wojloh v. Reifer, et. al.
CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
PHC NO. 805, September Term, 1995

Dear Clerk:

Per our recent telephone conversation,

for filing please find four c
and four Attachments of A and

enclosed herewith,
opies of Appellant's Order
B, each to be appended to the

Opposition recently filed by
Please note further that I ha
ioned conversation with Larry
for Appellees, and have also
herewith enclosed.

Thank you for your continued

Sincerely yours,

/%ﬂl% /é.uf%e
AnthonyN\N. Wojloh

Enclosures;

cc;

\

Larry J. Albert, Esquire
Attorney for Appellees

Appellant.
ve communicated the aforement-

J. Albert, Esquire, Attorney
sent him copies of the documents

cooperation.
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NILES, BARTON & WILMER

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 1400 LEGG MASON TOWER CABLE ADDRESS NILWO
16§16 H STREET, N. W. T X -4 -Ni
Il S. CALVERT STREET ELEX B7-469-NILESLAW
202-737-0512 EASY LINK 62927328
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202-6185 TELECOPIER 410-783-6363
410-783-6300 WRITER'S DIRECT NUMBER

(410) 783-6340
FAX (410) 783-6410
November 2, 1995

Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

RE: Anthony N. Wojloh vs. Edward Reifer, et al
Appeal from Circuit Court for Baltimore City
PHC No. 805 September Term, 1995
Our File: 35002

Dear Mr. Wojloh:

Enclosed please find copy each of Motion to Strike Appellant’s
Late-Filed Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Appeal, Order and my
letter of this date to the Clerk.

Quite frankly, while I am appalled, I am no longer surprised
by your facility to present an assertion in a pleading as the
"gospel truth" and then, when expedient, disavow such assertion in
another pleading, as though it had never been made in the first.
If you have any conviction other than demonstrating how one
individual, you, can play with the legal system, it has not been
revealed in this case.

I am not going to cut you any slack. Whatever I can do to
have this appeal dismissed or the Locwer Court’s decision fully
affirmed on appeal, I shall do.

Sincerely yours,

LJA:csm
Enclosures

sttachn it A




NILES, BARTON & WILMER

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20006 1400 LEGG MASON TOWER CABLE ADDRESS NILWO
1616 H STREET, N. W. TELEX 87-469-NILESLAW
I S. CALV ET
202-737-0512 ERT STRE EASY LINK 62927328
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 2i202-6185 TELECOPIER 410-783-6363
410-783-6300 WRITER'S DIRECT NUMBER

(410) 783-6340
FAX (410) 783-6410

July 5, 1995
Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

RE: Anthony N. Wojloh vs.
Edward Reifer, et al
Case No. 94143054/CL181082
Our File: 35002

Dear Mr. Wojloh:

Enclosed please find copy each of Defendants’ Response and my
correspondence of this date to the Clerk and Judge Ward.

I must confess that I still remain puzzled as to your motiva-
tion in this matter. I certainly do not believe it is solely
money. It may simply be the personal satisfaction of one man’s
joust with "the system" but I am not sure of that either. This
lawsuit was apparently not an effort "to humble" Charles Anderson,
as surely a man of your intelligence must have discerned his
fragility long before he expired, at his own hand, on April 19,
1995.

Obviously, you do not like Rev. Reifer who, since, but not as
a result of thig litigation, has been succeeded at Unity Center by
Rev. Grace Caputo. Rev. Reifer, however, is probably immune from
any "fall out" in this case, whatever it may be.

Perhaps you are merely demonstrating to your impressionable
daughter what one person can accomplish against formidable odds.
It may be that you just enjoy being an advocate, although this does
not necessarily explain your asserting propositions I do not
seriously think you believe.

I suppose I shall remain puzzled. We shall see what happens
on July 14, 1995 and proceed from there.

Sincerely yours,

N

7/ ffv /4,,- st A ' \QT

LJA:csm
Enclosures
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS -

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
v.
* PHC NO. 805

EDWARD REIFER, et al

b September Term, 1995
Appellees

* * * * * * * * * *

MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL FOR FAILURE
OF APPELLANT TO COMPLY WITH ORDER OF COURT

EDWARD REIFER, et al, Appellees, by Larry J. Albert, their
attorney, move this Court to dismiss the above appeal for failure
of Appellant to comply with Order of Court and, in support thereof,
say:

1. This Court, by Order dated October 3, 1995, copy attached
and marked "Exhibit 1", directed that the record be transmitted,
pursuant to Maryland Rule 8-412(a), within sixty (60) days from the
date of said Order.

2. Pursuant to said Order, the record was to have been
transmitted to this Court on or before December 4, 1995, but was
not.

3. Appellant neither moved for an extension of time from

this Court nor was he granted an extension of time by this Court.




WHEREFORE, Appellees move this Court to dismiss the above

LARRY J.\ ADBE

Niles, Bé;%EEB£7Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

appeal.

Attorney for Appellees

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

1. Maryland Rule 8-412(a).

2. Goldman v. Tauber, 258 Md. 174, 265 A.2d 225 (1970).

ARRY J. BERT

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTiFY that on this 8th day of December, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Motion to Dismiss and Order was mailed,
postage prepaid, to:

Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J. ALBERT )




!
. : : ‘ "Exhibit 1"

y CSA/PHC Form No. 2 ' Mailed: 10/3/95

IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

*

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
*
. vs. * PHC No. 805

* September Term, 1995
EDWARD REIFER, et al.
*

ORDER

The Court of Special Appeals, pursuant to Maryland Rule
8-206(a) (1), orders and directs that the above captioned

appeal proceed without a Prehearing Conference.

THE COURT
4, N
, @MM (10ped™
| JUDGE ~ (
cc:* Saundra Banks, Clerk

Circuit Court for Baltimore City
Anthony N. Wojloh
Larry A. Albert, Esquire

Date: 10/3/95

*Mr./Ms. Clerk: Will you kindly place this Order with the
record in this cause (Your 94143054/CL181082). The date of

this Order establishes commencement of the 10 da eriod
under Md. Rule 8-411(b) and the 60 day vperiod for
transmi e _rec unde d. Rule 8-4 ‘

Leslie D. Gradet, Clerk
%z\.ﬂ"’z \~; ;- |
A
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
OF MARYLAND

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *
Appellant * Appeal from the Circuit
, Court for Baltimore City
v * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082

* PHC NO. 805

EDWARD REIFER, et.al. * September Term, 1995

Appellees N
* * * * L * * * *

APPELLANT'S OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

COMES NOW, Anthony N. Wojloh, Appellant, Pro se, and in
opposition to Appellees' Motion to Dismiss Appeal asks the Court
of Special Appeals for an Order denying said Motion, on grounds
and for reasons as follow:

1. The Appellant, on or about August 14, 1995, filed a
Notice of Appeal to the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland along
with a Motion to Proceed in Forma Pauperis, an Affidavit, Order
and a Certificate of Service.

2. That, because the Motion to Proceed in Forma Pauperis
had not been ruled upon, the Appellant could not and did not have
the record transmitted as required by Md. Rule 8-412(a).

3. That, further, Appellant did not request an Extension
of Time for filing the record, because he did not and does not
know when said Motion to Proceed in Forma Pauperis will be ruled
upon. That, Appellant will not be able to go forward with his

Appeal, because he does not haeve the financial resources to pay




the prescribed fee of this Court for filing the record and the
fee payable to the Clerk of the Circuit Court for Baltimore City
for preparation of the record on appeal.

4. That, in late November, 1995, while Appellant was/is
still awaiting the outcome of his Motion to Proceed in Forma
Pauperis, the Clerk of the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland
sent Appellant an Affidavit along with an Order and a Certificate
of Service to complete, because the prior Affidavit Appellant had
filed is said not to provide a sufficient information of Appell-.
ant's financial status. It is reasonable to believe that this
later Affidavit inevitably extends the ruling of the Court on the
Motion and Appellant's waiting periods.

WHEREFORE, for good cause shown, Appellant respectfully asks

the Court to Deny Appellees' Motion to Dismiss Appeal.

%%‘Wf G 13 plel

ANTHONY_YN. WOJLOA
Appellant, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215
Telephone: (410) 664-4587

CERFIFICATE OF SERVICE: I certify that on this ZZLﬁh day of
December, 1995, I mailed copies of the above to Larry J. Albert,
Esquire, Niles, Barton & Wilmer, Legg Mason Tower, 14th Floor,
111 South Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202.

it 1 f otk

ANTHONY-N. WOJLOH
Appellant




IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
OF MARYLAND

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
*
v.

PHC NO. 805

1

EDWARD REIFER, et. al. *
Appellees * September Term, 1995
* * * * * * * * *
O RDER

Upon Consideration of Appellant's Opposition To Motion To
Dismiss Appeal and for good cause shown, it is by the Court of

Special Appeals of Maryland, this th day of ’

1995,

ORDERED that Appellees' Motion To Dismiss Appeal be and the

same is hereby DENIED.

JUDGE
COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
OF MARYLAND
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IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS ST
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH , N Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082

ve.

- PHC NO. 805
EDWARD REIFER, et al

b September Term, 1995
Appellees

* . ® * ® * *® * * ® *

APPELLEES’ RESPONSE TO APPELLANT’S
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS

EDWARD REIFER, et al, Appellees, by Larry J. Albert, their
attorney, respond to Appellant’s Opposition to Motion to Dismiss as
follows:

1. That Appellant admits he did not have the record
transmitted in accordance with Maryland rule 8-412(a).

2. That Appellant admits he did not move for an extension of
time for transmittal of the record as provided by Maryland Rule 8-
412 (d) .

3. That Appellant does not attribute the failure of the
record to be transmitted to "the act or omission of a judge, a
clerk of court, the court stenographer, or the appellee." Rule 8-
412 (d).

4. That Appellant could have moved this Court for an
extension to allow his completing proper application to proceed in
forma pauperis but did not do so.

5. That Appellant and Appellees in this matter, as well as
any appellant and appellee before this Court, are equally bound by

the dictates of all rules governing an appeal and by any order of




LY

this Court concerning ordering of the transcript and transmittal of
the record.

6. That Appellant’s failure to abide by the rules or Order
of Court is not excused by his proceeding pro se.

7. That Appellant is not entitled to an adjustment,
relaxation or abrogation.of the rules.

WHEREFORE, Appellees pray this Court to grant their Motion to

:ARRY J. ALBERT

Niles, Barton & Wilmer .
Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Dismiss.

Attorney for Appellees

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 27th day of December, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Response to Opposition to Motion to Dismiss
was mailed, postage prepaid, to:

Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J. BE




IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH b Appeal from the Circuit
Court for Baltimore City
Appellant * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
v.

hd PHC NO. 805
EDWARD REIFER, et al
* September Term, 1995
Appellees

* * * * * * * * * *

MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL FOR APPELLANT’S FAILURE TO
PREPARE AND FILE A RECORD EXTRACT PURSUANT TO MARYLAND
RULE 8-501 AND TO ORDER A TRANSCRIPT OF THE HEARING
HELD BEFORE THE HONORABLE CLIFTON J. GORDY, JR.

EDWARD REIFER, et al, Appellees, by Larry J. Albert, their
attorney, move this Court to dismiss the above appeal and, for
reasons, state:

1. That Maryland Rule 8-501(a) mandates that the Appellant
"prepare and file a record extract" in "every civil case in the
Court of Special Appeals".

2, That, on or about March 6, 1996, Appellant herein filed
his brief with this Court without filing a record extract.

3. That Appellant’s brief, as originally filed, sought
reversal of Judge Ward’s rulings of July 14, 1995 in favor of
Appellees.

4, That Appellant, on or about March 11, 996, substituted
another page 10 for the original page 10 of his submitted brief,
adding a claim for reversal of Judge Gordy’s ruling of August 31,
1994 dismissing Appellant’s count for conspiracy.

5. That, although said hearing before Judge Gordy was
recorded, Appellant declined and/or refused to obtain a transcript

of said hearing.




6. That Appellees have been prejudiced by Appellant’s
failure to prepare and file a record extract and failure to obtain
a neceggary transcript of a proceeding in the Circuit Court.

7. That Appellant’s pro se status ought not and should not
exempt him from complying with the mandatory requirements of this
Court for prosecuting an appeal nor insulate him £rom the
consequences of failing to comply.

WHEREFORE, Appellees Edward Reifer, et al, move this Court to

dismiss Appellant Anthony Wojloh’s appeal.

L.ARRY J. ALBERT

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Appellees

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 27th day of March, 1996, a copy
of the foregoing Motion to Dismiss and Order was mailed, postage
prepaid, to:

Mr. Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J. QEEEET




3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215
March 25, 1996

Mrs. Leslie D. Gradet, Clerk
Court of Special Appeals of MD.
Courts of A _ peal Building

Rowe Boulevard & Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

RE: Wojloh v. Reifer, et. al.
No. 885, September Term, 1995
1§77

Dear Mrs. Gradet:

By this letter, Appellant respectfully takes the liberty
to dispel any fear of "prejudice" which Appellees may have
allegedly resulting from merely mentioning the Ruling of
August 31, 1994 by Judge Clifton J. Gordy, Jr.

In the above regard, Appellant further takes the liberty

to assure Appellees that the Ruling of July 14, 1995 by
Judge Thomas Ward is the only one appealed. Under the
Rules, it is the only Ruling to be considered, unless the
Court of Special Appeals deems the Ruling aforesaid, other-
wise absolutely as a part of the Appeal.

Thank you for your continued cooperation.

Very truly yours,

b e
'if%féggi;. Wo;gii€

cc: Larry J. Albert, Esquire




e B

ap I

IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

OF MARYLAND

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *
Appellant * . .
Appeal from the Circuit
* Court for Baltimore City
v. CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
*
' PHC-NO. 805 (@72
EDWARD REIFER, et. al. *
September Term, 1995
Appellees *
* * % * * * * & ‘* * *

APPELLANT'S OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

COMES NOW, Anthony N. Wojloh, Appellant, Pro se, and in

opposition to Appellees' Motion To Dismiss Appeal, asks the

Court of Special Appeals for an Order denying said Motion, on
grounds and for reasons, as follow:

1. That Appellant's Brief filed on or about March &, 1996,
which sought a reversal of Judge Thomas Ward's Ruling(s) of July
14, 1995, is the only issue before this Court for consideration.

2. That Appellees' bold and unsubstantiated allegation of
"prejudice" allegedly emanating merely from mentioning the Ruling
of August 31, 1994 by Judge Clifton J. Gordy, Jr., has not been
shown, hence, such alleged "prejudice" does not hold.

3. That since the filing of the Appeal herein by Appellant,
Appellees repeatedly filed redundant pleadings designed to circum-
vent justice and burden the Court, and inadvertently, undermine
the issue.

4. That under indigent status, Appellant is not required




to prepare and file a record extract.

5. That although in a letter dated March 27, 1996 address-
ed to the Clerk, Mrs. Leslie D. Gradet, Appellees request a 15-
day extension of time to file Appellees' Brief, should their
Motion to Dismiss Appeal denied, no Motion by Appellees was ever
filed to that effect.

6. That Appellees' case is not and can not be prejudiced

by mentioning a mere Ruling that is not the subject of this Appeal.

WHEREFORE, Appellant Anthony N. Wojloh respectfully asks the
Court of Special Appeals of Maryland to deny the Motion to Dismiss

Appellant's Appeal.

Respectfully submitted,

Aoty 1 Mﬂ]/@e
ANTHONY Y&N WOJLOH
Appellant, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21215
Telephone: (410) 664-4587

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE: I certify that on this 3rd day of April,
1996, I personally mailed copies of the above to Larry J. Albert,
Esquire, Niles, Barton & Wilmer, Attorneys, lLegg Mason Tower,
14th Floor, 111 South Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202.

TS ’JW

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
Appellant, Pro se




Anthony N. Wojloh * In the
Appellant * Court of Special Appeals
V. * No. 1872
Edward Reifer et al. * September Term, 1995
Appellees *
ORDER

This Court having read and considered Appellees’ Motion to
Dismiss Appeal, Appellant’s Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Appeal,
Appellees’ Motion to Strike Appellant’s Late-Filed Opposition to
Motion to Dismiss Appeal, Appellant’s Opposition to Motion to
Strike Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Appeal, Appellees’ Response
to Appellant’s Opposition to Appellees’ Motion to Strike
Appellant’s Late-Filed Opposition to Motion to Dismiss Appeal,
Appellees’ Motion to Dismiss Appeal for Appellant’s Failure to
Prepare and File a Record Extract Pursuant to Maryland Rule 8-501
and to Order a Transcript of the Hearing Held Before the Honorable
Clifton J. Gordy, Jr., and Appellant’s Opposition to Motion to
Dismiss Appeal, it is, this&Brd day of QPR\.l , 19%,
by the Court of Special Appeals,

ORDERED that the motions to dismiss appeal and the motion to
strike are denied. It is further

ORDERED, on the Court’s own initiative, that the appeal is
limited to the issue of whether Judge Ward abused his discretion in
the order of July 14, 1995 (docketed on July 17, 1995), in granting
the Motion to Dismiss with Prejudice of Defendants Edward Reifer et
al. and ordering that Plaintiff’s remaining Court II abated against

Defendant Charles Anderson, and could not be revived by




substitution of any other party. It is further

ORDERED that the captioned appeal will be disgmissed if
Appellant does not file on or before ;yuj1e_ /7 , 19%,
corrected briefs and record extracts in compliance with Maryland
Rules 8-501(a) and (c) (duty to provide record extract and contents
of record extract), 8-501(h) (table of contents of record extract),

8-501 (i) and 8-503(a) and (b) (style, format and numbering of pages

of brief and record extract), 8-503(c) (contents of cover page),
and 8-504(a) (4) (reference in statements of facts to pages of
record extract supporting assertions). It is further

ORDERED that Appellees’ briefs are due 30 days after

Appellant’s corrected briefs and record extracts are filed.

;
L 10 W A

Chief Judge
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CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY DATE: 01/25/96
MSVS23 CASE INGUIRY TIME : 11 :34
- TERMINAL : V149
CASE NUMBER: 94143054 WOJLOH VS REIFER, ETAL CL181082
CATEGORY: OTORT
ORIG COURT: CL AMOUNT OF SUIT :$ LAST PLEA DATE : 01/25/96
DATE FILED: 05/23/94 TRANSCRIPT PAGES TERMINATION DATE: 01/25/97
STATUS: P CONSOL IDATED CASE: BOOK NUMBER
STATUS CODE: 08/14/95 PAGE NUMBER
PROTRACTED: WHO PAYS COSTS : WAIV
LAST MODIFIED ON: 01/25/94
BAD CK/ BANK  CHECK
DATE CODE  AMOUNT RECPT # NUMBER NUMBER
06/30/94 LIBRA $  10.00
06/30/94 PAYMT ¢  10.00 4844
03/10/95 CLERK $  15.00
03/10/95 COPYS $  5.00
03/10/95 PAYMT $  20.00 1280
DATE CODE TIME PART ROOM SCHED ACTUAL DISP REAS JUDGE  ID FUT CAL
05/23/94 FILE COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATION, AFFIDAVIT, EXHIBIT(S), & EJT. (1)
NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE: ©0O1
CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY DATE: 01/25/96
MSVS23 CASE INBGBUIRY TIME: 14:34
CASE NUMBER: 94143054 WOJLOH VS REIFER, ETAL CL181082
05/23/94 MOTN MOTION TO PROCEED WITHOUT PAYMENT OF COURT COSTS. (2)
05/23/94 ORDR ORDER OF COURT WAIVING PAYMENT OF COURT COST (KAPLAN J). (3)
06/15/94 PROC DEF REIFER, EDWARDPRIVATE CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF HOSTETLER, RUBPRIVATE CREATED: 04/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF ANDERSEN, CHARPRIVATE CREATED: 046/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF UNITY CENTER OPRIVATE CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF ANUKEM, JOHN PRIVATE CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF COLITON, JOHN-PRIVATE CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF DERSCH, BARBARPRIVATE CREATED: 04/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF EARNSHAW, JOANPRIVATE CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF FALLS, SANDEE-PRIVATE CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
04/15/94 PROC DEF GREENE, VIOLA PRIVATE CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF REIFER, EDWARDPRIVATE CREATED: 0&/15/94 SERVED: / / .
06/15/94 PROC DEF TUNE, BRIAN  PRIVAT CREATED: 06/15/94 SERVED: / / .
0&6/29/94 MOTN DEFTS' MOTION TO DISMISS (4)
07/08/94 MOTN PLTFF, ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE THE INDIVIDUAL
07/08/94 MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY
NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE: 002




CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY DATE: 01/25/946
MSVS23 CASE INQUIRY TIME: 11:31
CASE NUMBER: 94143054 WOJLOH VS REIFER, ETAL CL181082

07/08/94 JOHN ANUKEM, JOHN COLITON, BARBARA DERSCH, SANDEE FALLS, VIOLA
07/08/94 GREENE , AND BRIAN TUNE, AS BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF UNITY CENTER OF
07/08/94 CHRISTIANITY, DEFT AND POINTS AND AUTHORITIES (5)

07/08/94 PLEA PLTFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFTS' MOTION TO DISMISS AND MEMORANDUM OF
07/08/%4 POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO DEFTS' MOTION
07/08/94 TO DISMISS (&)

07/14/94 MEMO CASE SENT TO JUDGE HOLLANDER ON ENTRY 4 AND &

07/18/94 PLEA AFFDT OF SERVICE (E. REIFER PASTOR, C. ANDERSEN, R. HOSTETLER, TH
07/18/94 UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY , VIOLA GREENE 7-11-24) (7)
07/19/94 ORDR MEMORANDUM AND ORDER OF COURT THAT THE DEFT'S MOTION TO DISMISS
O7/19/94 IS HEREBY DENIED, ETC (J,HOLLANDER) (8)

07/19/924 PLEA DEFTS REPLY TO PLTFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFTS' MOTION TO DISMISS,
O?/19/94 WITH REQUEST FOR HEARING (9>

07/19/94 PLEA DEFTS' OPPOSITION TO PLTFF'S MOTION AND REQUEST FOR HEARING. (PA)
O7/27/94 1ISSU DEFTS, EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE HOSTETLER . CHARLIE ANDERSEN, AND
O?/27/94 VIOLA GREEN, ANSWER TO DECLARATION (9B)

O7/27/%94 MOTN DEFTS, EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE HOSTETLER, CHARLIE ANDERSEN, AND

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE: 003
CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY DATE: 01/25/96
MSVS523 CASE INQUIRY TIME: 11:31

CASE NUMBER: 24143054 WOJLOH VS REIFER, ETAL CL181082

Q7/27/94 VIOLA GREEN, MOTION TO DISMISS, MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORI-
OV/27/94 TIES AND REQUEST FOR HEARING (103>

O7/27/794 MOTN DEFTS MOTION TO DISMISS AND REQUEST FOR HEARING (119

O7/29/94 PCOI PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE ORDER SENT, C/D:95062% T/D:250731

0B/05/94 PLEA PLTFF'S OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION TO DISMISS OF DEFTS UNITY CENTER

08/05/94 OF CHRISTIANITY AND MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND MEMORAN
0B/05/94 DUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO DEFTS
08/05/94 MOTION TO DISMISS (12

08/05/94 PLEA PLTFF'S OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION TO DISMISS OF DEFTS, REIFER,
08/05/94 HOSTETLER, ANDERSEN AND GREENE AND MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
08/05/94 AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION TO DEFTS MOTION TO DIS-
0B/05/94 MISS (13)

08/731/94 CAL P15 10:30 330B MOT CANC CANC CaAN ADMINISTRATIVE 8800
08/31 /794 PPSN SUMMONS SENT TO PARTIES REPRESENTED AS PROPER PERSON

08/31/94 CAL P15 11:00 330B MOT MOT HRD GORDY, C. J. 8845
02/06/794 ISSU APP. OF LARRY J. ALBERT, ATTY. FOR DEFTS., EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE
0P/ 06/94 HOSTETLER, CHARLIE ANDERSEN, VIOLA GREENE AND UNITY CTR. OF

NEXT PAGE P/N PAGE: 004




CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY DATE: 01/25/96
MSV523 CASE INQBUIRY TIME: 11 :31

CASE NUMBER: 94143054 WOJLOH VS REIFER, ETAL CL181082

02/06/74 CHRISTIANITY, INC., SAME DAY ANS. TO COMPLAINT ON REMAINING
OP/06/94 CAUSE OF ACTION FOR SLANDER (14)

0%9/06/94 ORDR ORDER OF COURT THAT DEFT'S MOTION TO DISMISS IS "GRANTED" IN PART
0P/046/94 AND IS "DENIED" IN PART/S/JUDGE GORDY (144)

02/09/94 PLEA DEFTS NOTICE OF DISCOVERY (15)
1070494 MOTN PLA.'S MOT. FOR LEAVE TO ADD SANDEE FALLS, JOAN EARNSHAW AND

10/04/24 BARBARA DERSCH AS DEFTS. TO THE COMPLAINT (1&)
107077924 PLEA OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ADD SANDEE FALLS, JOAN EARN-
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The Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, sues Edward Reifer,
Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen, Unity Center of Christianity,
and Sandee Falls, John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch,
Brian Tune, Joan Earnshaw, and Viola Greene, including Edward
Reifer, Members of the Board of Directors of Unity Center of
Christianity in Baltimore, Maryland, Defendants.

‘ For that at all times hereinafter referred to, the
Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, was an employee of the Corporate
Defendant(s) who was conducting religious services at its

‘ place of business in Baltimore, Maryland; and for that at all
times hereinafter referred to, the Defendants, Edward Reifer,
Rubie Hostetler and Charlie Andersen were agents, servants or
employees of the Defendant and its Board of Directors.

And for that at all times hereinafter mentioned, the
Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, was and still is a good and
honest resident of the City of Baltimore, State of Maryland.

That the Plaintiff was until in or about April, 1992

. through June, 1993, of good name, reputation and highly esteem-
ed and accepted as such by friends, acquaintances, and the
Congregation of Defendant, Unity Center of Christianity and
enjoyed a reputation for integrity and good character among the
same in Baltimore City and throughout the State of Maryland,

where he was known for same.

That prior to the publications, utterances, dissemina-
tions and acting out of the matters hereinafter complained of,

never had this Plaintiff had his integrity, honesty, good

-2 -




repute, character ever being assiled, or more particularly his
levels of performance, ever being questioned; that at a Board
Retreat of April, 1992, letters written and submitted by the
Defendants, Edward Reifer and Rubie Hostetler critical of the
Plaintiff's character and job performance were mentioned and
from which excepts about Plaintiff were made not complementary
to the Plaintiff. The letters in question, portrayed Plaintiff
as incompetent, inefficient and renders unsatisfactory job
performance. The letters were not an evaluations and copies
were not given to the Plaintiff, upon request.

That during April, 1992 through June, 1993, the Defendants,
Edward Reifer and Rubie Hostetler, as agents, servants or
employees of the Unity Center of Christianity and under color
of their authority, did maliciously continue to injure Plaintiff
and to deprive him of the confidence and repute of the Congrega-
tion of and the people of the City of Baltimore and the State
of Maryland and his employment, when Defendants Reifer and
Hostetler falsely and maliclously wrote, disseminated and
published afaresaid documents critical of Plaintiff's conduct
and job performance; that said documents impugned Plaintiff's
character, and were designed to and did cause him to lose hils
employment, and having theretofqre been advised that his bi-
weekly number of 12 days of work was reduced to 4 or less, and
Plaintiff's 70 plus or minus number of hours of work to 12 or
less without any justification, and the Defendants either

knowing said allegations to be false and having willfully and
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maliciously falsified the facts, or having negligently failed
to ascertain the truth of the matters concerning Plaintiff out
motives of malice and intending to injure Plaintiff., See

Attachment A, letter addressed to Plaintiff dated February 17,

1993, reducing Plaintiff's numbers of days and hours of work,

Attachment B, copies of three of Plaintiff's Time Cards or

Sheets, reflecting his various numbers of days and hours

normally worked, and Attachment C, copy of letter addressed to

Plaintiff dated June 14, 1993, abolishing his position and
thereby dismissing him. The letter of February 17, 1993, came
shortly after the former Board of Directors had given Plaintiff
a $2.00 increase in hourly rate, and later a $1.00 increase,
making it a total hourly compensation of $11.00; that while the
Defendant, Board of Directors cites "financial situation”
allegedly as reason for the reduction in Plaintiff's number of
days and hours of work, on or about March 7, 1993, at an Annual
Membership Meeting at the Center, Defendant Brian Tune, former
Treasurer of the Board of Directors reported that the Center
was "in good financial shape.” The Defendant added, among
other things, that the Church had a cash saving of $32,000.00,
excluding an expenditure of $17,000.00,

That the conduct of Defendants, Edward Reifer and Rubie
Hostetler has implanted a fear of unfitness in the mind of the
Plaintiff to enter upon and hold a continued employment, and
that the Defendants knew or reasonably should have known that

such inference regarding the alleged Plaintiff's unsatisfact-
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ory job performance and unfitness to enter upon and hold employ-
ment would be injurious and offensive to a person of ordinary
sensitivities and would ultimately cause Plaintiff to lose his
position as a part-time employee. Plaintiff further avers that
at all times the mode of component toward him by Defendants was
outrageous, wanton, reckless, and malicious, and calculated to
inflict upon Plaintiff severe emotional distress, all directly
attributable to Defendants' actions, without any fault on the
part of Plaintiff.

And for that the Defendants, Unity Center of Christianity
and the Board of Directors, as employer and superior of Defend-
ants Reifer and Hostetler and all those who acted upon the
allegations against Plaintiff, willfully, maliciously, negligent-
ly, and libelously without ascertaining the truth of the matters
knowing the same to be false are liable for the acts of the
Defendants, Reifer and Hostetler,

That as a direct consequence of the aforesaid 1libel and
dissemination, the Plaintiff has suffered a loss of employment,
has suffered a loss of his compensation; he has suffered a
great anxiety, mental anguish and distress.

\ Wherefore, this suit is brought and the Plaintiff claims
Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00) in compensatory damages and
One Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000.00) in punitive damages.,

COUNT IT
(Slander)

The Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, sues the Unity Center
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6f Christianity, Board of Directors, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostet-
ler, and Charie Andersen, Defendants.

For that the Plaintiff does adopt and incorporate herein
by reference all of the allegations of aforesaid Defendants,
facts and alleged libel, utterances and disseminations of same
alleged by the Plaintiff in Count I hereinabove as though same
were fully set forth herein and made a part hereof; and Plaintiff
further asserts that on or about May 25, 1993, the Defendant,
Charlie Andersen, did willfully, falsely, maliciously accuse the
Plaintiff of being a "lier," a "thtef"” and a "deceit” in the
presence of Plaintiff's 10-year 0ld daughter and did loudly com-
municate the accusations in such a manner and tone so that the
words spoken by Defendant Andersen were susceptible of being over-
head by Plaintiff's daughter who was near by in the room with the
Plaintiff, all of which Plaintiff denied.

That the Defendant, Charlie Andersen, by his actions has
implanted a fear of criminal prosecution in the mind of Plaintiff,
and that the Defendant knew or reasonably should have known that
such inference concerning Plaintiff's character would be very
injurious and offensive to a person of ordinary sensitivities;
Plaintiff further avers that at all times the mode of component
toward him by Defendant Andersen was outrageous, wanton, reckless,
malicious, and calculated to inflict upon the Plaintiff a severe
emtional distress; that on May 25, 1993, the Defendant kept a
hammar in his hand, as though he intended or planned to assault

Plaintiff with the same,




That on May 25, 1993, the Defendant, Charlie Andersen who
at all times referred to in this Declaration was an agent,
servant, or employee of the Defendants, Unity Center of Christ-
janity and Board of Directors, and acted within the scope of his
authority, falsely accused the Plaintiff of being a thief, lier
and deceit before Plaintiff's 10-year old daughter; and that the
statements of Defendant Andersen constitute an act of slander;
that by such slanderous statements, Plaintiff's character has
been brought to question, into public scorn, ridicule, and
disrepute; that the Plaintiff had heretofore enjoyed a reputation
for honesty and integrity, but as a direct result of said slander-
ous statements uttered and communicated by Defendant, Plaintiff
has suffered public disgrace and humiliation; he has suffered a
severe mental anguish without any fault on the part of Plaintiff.

And for that the Defendants, Unity Center of Christianity
and the Board of Directors as employer and superior of Defendant,
Charlie Andersen and those persons who acted upon Allegations
against Plaintiff, willfully, maliciously, negligently, and
slanderously without ascertaining the truth of the matters
knowing the same to be false are liable for the acts and negli-
gence of Defendant Andersen.

By reason of the aforesaid slander, the Plaintiff was
damaged; he suffered a loss of employment and salary income; he
has suffered humiliation and embarrassment, disgrace and loss
of reputation.

Wherefore, this suit is brought and the Plaintiff claims
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F ifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00) in compensatory damages and
One Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000.00) in punitve damages.

COUNT III
" (Harassment)

The Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, sues the Unity Center of
Christianity, Board of Directors, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler,
and Charlie Andersen, Defendants.

For that the Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the
allegations contained in Count I and Count II, and further states
that the Defendant, Edward Reifer was a pastor of Defendants,
Unity Center of Christianity and Board of Directors, who at all
times referred to in this Complaint or Declaration was servant,
agent, or employee of the above-named Defendants and acted within
the scope of his authority as such between January, 1991 through
June, 1993, and did willfully, wrongfully, maliciously and
negligently continue to harass the Plaintiff, by initiating the
Plaintiff's dismissal from his employment; by promulgating the
reduction of Plaintiff's initial hourly rate from $10.00 to $9.00;
by promulgating and reducing Plaintiff's number of days of work
and number of hours of work, from 12 plus or minus to 3 or less
and from 70 to 6 or less; by demanding Plaintiff to remove snow
on the parking lot of the Center, although such function was/is
assigned to a contractor; by demanding Plaintiff to clean and/or
remove trash from Defendant Hostetler's office, inspite of a
lady employed to perform said duty; by threatening Plaintiff's

termination from his position from time to time; by accusing

-8 -




Plaintiff of pestering a white female cleaning lady who was
merely attempting to introduce herself to the Plaintiff, in
words substantially to wit: "Don't bother the lady, I am very
gserious,"” and repeating such remarks on two occasions; by
advising Plaintiff not to answer the telephone at the Center for
fear of causing white people to stay away from the Church upon
hearing Plaintiff's voice and accordingly assuming the Center has
all black congregation; by advising Plaintiff not to watch
television nor use the telephone at the Center because Plaintiff
was not paid to do the same and that Plaintiff may do either one
at his "living room;" by advising Plaintiff that he, Reifer was
not at Unity to "settle disputes,” rather to preach.”™ In further-
ance of his continued harassment of Plaintiff, Defendant Reifer
unilaterally arranged, rearranged and finally reduced Plaintiff's
numbers of days and hours of work, in some cases by abolishing
Wednesday Evening Services. In another, by abolishing Yoga
Classes normally held on Saturday Mornings and abolishing other
activities and giving the Center's key(s) to contractors in order
to prevent Plaintiff from acquiring a sufficient number of hours
and days normally worked.

And for that the Defendants, Unity Center of Christianity
and the Board of Directors as employers and superiors of said
Defendant, Edward Reifer who acted upon the insidious act of
harassment of Reifer, willfully, maliciously and negligently
without cause are liable for the harassment and negligence,

That as a direct consequence of the aforesaid harassment,

-9 -
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the Plaintiff was damaged; he suffered a loss of employment, days
and hours of work; he lost a significant portion of income; he
suffered a great anxiety, mental anguish and distress, and he
suffered a great embarrassment.

Wherefore, Plaintiff claims Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000)
in punitive damages and One Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000.00)

in compensatory damages.,
COUNT IV

(Conspiracy)

The Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, sues the Unity Center of
Christianity, Board of Directors, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler,
and Charlie Andersen, Defendants.

For that the Plaintiff incorporates by reference all the
allegations contained in Counts I, II and III, above as though
they were fully set forth herein and made a part thereof; and

the Plaintiff further asserts that in March, 1992 through June,
1993, the Defendants, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler and Charlie

Andersen were employees, servants, or agents of the Defendants,
Unity Center of Christianity and Board of Directors, and at all
times acted within the scope of their authority did in or about
April, 1992 and on other occasions, conspire with, aided and
abetted other named Defendants or one or more of them in their
insidious acts of harassment, libel and slander, utterances,
publications and disseminations against Plaintiff, have written
and sent such statements or documents to the Members of the Board

of Directors of the Unity Center of Christianity, or one or more

- 10 -
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of them and to others, knowing the contents thereof to be untrue
or having negligently failed to ascertain the truth of the
matters out of motives of malice and intending to injure Plaintiff.
And that in about May, 1993 and June, 1993 and on other
occasions, the Defendants, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler and
Charlie Andersen joinedly and severally met with some Members of
the Board of Directors, or one or more of them to reduce Plaintiff's
initial hourly rate from $10.00 to $9.00, to reduce Plaintiff's
bi-weekly numbers of days of work from about 12 to about 3 or
less and from 70 plus or minus hours of work to 6 or less; to dis-
miss or have Plaintiff dismissed from his employment. See the

Plaintiff's Attachments A, B and C to this Declaration. Plaintiff

further avers that at all times the compsonent of the Defendants
toward him was outrageous, wanton, reckless, malicious, and
calculated to inflict upon him a tremendous financial hardship and
severe emtional distress, all contributed to Defendants' insid-
ious and negligent acts without any negligence on the part of
Plaintiff.

And for that the Defendants, Unity Center of Christianity
and the Board of Directors as employers and superiors of the
Defendants, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler and Charlie Andersen
and those who acted upon the allegations and insidious acts of
said Defendants are liable for aforesaid acts and allegations.

That as a direct result of the aforesaid conspiracy,
1ibel and slander, and harassment, Plaintiff was ridiculed; he

suffered a tremendous loss of employment and salary income; he
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was humiliated and embarrassed; he suffered a severe mental
anguish and much anxiety and distress.

Wherefore, this suit is brought and the Plaintiff claims
Seventy-Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000.00) in compensatory
damages and One Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000,00) in

punitive damages.

%‘ % xéiﬁ
ANTH . WOJIOH

Plaintiff, Pro se
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587

PRAYER FOR TRIAL BY JURY

Plaintiff prays to have the above-captioned case tried

by Jury panel of 12 (TWELVE) persons.

%%‘W
ANTHO . WOJLO

Plaintiff, Pro se
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587

- 12 -
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AFFIDAVIT

—_— e e el e ol e e -

STATE OF MARYLAND )
) to wit:

CITY OF BALTIMORE )

I HEREBY CERTIFY, on thisZ{3gjth day of /VIA\,/ .

1994, before me a Notary in and for the State and City afore-

said, appeared ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, personally known or made
known to me to be the person who executed the foregoing Com-
plaint, and made oath under penalties of perjury that the":facts

and statements contained in this Document are true to the best
of his knowledge, information and belief. 2.

WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal.
M@W

/
J . A
&ffiant

NOTARY BLI
539y s/
7T Date[ ’ Dé.te

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES AUGUST 7, 1595 )

My Commission Expires

-13 -
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this ___th day of May, 1994,
a copy of the aforegoing Declaration And Election for Jury
Trial and Motion For Leave To Proceed In Forma Pauperis with
a copy of Order and Affidavit attached, was personally mailed,
certified, with postage pre-paid, to: Viola Greene, Board
President, 6927 G Donachie Road, Baltimore, Maryland 21239
and to Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler and Charlie Andersen,

2901 North Charles Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21218, Defendants.

ANTHONY N, WOJLOH
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587

- 1 -




.
Attachnent 4 () e et Ary/9

UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY ¢ 2901 N. Charles Street * Baltimore, MD 21218

|

Office: 410/243-4282 * Dial-A-Message: 410/243-4024 Rev. Edward Reifer, Minister

February 17, 1993

Dear Dr. Wojloh,

After reviewing the financial situation here at Unity Center of
Christianity, the Board of Directors has made the decision to reduce

‘ the number of hours per week that are required for the security of the
building.

This letter is to inform you of the new schedule for the position of
Security Guard here at the Center as of March 1, 1993.

Monday 6pm-8pm 2 hrs. AA group meets from 6:30-7:30pm
in FEllowship Room.
Tuesday 6:30-8pm 1% hrs. Prayer group meets from 7-8pm

in Sanctuary.
DA meets from 6:30-7:30pm in
Fellowship Room. '

Saturday 9-11:30am 2% hrs. Yoga meets 9:30-1lam in Sanctuary.

Total hours per week - 6 hours.
. Sincerely
ho

John Anu
President, Board of Directors
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Attachment C

UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY -+« 2901 N. Charles Street  Baltimore, MD 21218

S —

Office: 410/243-4282 ¢ Dial-A-Message: 410/243-4024 Rev. Edward Reifer, Minister

June 14, 1993

Mr. Anthony Wojloh
3700 W. Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD. 21215

Dear Mr. Wojloh:

As a result of the Board of Directors Meeting on Sunday,
June 13, 1993, the decision was made to abolish the
position of security guard at Unity of Baltimore.

In order to give a one-week notice, the decision becomes
effective June 19, 1993. Therefore, your services will

no longer be needed after completing your 1-1/2 hour

shift on Tuesday, June 15, 1993. The Yoga class scheduled
for Saturday, June 19, 1993 has been cancelled.

Upon securing the building and activating the alarm on
Tuesday, June 15th, kindly drop your keys into the mail
slot located to the left of the 29th Street entrance door.

On behalf of the Board of Directors, I would like to
extend our appreciation for your service to Unity of
Baltimore.

Sincerely,

Sandra W. Falls
President
Board of Directors

¥




AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF MOTION

STATE OF MARYLAND )

CITY OF BALTIMORE ; to wit:

I, Anthony N. Wojloh, being first duly sworn according
to law, depose and say that I am the Complainant in the above-
entitled case; that in support of my Motion to proceed without
being required to pay fees, costs or give security therefor, I
state that because I am indigent, I am unable to pay the costs
of said case or to give security therefor; and that I believe
I am entitled to redress.

I further swear that the responses which I have made to
the questions, instructions and answers below relating to my

inability to pay the costs of proceeding in this Court are true,.

QUESTIONS

1. Are you presently employed?
No. I am not presently employed.

2. Have you received within the past twelve months any
income from a business, profession, or in the form of rent pay-
ments, interests, dividents or other source?

No. Excepting that I received very small payment(s) from an

Internship Program. See Attachments. A.

WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal.
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Form 1040 (1983) WOJLOH ‘ 66 BFU78894 .ACR 111 2 38-0428 I61 %% Page 2
Tax 32 Amount from line 31 (adjusted gross income) . . 20003.
Compu- Check if: 1 You wers 65 or oider, ] Biind; [ Spouse was 65 or oider, ] Bind. 0
tation Add the number of boxes checked above and enter the total here . . > 33
b if your parent (or someone eise) can claim you as a dependent, check here . » 3w
(zsaefpage c It you are married fiing separately and your spousa itemizas deductions or
you are a dual-status alien, see page 24 and check here, . . sc [
Htemized deductions from Schedule A, line 26, OR
34 Enter | Standard deduction shown below for your filing status. But if you checked
the any box on line 33a or b, go to page 24 to find your standard deduction.
l:froor If you checked box 33¢, your standard deduction s zero. 6200
your: ® Single—$3,700 ® Head of housshold—$5,450 ~
o Married filing jointly or Qualifying widow{er—$6,200
o Married filing separatety—$3,100
35 Subtract line 34 from line 32 . .o 35 13803.
‘38  If line 32 is $81,350 or less, multiply $2,350 bythetotal number of exompuons cla:medon
line 6e. If line 32 is over $81,350, see the worksheet on page 25 for the amount to enter . | 38 7050.
fyouwant 37 Taxable income. Subtract line 36 from line 35. If fine 36 is more than line 35, enter -0- 14 6753 .
the |RS to 38 Tax. Check if from a (X] Tax Table, b (] Tax Rate Schedules, ¢ [ Schedule D Tax Work-
figure your sheet, or d (] Form 8615 (see page 25). Amount from Formys) 8814 > o 0.1 38 1016,
page 24. 39  Additional taxes (see page 25). Check if from -E]Fonn497o b O Form 4972 . 39 0.
40 Addlines38and39. . . . . . . T | 1016.
Credits ¢! Credt for chid and dependent care expenses. Attach Form 241 | 41 0.
42 Credit for the eiderly or the disabled. Attach Schedule R. . | 42 0.
See page 43  Foreign tax credit. Attach Form 1116 . . . 9 0.
‘5') 44  Other credits (see page 26). Check if from aDFom\SBOO
b (J Form 8396 ¢ (J Form 8801 d (J Form (specity) 4“ 0.
45 Add lines 41 through 44 . R 0.
48  Subtract line 45 from line 40. lfllne45|smoremanﬂne40 enter-o- T SR 1016.
Other 47 Saif-employment tax. Attach Schedule SE. Also, see fine 25. 4a 0.
Taxes 48  Altemative minimum tax. Attach Form 6251 . 48 0.
49 Recapture taxes (soe page 27), Check i from a (] Fom 4255 b(J Fom 8611 ¢ [ Form 8828 | 49 0.
50  Social security and Medicare tax on tip income not reported to employer. Attach Form 4137 50 0.
51  Tax on qualified retirement plans, including IRAs. If required, attach Form 5329 . S1 0.
§2 Advance eamed income credit payments fomFomwW-2 ., . . . . . . . . . |52 0.
53 Addlines 46 through 52. Thisisyourtotaltax, . . . . . . . . . . . .» |&s3 1016.
Payments Federal income tax withheid. If any is from Form(s) 109, check » (] | 54 886.
55 1993 estimated tax payments and amount applied from 1992 retum . |55 0.
Attach 58 Eamed income credit. Attach Schedule EIC 56 400.
Forms W-2, 57 Amount paid with Form 4868 (extension request) . . |57 0.
W2G. 00 582 Exuess social securtty, Medicare, and RRTA tax withheld (see page 28) . | 582 0.
.ﬁefront 58b Deferral of 1993 tax increass. Attach Form 8841 .. 58b 0.
59  Other payments (see page 28). Check f from szm
O Form 4136 . . | s9 0.
80 AddhnesS4thrwgh59bThessareyourtotalpavmts. P - 1286.
Refund or ©' 'ine 60 is more than fine 53, subtract fne 53 from line 60. This s the amourt you OVERPAID. . > | 61 270.
Amount 2 Amountofline 61you want REFUNDEDTOYOU. . . . . . . . . . . .» |82 270.
You Owe = Amoumutnnesxyouwammenmvoummsxnumm> L83 0.1
84 Ifline 53 is more than line 60, subtract line 60 from line 53. This is the AMOUNT YOU OWE.
For details on how to pay, including what 1o write on your payment, see page 29 . . . | 0.
85 Estimated tax penalty (see page 29). Also include on line 64 | 85 | 0.\ 777777
. Under penaities of perjury, | deciare that | have examined this retum snd accompanying schedules and statements, and to the best of My knowledge anc
Slgn beiief, they are true, commect, and compiets. Declaranon of precerer (cther than taxpeyer) is based on all information of which preparer has any knowledge

Here Your signature Oate Your occupation
Keep a copy } COLLEGE PROFESSOR
of this retum - — -
, for your } Spouse's signature. if & joirtt retum, BOTH must sign. Dete Spouse's occupation
records. TEACHER
Pald P»"""‘,:‘ } | Dete p Pnpanfs socisl ucumy no.
Prapal’er’s Firm's name (or yours J k H i 1 = S
Use Only At oun ackson Hewitt Tax Service ELNo. 52 - 1799904
address 1101 N. ROLLING ROAD 2P code 21228

CATONSVILLE, MD
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Form 8379

{Rev. March 1991)

,epartment of the Treasury — Internal Reve
Injufed Spouse Claim and

{For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see Instructions on back.)

rvice
ocation OMB No. 1545-1210

Expires: 02-28-94

Requirements: To file an Injured Spouse Claim, t

1. Filed a joint tax return with the spouse

2
3.
4

owed by the other spouse.

he Injured Spouse must have—
owing the debt.

. Received income (such as wages, interest, etc.).

Payments (such as withholding, estimated tax payments) or refundable credits reported on the joint return,
. An overpayment, all or part of which was, or is expected to be, applied against a past-due child support or Federal agency debt

1. Taxpayer Information As Shown on Joint Tax Return Tax Year » /?Oy 3
First name and initial Last name Social security no. (SSN/ Injured Spouse?
AdtHod sy N WogloH 2173504z | Ovs Do
Spouse’s first namzand initial Last name SSN (spouse) Injured Spouse?
SHetia M., KNas ey e ONo
Home address City < State ZIP code Phone number
foptional)

o9 - - > -GS

37 (\)Ojcv/&r‘? @\&k %QQL Mt? 01[7,‘) (4w 66Y 4657

Filing status claimed on original return

[} Marrted filing joint return

Note: If filing status on original return is other than as indicated above, you cannot file this form. See ““Requirements.”’
1. the address above the same as on the joint return? [P¥es [0 No
2. Questions: Answer the questions below befgye filing your claim,
a. Has the joint refund for tax yearﬁl fenter tax year) been, or will it be, applied to a past-due
child support or Federal agency debt? B{es ] No
b. Is the Injured Spouse liable for any past-due support or Federal agency debt? [ Yes [ONo
c. Does the Injured Spouse have payments (such as withholding, estimated tax payments) ot refundable credits? @M¥es [ No
d. During the tax year indicated above, was your domicile in a community property state? (See instructions.) Wves [ No
Which state?
3. Allocation Items Joint Injured Spouse Other Spouse

{See Instructions)

a. Total income (/dentify sources)

Wage

20,003

1288 9

/S

A0, D2

[58&54

(of] 3

‘justments to income
c. Itemized or Standard deduction

(o 200

2100 SI00

d. Exemptions ") D 60 9\5 S-O 2 350

oo not anter estnos income cradit here.) - xol el

f. Other taxes —9"’ & ’@'

o AR o i 3 | 145 [40.

h. Payments '@" “6 67

4. Injured Spouse refund— IRS will figure this amount. Indicate here if the refund is requested in the Injured Spouse’s » Dres O No

name only.

Under penalties of perjury, | declare that | have examined this form, and to the best of my knowledge it is true, correct, and complete. Declaration of preparer
(other than taxpayer) is based on all information of which the preparer has any knowledge,

Signature of Injured Spouse Date Signature of paid preparer Date
% Z& %Z ,&94/7

Paid Preparer ,

Use on|$ Checl/tf self-employed » O Preparer’s SSN _ _

Cat. No. 62474Q

Form 8379 (Rev. 3-91)




We ask f(;‘information on this form to carry ou, Internal Revenue laws of the

Paperwork . . . . . .

perwe United States. You are required to give us the information. The time needed to complete
Reduction Act his f o ) D dividual ci . L
Notice this form will vary depending on individual circumstances. The estimated average time is:

30 minutes.

If you have comments concerning the accuracy of this time estimate or suggestions for making this form more simple,
we would be happy to hear from you. You can write to both the Internal Revenue Service, Washington, DC 20224,
Attention: IRS Reports Clearance Officer, T:FP, and the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction
Project (1545-1210}, Washington, DC 20503. Do not send the form to either of these offices. Instead, file your claim
where you filed your original return.

Instructions for Completing Form 8379

1. Taxpayer Information. Enter the taxpayer information exactly as it appears on your original Form 1040 or Form 1040A tax return.
The spouse’s name and SSN shown first on the original tax return must be shown first on the Injured Spouse Claim and Allocation. Enter

the tax year for which you are filing this form.

2. Questions.

a. If you have previously filed a joint return for the indicated tax year, and all or part of the overpayment has been applied against your
spouse’s debt, indicate Yes. |f you have not yet filed a joint tax return for the tax year, indicate No,

b. Indicate Yes if the Injured Spouse is liable for any part of this or any other past-due amount owed for child support or Federal agency
debt.

c. A No indicates the Injured Spouse does not qualify for a refund.

d. Indicate Yes if the Injured Spouse’s domicile was in any of the following community property states: Arizona, California, Idaho, ,
Louisiana, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin. Refunds involving community property states must be divided accord-
ing to state law. Generally, claims from California, 1daho, Louisiana, and Texas will result in no refund for the Injured Spouse.

3. Allocation Items.

a. Total income. Allocate individual income to the spouse who earned the income. ldentify the type of income you are allocating;
i.e., wages, unemployment compensation, etc. Allocate joint income (i.e., interest, state and local income tax refunds) as you determine.
However, you must allocate all income shown on the joint tax return.

b. Adjustments to income. Allocate all adjustments shown on the joint return; i.e., IRA deductions, alimony paid, to the spouse to
whom the adjustment belongs.

¢. ltemized or Standard Deduction. Each spouse is entitled to 1/2 the Standard Deduction unless you itemized deductions on the
original tax return, then you must allocate the deductions now. However, you may allocate and appropriate them in any manner.

d. Exemptions. Exemptions cannot be apportioned, they must be allocated in whole numbers only; i.e., 3 exemptions may not be
allocated as 1-1/2 and 1-1/2. Each spouse must claim the exemptions he or she would have been entitled to, if separate tax returns had
been filed.

e. Credits against tax. Credits earned from a business must be claimed by the spouse who reported income from the business; i.e.,
investment credit. Chjid care credit must be claimed by the spouse who is claiming the exemption for the child or other dependent on
this form. Do not enter any earned income credit here, see item h. below. .

f. Other taxes. Self-employment tax must be claimed by the spouse who earned the self-employment income. Alternative minimum
tax may be allocated as you determine. '

g. Withheld taxes; excess social security or RRTA tax. Each spouse must claim his or her own share as shown on copies of Forms W-2
and included with this claim.

h. Payments. If not allocated by you, IRS will allocate any joint or estimated tax payments. |f earned income credit is shown on the
original tax return, IRS will allocate this credit, based upon each spouse’s share of the original joint earned income credit.

4. Injured Spouse refund. File Form 8379 as indicated below.

a. If you answered No to question 2.a, file Form 8379 with your Form 1040 or 1040A joint tax return. Write “Injured Spouse” on
the top left of the return,

b. If you answered Yes to question 2.a, file Form 8379 alone, but include copies of all W-2 forms for both spouses for the tax year you
entered on Form 8379.

¢. Make sure that all sections of Form 8379 have been completed and that the claim has been signed by the Injured Spouse. File your
claim where you filed your original return.

d. Filing Form 8379, Injured Spouse Claim and Allocation, other than as indicated above may delay any refund due the Injured Spouse.

*U.8.GPO:1991-0-617-016/22559 Form 8379 (Rev. 3-91 )




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH .
Plaintiff
v, ; fvin acrion no. P OH
) (057
EDWARD REIFER, et. al., ' Cp- 18407,
Defendants :

s H H $

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN
FORMA PAUPERIS

The Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, Pro se, respectfully
moves the Honorable Court for leave to file the attached
Complaint to the Circuit Court for Baltimore City without
payment of costs and to proceed in forma pauperis. Plaintiff's

Affidavit in support of this Motion is attached hereto.

ST, )L
ANTHSNEN. WOJLOH
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587




¢ 94183054

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY C%LL
Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH ;
Plaintiff

V. $ CIVIL ATION NO.

EDWARD REIFER, et. al.,
Defendants 3

- o . A -

Upon consideration of Plaj Eiff's Motion to proceed
in Forma Pauperis, it is thisléépth day of ‘ s 1994,
ORDERED that said motion is

:j?/éranted, and the payment of court costs is hereby
waived.

Denied without prejudice, on the grounds that

It is further Ordered that

<7
atﬁﬂﬂﬂiH
H, ,
Jubge APLAN

b K




CIRCUTT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY

i (F |
SAUNDRA E. bﬁ?K), EIRW:;i:} e
111 N. CALVERT 5T. ~ ROOH \:3 C) WA;V =i
BaLTIMORE WD, Zimen
WRLT OF SUMMONS CAHSE NUMBER 94443094 Gl 8 0E: |
STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BELTO CITY
10 EDWARD RETIFER, FASTOR
UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY

2904 N. CHARLES STREET
Bl TIMORE M 9218

e
e

YOU ARE MEREBRY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESFONSE BY FLEADING OR MOTION
I THIE COURT TO THE &TTHOCHED COMPLAINT FILED BY

=

ANTHONY No o WOJLOH .
3P0 W. ROGERS AVE B&LTO D e DR

CTHIN 36 DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SUMMORNS UFON YOU.
WITNESS THE HONORARLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE ETGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUTT OF

DATE LSH5UED O6H/1E/94

T THE FERSON SUMMORNED: Clerk ‘
Circuit Court for Balte. City
1o FERSONAL ATTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE D&Y  NAMED 15 NOT REQUIRED.

Z.oFATLURE TO FILE & RESFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN &
SUDGEMENT RY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF SQUGHT AGAINST YOU.

SHERIFF(S) RETURN.
. R T Y o Ty SR TEME . DAaTE
R S N S OV E DY o o e o e e e e e TEME e DATE

NON ESTREASOND

FEE % ... BHERTFE oo s oot s s s
NOTE

THIS SUMMONS 15 EFFECTIV
AFTER THE D&TE IE

FOR SERVICE ONLY IF BERVED WITHIN 60 DaYs

2. FROOF OF SERVICE SHALL SET OUT THE NaME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE aND
THE FARTICULAR PLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE I8 NOT MabE, PFLEABE STATE THE REASUNS.

G. RETURN OF SERVED DR UNGERNED FROUCESS SHaLL BE mMabE PROMPTLY &RND IR
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-126.

4. IF THIS SUMMONS 185 BERVED BY FRIVATE PROCESS. PROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE A& SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RULE 2-1326{(A. ; 5




L

444

CIROCULT

SAUNDRA
N. DAl

COURTY
E.
VERT

BaLTIMORE ,

FOR B TIMORE
BaNKS, CLERK
ST, - ROOM 462

Mb., 21202

WRIT OF SUMMONS HUMBER Y5143054 M S A 0

STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT B&LTO CITY

Ti): RURBTE HOSTETLER

UNITY CENTER OF O
2901 N.
BaLTIMORE

HEISTIANTY
CHARLES STREET
MD 212408

YOU ARE HERERY
I THIS COURY TO THE

SUMMONED T0O F
ATTAHCHED

TLE @& WRITTEN RESFONSE

COMPLAINT

BY FLEADING
FILED BY

OR

ANTHONY N, WOJLOH

3700 W. ROGERS AVE BALTO M

21215

T H TR
WETNESS

3G DAYS AFTER
THE HONORATLE

SERVICE
CHIEF

OF THIS

OF

SUMMONS
T e

UroON YOU.

EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCULT OF

DETE TS5S5UED GH/1E/F4

TOOTHE PERSON SUMMONED:

Circuit Court for Balto. City

1. PERSONAL ATTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE DaY NaMED I5 NOT REQUIRED.

. FATLURE TO FILE
SUDGEMENT BY DEF

i RESFONSE WITHIN THE
AULT OROTHE GRANTING

TIME
OF THE

ALLOWED MaY RESULT
RELTEF SOUGHY

SHERTFF(S) RETURN.
B RV E D oo e e e e e TINME

NON ESTIREASOND

5 EFFECTIVE

THEUETD .

FOR OSERVICE ONLY IF

i5 SUMMONS
ROTHE DATE 18

2. FPROOF OF SERVICE SHALI
THE PARTICULAR FLACE
IF SERVICE IS5 NOT

LOBETOOUT O THE NAME OF
nNﬁ MANNER OF SERVICE.
MAaDE , FLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

THE FPERSON SERVED,

AL RETURN OF
ACCORDANCE

SERVED DR LUNG
WITH RULE Z2-

RVED FRODESS

124,

SGHELL BE MADRE PROMETLY ARD

. LF OTHIES SUMMONS T35
SHAaLL FILE

SERVED
M SERERATE

BY FRIVATE  FROCESS.

AFFIDAVIT A% REGUIRED RY

FROCESS
RULE

SERVER
26 .

DAaTE

YUSIS WAIVE

MOTION

MERYLAND .

It A
AGATNGT

0.

BHETL TFF o e e o e s st s st s s

SERVED WITHIN 60 Davs

AnD

ih




DIRCUTY COURT FOR BalTl

]
’ |

SAUNDRA E. BANKS, CLERK U'é rb VV!HI V ED !
|

T4 WL CALVERT 5T. ~ ROOM 442
Bl TIMORE, +MD, 21202

WRIT OF SUMMIONG DobE WUMBER 94143054 CLigioss
STATE OF MaRYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BALTO CLTY
T CH&ERLITE ANDERSON :

UNTTY CENTER OF CHRTJTIMNITY

2901 WL CHARLES STYREET

Bl TIMORE MD 21218

TOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED T0 FILE & WRITTEN RESFONSE BY FLEADING OR MOTION
I THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMFLAINT FILED BY

ANTHONY N. WOH.OH
3700 W. ROGERS AVE BalTo MD P I B

LTHIN 30 DaAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SUMMONGS UFON YOU.
WITHRESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE Qi THE LaGHTH JUDLLRT A e CIREULT

DATE TSSUED GE/YEST74 R gmm”WWM;“wmmwwwmw"w"wmmwwMWww"mmm
. B Y

TO OTHE FERSON SUMMONED: rircuit
. FERSONAL ATTENDANCE IN COURT TUN THE DAY NAMED IS5 NOT REQUIRED.

Aao FAETLURE TO FILE & RESPONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN A
SUDGEMENT RY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF S0UGHT AGALINST vl

GHERIFF S RETURN.

.:-s:ru-z;z:m SERVE DD s TIME e DATE

FERSON SERVED | o ot s s s TIME ... DATE ‘

MO EBT CREIABOIND oot oo e s o e e ot s s s i et e s it s s o s i s s ot

SR TFTF e e s e s s s

. THIS SUMMONS IS5 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN &0 DAYS
AFTER THE DATE I8 IS5UED.

2. FROOF OF SERVICE SHaLL SET OUT THE NaME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE FARTICULAR FLACE AND MARKNER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE I8 NOT MADE, PLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNWPRVVD PROCESS SHALL BE MADE PROMPTLY GND IR
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-1246.

SERVER

1 26(A) . 5(,/

4. TF THIES SUMMONS T8 SERVED BY PRIVATE  PFROCESS

SHALL FILE A SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RULE




CIRCLTT COURTYT FOR BM TEM‘F( .

SAUNDRA E. L S
£11 N. CALVERT $T. ~ ROOM 462 S g
BALTIMORE, MD. 21200

WRITT OF SUMMORNS CrasE NUMBER 41435054 L8168
STHTE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BALTO CITY
T0:

UNTTY CENTER OF CHRISTI&NITY

2904 N. CHARLES STREEY

BoL T IMORE MD R DR

YO ARE HERERY SUMMONED T0 FILE & WRITTEN RESBFINSE BY FLEADIRG OR mMOTION
PN THIS COURT TO THE aTTACHED COMPLAINT FILED RY

fndT%iHQY Moo WOULOH
00 W. ROGERS AvE BALTO MD R I

ETHIN 30 DaYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIE SUMMONES UFOR YOU
WLTHESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE EIGHTH JdDLL;n CIRCUTTY

W S

[y T4

DaTE TS3UED OHATE/Y4

Clexk L g
Circuit Court for Balto. City ) -
. PERSONAL ATTENDARCE IN COURT ON THE DAY NaMED IS NOT REQUIRED.

TOOTHE PERSON SUMMONED:

WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MaY RESULT I @&

FOGRANTING OF THE RELTEF S0UGHT AGATRNST YOU.

fi RESFONSE
TH

2. FaILURE TO FILE
JUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR

SHERIFF (S RETURN.
‘ REBON BERVED Lo oo o e e et e e e TIME e DATE
PERDON BERVED Lo o o s s o i i TIME e BATE

NON EST(HREASON)

STEVE FOR SERVICE ORLY IF SERVED WITHIN &0 DAYE
UED .

to THIS SUMMONS 15 EFFE
AFTER THE DATE IS

. PROOF OF SERVICE SHALL SBET OUT THE NAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE FARTICULAR FLACE AND MANKER OF SERVICE.

IF BERVICE I5 NOT MADE, PLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

EoORETURN OF SERVEDR OR UNSERVED FROCESE SHaLL BE MaDE FROMFTLY ARD IR
AGCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-124.,

4. IF THIS

B = T FRIVATE P.ﬂmmﬁp
BHALL FILE & >z§2Hh(h AFFIDAVIT

A% REQUIRED




CIRCUET COURT FOR BALTIMOR ;!!Q\S TS WA ! LEARES

SAUNDRA E. BANKS, CLERK
$44 N, CALVERT §7. ~ RODM 462
BALTIMORE , MD. 21202

WRET OF SUMMONS CABE NUMBER 94143054 CLigioes
STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BALTO CITY
T JOHN ARUKEM-MEMEBER BD. OF DIRECTORS
UNTITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY
2904 N. CHARLES STREETY
BALTIMORE MD 21218
YOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE BY PLEADIRG OR MOTIOH
N THIS COURT TO THE AaTTACHED COMFLAINT FILED RY

ANTHONY N, WOJLOH
3700 W. ROGERS aAVE BALTO MD R DA B

suririuiNeg UPON YOU.

HTH JUD ]gbﬁ; L.

DATE TSSUED G6/VE/94 RSVRNUNUNOY o & s S [, W
C:l.x:cuit Court for ﬁa‘l&&“‘{ Czty

LTHIN 30 DaYS AFTER SERVICE  OF inib
WITNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE Eg

TO OTHE PERSON SUMMONED:
§. FERSONAL ATTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE D&Y  NAMED I5 NOT REQUIRED.

2. FATLURE TO FILE & RESPONSE NITHIE THE TIME 6LLOWED MeyY RESULT IN &
JUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF S0UGHT AGAIRET YOU.

ﬁHERIFF(ﬁﬁ FETURN.
TIME DATE

TIME LisTE

FERSBON  BERVEI Lo oo e o s s s s s s TIME

NON BT CREABOND oo,

FEE % BHERL T o e e e sttt s s

CTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY TF SERVED WITHIN &0 DAYS
JED.

SUMMONS IS5 EFFE
AETER THE DATE I8 T85L

. PROOF OF SERVICE SHalLL SET OUT THE NAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE POAORTICULAR FLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
TFOSERVICE TS NOT MADE, FLEASE STATE THE REASBONS.

. RETURN OF BERVED OR UNBERVED FROCESS SHALL RBE MADE FROMFTLY ARD IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE Z-1246.

4. IF THIS BUMMONS I5 SERVED BY PRIVATE PROCESS. PROCESS
SHALL FILE a SEPERATE AFFIDAVIT A% REQUIRED BY RULE




CIRCULY

4

4

4
H

WHIT OF HUMMONS

STHTE OF MARYLAND,
T0:
UNTITY CENTER OF
2901 N. CHARLES
Bol. TIMORE MD

TOW ARE MHEREBRY SUMMONED
N THES COURT TGO THE ATTACHE

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
3700 W. ROGERS AVE

TTHIN 30 DaYS aFTER SERVICE
WEITHESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF

b R

LaTE TH5UED G&HATE/F4

TOOTHE PERSON SUMMORNELD:

FERSONAL ATTENDANCE IN

[}

FaTLURE
SJUDGEMENT

TO FILE A RESF
BY DEFALULT

]

. FLEBTIN BETRVED Lo s s s s

BERVET oo o o o o

FERGON

SUMMONS
WTER THE DATE

15 EFFECT

TS 185U

K

FROOF OF SERVICE SHALL
THE F&HRTICULAR PLACE &
IF SERVICE I8 NOT MaADE

.3
e
>

RETURN OF
GLCCORDANCE

SERVED OR
WITH RULE

LN

»y

A

TF

SHALL

THIE SUMMONS
FILE

15 BER
& BEFERATE

L

JOHN COLITON-MEMBER BD OF
CHRY
STREET

FOR BALTIMORE CLYTY

)
SHUNDRA E. BANKS, CLERK
M. CALVERT 57T. - ROOM 462

BALTIMORE , MD. 21262 COSTS WAIVED

{
L8

LOURTY

SEBE WNUMBER 4143054 CLiBtoena

COUNTY T0O WIT: Crvy

BALTO
DIRECTORS

STLGNITY

¢
212148

TO FILE
0

A WRITTEN RESPONSE
COMPLAINT

BY FLEADING
FILED By

R MOTION

BALTO b
OF THIS SUMMONS UFON YOU.
SUDGES OF THE EXGHTH JUDI

R
).

oy A
Lok

I

-+ it Court for Balto. City

COURT W THE DAY - NAMED I5 NOT REGQUIRED.

ONSE WITHIN THE TIME 1
FoOTHE GRANTING OF THE

AL LOWED
RELTEF

MeY RESULT IN A
SOUGHT AGATNST YU,

SHERIFF (S5 HETURN.

DATE

TIME

DaTE

SHERIFF

g
i

IVE
ED.

FOR SERVICE ONLY TF SERVED WITHIN &0 DaYS

SET OUT THE
ND MANNER OF

FLEABE STATE

NAME OF
SERVICE.
THE REASONS.

THE FERSBON SERVED, DaATE AND

SERNVED

s
=1 2bh.

FPROCESS SHall BE MALRE PROMPTLY AND

In

VED BY FRIVATE PROCESS.

AS REQUIRED RY

FROCE
RULE

SERVEHR

7 s
vees ¥ P
(TR <IN

AFFIDAVIT




CTROCUIT COURT FUOR BHIIIMURI
“\ %ﬁ
SAUNDRA E. BANKS, CLERK Cé QT‘:"" f fg\ E%‘l K n
191 N, CHIVFRT ST. - ROOM 4462
BaLTIMORE , ™MD, 21202

WRIT OF SUMMONS CHSE NUMBER 24143054 Conomo 982
STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY T0 WIT: BalTO CLTY

Ti): BAREARS DERSCH-MEMBER BD OF DIRECTORS
UNITY CENTER UF‘FHRISTTQNLYr
29041 N CHARLES STREET
BALTIMORE MD 21218

YOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESPONSE RBRY FLEASDING OF MOTION
W THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMPFLATNT FILED BY

‘”THUNY N.o WOJLOH
3700 W. ROGERS AVE BaLTO MD 24245

CTHIN 30 DaYs aFTER BERVICE  OF THI
SLTNESS THE HORNORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF JTHE

LeBUMMONG URON YOU.
EIGWTH JUDICTAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND.

JEN

N o Cleck CLERK
TOOTHE FERBON SUMMONED: | Feuit Court for Balto.

LATE T5SUED ChHATE/P4 R T¥bwesmere

City
f. FERSONGOL STTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE DaY NAMED I5 NOT REQUIRED.

2o FATLURE TO FILE A& RESPONSE WITHIN THE TIAE ALLOWED MaY RESULT IN &
SUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF S0UGHT AGAINST YOU.

SHERIFF {5 RETURN.

’ SN BERVED . TIME . DATE

FERSON SERVED . TEME . DATE

NON EST(REASON)

o BHER T E o o s s s e e

1. THIS SUMMONS I5 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 4% DAYS
AFTER THE DaTE I5 IS5UED.

2. PROOF OF SERVICE SHaLl SET OUT THE NAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE PARTICULAR PLACE AND MANKNER OF SERVIC

F
i
TF OSERVICE IS5 NOT MADE, PLEASGE STATE THE

REASONG.

E.ORETURKN OF SERVED DR URSERVED FROCESS SHaLL BE MADRE PROMAFPTLY &ND TN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-126.

Ao ITF THIS SUmMMORNS I8 SERVED BY PRIVATE  PROCESS. PROCESS SERVE]
SHaLL FILE & SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT A8 REQUIRED RY HUEL ;'ﬁﬁﬁ(ﬁ)A




CIRCUTT COURT FOR BALTIMORE Oy

SAUNDRA E. BANKS, CLERK,
$14 N. CALVERT 8T. - ROOM usug i C) WA‘VED

Bal TIMORE, WD, 21202

WIRET OF SLUMMONS CASE NUMBER 4143054 CLigieee
STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BalTO CITY

T0: S06N EARNSHAW-MEMEBER RBI OF DIRECTORS
UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY
2901 N. CHARLES 5TR ’
BALTTHMORE MD 21318

YOU ARE MEREBY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESPFONSE BRY FLEADING OR MOTION
N THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMPLAINT FILED BY

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH :
BP0 W, ROGERG AVE BALTU MD 21245

TTHIN 36 DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SUMMONS UFON YOLU.
APTNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE-OF THE EIGHTH JUDICIaL CIRCLE
8

E@JJ

[.,Ll I'U(

DOTE TSEBUED Q6/15794 e i i e

Clerk
Circuit CQourt for Balto. City

1. FERSONAL ATTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE DAY  NAMED I8 NOT REQUIRED.

TO THE FERSON SUMMONED:

2. FaTLURE 70O FILE A RESPONSE WITHIN THE TIME  ALLOWED MaY RESULT IN A

FArY

SJUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF S0UGHT aGaIRST YOU.

SHERIFF OS5 RETURN.

.‘EEI!’-’(?ES[ZZH‘ SERVED e e e e i e e e e e S et s e e i TIME . DATE

FERSON SERVED . et i s e S e TARME e DATE

FEE % BHETRUTFTF o o o s e s s s
MNOTE:

1. THIS SUMMONS 1§ EFFECTIVE FOR SBERVICE ORNLY IF SERVED WITHIN 60 DaYH
AFTER THE DaTE IS5 ISSUED.

S FROOF OF SERVICE SHaLL SET OUT THE NAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE ARND
THE FARTICULAR PLACE AND MANNER OF uLRVlﬁE.
IF SERVICE IS NOT MaDE, FLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

SHELL BE MADE FROMPTLY AND IN

. RETURKN OF SERVED OR UNSBERVEDL PROCE
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2126,

4. IF THIS SUMMONS TS5 BERVED BY PRINVATE  PROCESS. FROCESS SERVER

SHALL FILE A SBEFERATE AFFIDAVIT A% REQUIRED RBY RULE 2-12860M) E}




CIRCUTT COURYT FOR BALTI
SAUNDRA E. BANKS, CLERK
111 N. CALVERT 8T. — ROOM 453

BALTIMORE , MD.

ey ey
SRS 0 D%,

WRIT OF SUMMONS CasE NUMBER  %491430%54 CLig1e8e

STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY 10 WIT: BaLTO CITY
{R SANDEE FaLLS-MEMBER EBD OF DIRECTORS
UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY
2904 N. CHARLES STREET
BALTIMORE MD PR A
TOL ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESPFONSE BY PLEADING OR MOTIUON
IN THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMPLATINT FILED BY
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
FTo0 W. ROGERS AVE BalTo

TTHIN 30 DaYs aFTER SERVICE  OF THIS i
WEITNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF

YORE UFON _YOU

DATE ISSUED 06/1%5/94 T .. . VN
Circuit "Court for Baltg, iQity

TOOTHE FERSON SUMMONED:

1

T, FERBONGL ATTENDANCE IN COURT OGN THE D&Y NAMED IB NOT REJUIRED.

FallLURE TO FILE A RESPONSE WITHIKN THE TIME ALLOWED MAY RESULY
SJUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR OTHE GRANTING OF THE RELS

N A

LEF BOUGHT AGATINST YOU.

SHERIFF (S5 RETURN.

‘H)UN EETFEVEIIY L s ot st s TIME e DATE

FERDON  BERVED Lo o o s i e TIME e DATE

PEE $. e BHERTFF oo o o
NOTE
T THIS SUMMONS I8 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN &0 DaYs
AETER THE DATE 15 IS5UED.
2. FPROOF OF SERVICE SHaLL SET OUT THE Na&ME OF THE
THE FARTICULAR FLACE AND MANKNER OF SERVICE.
IF OSERVICE I8 NOT MaDE, FLEASE STAHTE THE REASORNS.

PERSON SERVED, DATE AND

JoORETURN OF BERVED OR UNBERVED FROCESE SHALL BE MADE FROMPTLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-136.

4. TF THIE SUMMONS IS5 SBERVED BY FRIVATE  PROCESS. PROCESS SERVER
SHad L FLILE & ERATE AFFIDAVIT 465 REGUIRED BY RULE Z-13&6082. EBCL




CIRCUTY COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
SAUNDRS B BANKS i

f54 N, 'K'Jri‘d..fv'éii‘f‘.";T '..'i. ,u;,;;.c.STS WA,VED

BALTIMORE , MD. 21203

WRIT OF SUMMONS SEaSE NUMBER 94143054 CLeBi0Es
STATE OF MaRYLanDd, COUNTY 70 WiT: BaLTO Cfﬁﬂjé1u~7zl/éch‘zL/
TG

VIOLA GREENE-RBOARD FPRESIDENT

6237 G DONAUHIE ROAD
BALTIMORE Mh 21239

TOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESPONSE RY PLEADING OR sl L On
IN THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED LUM&LQLNY FILED ®mY

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
3T00 W. ROGERS AVE Bl 10 Mb PR I

O OF THIS SUMMDHS URFON TOU.
SUDGE OF  THE BFGHTH JUDgﬂﬁ

DATE ISBUED  06/715/94 Y o CRREK.
Gixcuit Court for Baltsy !Ca.ty

TO OTHE FERSON SUMMONED: ﬁmnﬁuuunh

'i THIN 30 DAYS aFTER

AL THNESS THE HONORARLE

. FERSONOL ATTENDAGNCE IN COURT ON THE D&Y  NaAMED IS5 NOT REQUIRED.

d. FATLURE TO FILE & RESPONSE WITHIN THE TIME aALLOWED MéY RESULT IN &
SUDGEMENT BY DEFaAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELTEF SOUGHT AGATINST YOLL.

SHERIFF(5)Y RETURN.

‘lutw R N TIME .. DATE

FERBON SERVED . e o e e e s e i e s i e TIME . DATE

NOTE :
. THIS SUMMONG IS CTIVE FOR SERVICE ORLY IF SERVED WITHIN 60 DAYS
AETER THE DATE

FROOF OF $ERVIFF SHALL SET OUT THE NAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE anND
THE FPARTICULAR PLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE IS NUF MADE , FLEABE STATE THE REABONS.

SERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESE SHALL BEOMADE FROMPFTLY &ARD IN
WEITH RULE Z-924.

S RETURN OF
SELCORDANCE

SERVED BY }Rlv{lu FROCESS . FRODESES SERVER

AFFIDAVIT AD REQUIRED BY RULE 2-1246(A). :BL{

g, IF fH!S SLMMUONG
SHaLL FILE A




CIROUTT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CTTY
SAUNDRA E. RANKS, i::!...ﬁ:}'-‘aCOSTS WA'VED
P14 N. CALVERT 8T. - ROOMSN :

BALVTIMORE, MD. 21202

WRIT OF SUMMONSG CHBE NUMBER 24143054 CLA8t68l
STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BaLlTo CITY
T VIOLA GREENE-MEMBER RBD OF DIRECTORS
UNTTY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY
2904 N. CHARLES STREET
BALTIMORE MD R DA B
YO ARE HERERY SUMMONED T0O FILE & WRITYTEN RESBFONBE BY FLEADING OR MOTION
INOTHIS COURT TO THE aTT&OCHED COMPLAINT FILED BY
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
3100 W. ROGERS AVE BaLTO M 21245
.'.!. THIN 30 DAYS AFTER BERVICE  OF THIS SUMMONS URORN YOU.
WITNESS THE HONCORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND.
P LT T .
e

LDATE IS8UED GH/15/94 hocot o o " AN
CLERK

TOOTHE FERSON SUMMONED:

Clerk

Circuit Court for Balto, (- Ky
1. FERSONAGL ATTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE D&Y NaMED I%?%Kﬁ'%&uﬁJIREﬁt&“

A FATLURE TO FILE A& RESPFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED M&Y RESULT IN &
SUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF S50UGHT AGAINST YOU.

SHERIFF (5) RETURN.
‘ BB SERVED L oo e o o s e s TIME ... DATE
FERSON  SERVED L. ..o e st s o e e TIME .. DATE

NON ESTOREASOND

FEE % ... SHEREFF oo e e s e e
NOTE

1. THIS SUMMONS Tt
AFTER THE DATE

CTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN &8 DAYS

SHUED.

i

20 PROOF OF SERVICE SHaLL SET QUT THE NAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE ARND
THE FaARTICULAR FLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
ITFOSERVICE T8 NOT MabDE, PLEABE STATE THE REABONS.

. HETURN OF SERVEDR OR URNSERVED FROCESE SHall BE HabDE PROMPTLY &
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-126.

4. TF THIE SUMMONS TS SERVED BY PFRIVATE  PROCESE
SHALL FILE A SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RUL

SERVER

A DELA . éﬁf;




CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CI STS WAIVE D

SAUNDRA E. BANKS, LL&Rh
1 N, CALVERT ST. -~ ROOM 462
BALTIMORE , MD. 21202

11

WRIT OF SUMMONS CaBE NUMBER 94143654 LLigi082 ‘
STHETE OF MARYLAGND, COUNTY TO WET: BaLTO CITY
T EDWARD REIFER-MEMBER-~RD. OF DIRECYORS

UNITY CENTER UF CHRISBTIANITY

2904 N. CHARLES STREEY

BALTIMORE MD 21218

YOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESPONSE BY FLEADING OR MOTIOH
N THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMPLATNT FILED RY

ANTHONY N, WOJLOH
ST00 W. ROGERES AVE HaLTo M 21245

‘i THIN 30 DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SUMMONG UPON YO
SETNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE EIGHIM JUDICTAL CIRCULT OF MARYLAND.

?KLAJ

ClerJE iM
t £ .

.. OF Balto. city

. PERSONAL ATTENDAONCE IN COURT ON THE D&Y  NAMED I8 NOT REGUIRED.

LoTE FTSSUED GHATESP4

TOOTHE FERSON SUMMONED: Cizcuit Cour

Uwib MAY RESULT InN A

2a FATLURE TO FILE & HlJFUNST WITHIN THE TIME Al
RELTEF SOUGHT AGATINGT YOU.

JUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE

SHERIFF (57 RETURN.

@ 50N SERVED e THME . DATE

MO ELST OREIABIIND i o ot s s s o s et s st s i i s e e 0 i s s

B T ITE o e i e e et

f. THIS SUMMONS TS EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ORNLY IF SERVED WITHIN &0 DaYS
AFTER THE DATE I5 T55UED.

FROOF OF SERVICE SHALL SBET OUT THE NAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DaATE AND
THE FARTICULAR PLACE AND MANNER OF SERVIC C
ITFOSERVICE. IS5 NOT MADE, FLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNSERVED PRODESS SHALL BE MADE PROMPTLY ARND IR
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-13246.

4. TF THIS SUMMONE IE SERVED BY PRIVATE IRUi ..... CHE : -
SHALL FILE & SEPERATE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RULE 2-12&60A8) EBQy




ﬁIRFUTY LUURT FOR BALTIMORE LITY

BANKS, CLERK

P4 NL Calvl ET. =~ ROOM 4462
Bl TIMORE , ™MD, 21202

WEIT OF SUMMORNE DESE NUMBER  %41430%4 CLigiess
STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY 7O WIT: BaLTO CITY
T BRIAN TUNE-MEMBER-BL. OF DIRECTORE

UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY

2901 N. CHARLES STREET

Bl T EMORE M 21218

YO ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESPONSE BY PLEADING O MOTION
I THIS COURT TO THE ATYACHED COMPLAINT FILED RY

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH |
3T00 W. ROGERS AVE BALTO Mo 213405

'lil THIN 30 DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SUMMONS URON YOU.
WITNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRC

é’ﬁw
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7 =

LATE L535UED GLH/NG/T4

‘u

T OTHE FERSON SUMMONED: — c:Lerk
uit Court f£or Balto.
1. FERSONAL ATTENDANCE IN CUUHf Us ?hi DAY NAOMED IS NOT REQUIRED.

City

Ao FATLURE TO FILE & RESPFONSE WITHIN THE TIME  ALLOWED MaY RESULT IN A
SJUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT DR OTHE GRANTING GF THE RELTEF S0UGHT AGATINST YOU.

SHERIFF(S) RETURRN.
.":':"' DN BFIROVETID o e e s s s s s TIME ... DATE
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AFTER THE DaTE I8 T85UED.

2.0 FROOF OF SERVICE SHaLL SET OUT THE NaAME OF THE PERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE FARTICULAR PFLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE TS5 NOT MADE, FLEABE STATE THE REASONS.

Jo RETURN OF SERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESS SHALL BE MalDE PROMPTLY &RD IR
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2124,

115 SUMMONSG I8 Hi“\lb BY FRIVATE  FROCESS. FROCESD BERVER
FILE & SEPERATE aAFFIDAVIT 45 REGQUIRED BY RULE Z-126((a),
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH ¢  IN THE RG U{“E‘gé{‘% \\T:?(R
Plaintiff ! +  crrcorr courhlii™ HMORE
v. . FoR aqu 2o A+
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL +  marrmore crrélVik DivISION
Defendants *+  CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
» » » * .* »

MOTION TO DISMISS

Now come EDWARD REIFER, et al, Defendants, by Larry J. Albert,
their attorney, and, pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-322(a) (3) and
(a) (4), move this Court to dismiss Plaintiff’s "Declaration"
(hereinafter properly referred to as "Complaint") and, in support
thereof, say:

1. That Plaintiff, proceeding pro se, filed Complaint and
Motion for Leave to Proceed in Forma Pauperis, etc. with the Clerk
of this Court on May 31, 1994.

2. That, without first obtaining summons for each Defendant
from the Clerk, Plaintiff, on May 31, 1994, sent, by certified
mail, to some, but not all Defendants, a copy of the Complaint,
ete.

3. That Plaintiff failed to comply with Maryland Rules 2-
111(a), 2-112(a) and 2-114(a) and (b).

4, That the foregoing omissions and deficiencies constitute,
with regard to all Defendants, an insufficiency of process and
ingufficiency of service of process.

5. That the Complaint on its face and the Certificate of
Service accompanying same reveal an effort, by Plaintiff, to serve

the eight members of the Board of Directors, Unity Center of

o,




Christianity, collectively by service upon said board’s President,
Viola Greene, which purported action is improper and insufficient
without any showing that said board’s President is constituted or
authorized to accept sgervice for all individual board member

Defendants listed in the caption.

WHEREFORE, Defendants move this Court to dismiss Plaintiff’s

Complaint.

ARRY J. T
4 Niles, Barton & Wilmer
56 Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
f&g 111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Defendants

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

1. As cited hereinabove.

CRS e T A

LARRY Jv_ARRERT

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 27th day of June, 1994, a copy
of the foregoing Motion to Dismiss and Order was mailed, postage
prepaid, to:

Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

CHB, SR 5

LARRY J. %T
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY b Sira
Civil Division L,‘3 P
C!n , & 3: II?
i Uj gfu/@f{ i
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH,

Plaintiff

v. CASE NO. 94143054/C1181082

EDWARD REIFER, et. a.,
Defendants t

H H H H H H H H H H

MOTION TO SUBSTITUTE THE INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS OF THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY,
! JOHN ANUKEM, JOHN COLITON, BARBARA DERSCH, SANDEE
FALLS, VIOLA GREENE, AND BRIABE TUNE, AS BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY, DEFENDANT

)

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, and moves %he
Court for an Order to substitute the individual Members of the
Board of Directors of Unity Center of Christianity as Board of
of Directors for the following reasons:

1. The Motion will not cause a delay in the proceedings.

2. The Motion will not cause a hardship nor harm to the

Defendants' cause.

3. The Motion will cause a tremendous burden and hardship
upon Plaintiff both finane¥ally ang othsrwise.

4, And other reasons to be advanced at hearing.
Wherefore, in all things considered, Plaintiff prays that the

Motion be granted.




ANTHONY% WOJ LOH {/
Plaintiff, Pro se
3700 West Rogers Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21215

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

1. The Record herein.

2. The Civil Rules of this Court.

ANTH ON% “WOJLO

Plaintiff, Pro se se

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this ;i;th day of July 1994,
a copy of the foregoing Motion, with Points and Authorities
and Order was personally mailed, postage pre-paid, to: larry J.
Albert, Niles, Barton & Wilmer, Legg Mason Tower, 14th Floor, 111
South Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202, Counsel for

ANTHONY % WOJLOH

Plaintiff, Pro se

Defendants.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, :
Plaintiff :
V. i CASE NO. 94143054/C118082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al., :
Defendants ;
s $ H s H H H H
ORDER

Upon consideration of Plaintiff's Motion To Substitute
The Individual Members Of The Board Of Directors Of Unity
Center Of Christianity as Board Of Directors, Defendant, and

any Opposition thereto, it is this th day of July, 1994,

ORDERED, that Plaintiff's Motion is hereby granted and
the Defendants as individually named are hereby substituted
and named as Board of Directors, Defendant.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that all pleadings filed from
the date hereof, will be amended to reflect the proper named

Defendant as Board of Direétors.

JUDGE
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY ot CITY
Civil Division =8 PH 3o
CIVIL Olvisioy
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, '
Plaintiff ;
)
Ve : CASE NO. 94143054/C118082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al., '
Defendants .

'
H H H s H H 4 4

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS®
) MOTION TO DISMISS

COMES NOW Anthony N. Wojloh, Plaintiff, Pro se, and in
"Opposition to Defendants' Motion to Dismiss states the following
‘reasons:

1. The Defendants' Motion is premature, improper and is
circuituously unmaintenable.

2. The Motion has no basis, other than to waste the
gigantic time and energy of the Court and the parties in the
instant case, in an attempt(s) to circumvent justice.

3. That there exists a genuine issue of material fact.

4L, That the Members of the Board of Directors of the
Unity Center of Christianity are been sued joinedly and collect-
jvely, as such, Plaintiff is not required to serve said Members
individually.

5, That the Constitution and By-Laws or.addendum, of
the Unity Center of Christianity makes no mention concerning

the Board President's authority to accept or not to accept




service, or a piece of mail for the Board or for the Center.

6. Plaintiff has 30 (THIRTY) days within which to serve
Defendants, beginning June 16, 1994 and ending July 16, 1994,

7. Plaintiff vigorously denies his alleged failure to
comply with any Maryland Rules of Civil Procedure of this Court,
including Rules 2-111(a), 2-112(a) and 2-114(a) and (b).

8. Defendants fail to show that service upon Viola Greene
and Edward Reifer has respectively and successfully been affected
and that a copy or copies of the same on Court's file, let aside
their failure to attach copies of said Returns.

9. .And other reasons to be advanced at hearing.

WHEREFORE, in all things considered, Plaintiff respectfully

urges the Court to deny the Defendants' Motion to dismiss.

L4

Respectfully submitted,

ANTH N.” WOJLOH
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: 664-4587




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, :
) Plaintiff .
Ve :  CASE NO. 94143054/C118082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al., s
Defendants

L

PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIFS IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION
TO0 DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS

1. FACTIS

Between approximately, September, 1990 and June, 1993,
'Plaintiff was a part-time employee of the Defendant, Unity
Center of Christianity and its Board of Directors.

Between approximately, January, 1991 and May, 1993, after
unsuccessful attempts to dismiss and/or have Plaintiff dismiss-
ed, the Defendants, Edward Reifer and Rubie Hostetler or one or
two of them approached the Members or some of the Members of
the Board of Directors of the Unity Center of Christianity, or
one or more of them and requested that Plaintiff be dismissed.

On or about June 14, 1993, the Board of Directors of the
Unity Center of Christianity in response to the wishes and
request of said Defendants, accordingly dismissed Plaintiff.
Plaintiff was not given a hearing relative to the dismissal.

On May 23, 1994, Plaintiff filed this law suit.

_3_




o _
2. ARGUMENT

The Defendants' Motion to Dismiss is premissed upon the fact
that the Civil Rules of this Court require a filing by Defendant,
a written response with the Court either by pleading or by motion
within 30 days after service of Summons upon a given defendant(s).
Accordingly, in an effort to meeting the requirement, this Motion
is filed by Defendants.

In the Motion, the Defendants advance a deliberate and
sensational misrepresentation of facts which evidences very clear-
ly Defendants inability to demonstrate any substantive or appro-
priate pleading or defense to the Complaint. The very
inexactitude of Defendants' Motion states that Plaintiff filed "a

éomplaint on May 31, 1994, sent, by certified mail, to some, but

not all Defendant, a copy of the Complaint, etc." This alleged

assertion, the Defendants conclude is a violation or Plaintiff's
falure to "comply with Maryland Rules 2-111(a), 2-112(a) and
2-114(a) and (b)," thereby constitutes allegedly, ommissions and
deficiences and insufficiency of process and of service of
process. It is very clear that Defendants' lack of appropriate
defense compels Defendants to stray to points so distant from
the issues and facts, and reveals the weakness of Defendants'
defense to the Plaintiff's Complaint.

Plaintiff merely attempted to lay a ground work for settle-
ment negotiations when he (Plaintiff) sent, by certified mail,
copies of Complaint to Defendants, Edward Reifer and Viola Greene

without Summons. By the same token, Plaintiff did not file

- 4 -




Returns, nor Affidavits with the Court as required by Rules 2-
126(A), and there is no showing by Defendants on the contrary.
Plaintiff's action as described herein above, does not constitute
a violation of Rules 2-111(a), 2-112(a) and 2-114(a) and (b).

As to serving copies of Complaint with Summons upon the
Defendmnts, Plaintiff has 30 (THIRTY) days within which to affect
service and process of service, beginning June 16, 1994 and ending
July 16, 1994. Plaintiff will serve Defendants in due time.

As to whether or not the Board President and Defendant,
Viola Greene is authorized to accept service for all individual
Defendant Members of the Board of Directors; Defendants have not
demonstrated, nor can they demonstrate any such non-authorization
;f acceptance of service.

: WHEREFORE, in all things considered, Plaintiff respectfully

urges the Court to deny the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss.

Respectfully submitted,

e

ANTHONYY N. J L.O
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: 664-4587

4)




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this _g;_th day of July, 1994,
a copy of the Plaintiff's Opposition to Defendants' Motion to
Dismiss with the attached, was personally mailed, postage pre-
paid, to: Larry J. Albert, Niles, Barton & Wilmer, Iegg Mason
Tower, l4th Floor, 111 South Calvert Street, Baltimore,

Maryland 21202, Counsel for Defendants.,

ANTHO . WOJT.OHJ
Plaintiff, Pro se
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IN‘THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, »
Plaintiff .
V. #  CASE NO. 94143054/C118082
EDWARD RETFER, et. al., »
Defendants #
* * * » * * *
ORDER

Upon consideration of Plaintiff's Opposition to the
Defendants' Motion to Dismiss and Opposition thereto, it is
this th day of July, 1994,

ORDERED that the Motion be, and the same is hereby

Denied.

JUDGE




[ ?ECV!‘V'E:]
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE dITY %'ﬁﬂf?ﬂ
R |
Civil Division \
C‘{J’Iﬂ ‘?42:142
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, * CIvIL BIVISION
Plaintiff *
Ve »
CA NO. 94143054/C1181082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al., *
Defendants »
» * » * #* * » » *

AFFIDAVIT

I, Anthony N. Wojloh, Plaintiff, Pro se, being first
duly sworn according to law, depose and present that I
personally affected services of the Summons with copies of
Declaration/Complaint by certified mail, postage prepaid, on
July 11, 1994 upon: Edward Reifer, Pastor, 2901 N. Charles
Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21218, Charles Andersen, 2901 N,
Charles Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21218, Rubie Hostetler,
2901 N. Charles Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21218, The Unity
Center of Christianity, 2901 N. Charles Street, Baltimore,
Maryland 21218, and Viola Greene, Board President, Defendants,
6927 G Donachie Road, Baltimore, Maryland 21239, for and on

behalf of Defendants, Members of the Board of Directors and

The Unity Center of Christianity.

Prceend Lvnss  Aohmg i 08l

UNo ar%/Public CAffiant v
'7 1Y) 94 7/ 25
Date Date

My Commission Expires k} "] *l?iéjy
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e Complete items 3, and 4a & b.

return this card to you.

e
delivered.

e Complete items 1 and/or 2 for additional services.

® Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can
« Attach this form to the front of the mailpiece, or on the back if space

not permit.
ite "‘Return Receipt Requested’’ on the mailpiece below the article number.
Return Receipt will show to whom the article was delivered and the date

| also wish to receive the
following services (for an extra
fee):

1. [ Addressee’s Address

2. [J Restricted Delivery
Consult postmaster for fee.

3. Article Addressed to:

ted on the reverse side? |.
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U Express Z_~m= O Merchandise
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5. Signatirel(Adgressee "8~ Addressee’s Addresé (Only if requested
and fee is paid)

6. Signavdre (Agent)

wur RETURN ADDR
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Complete items 1 and/or 2 for additional services.
Complete items 3, and 4a & b.

SENDER:

Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can

return this card to you.

* Attach this form to the front of the mailpiece, or on th.e back if space

does not permit.

¢ Write “"Return Receipt Requested’’ on the mailpiece below the article number,
* The Return Receipt will show to whom the article was delivered and the date

delivered.

i also wish to receive the
following services (for an extra
fee):

1. {J Addressee’s Address

2. [J Restricted Delivery
Consult postmaster for fee.

3. Article Addressed to:

Ruire HesteTler

e

Is your RETURN ADDRESS
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{3 Registered
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CIRCUIT LOURT FOR
SedHDRA EL BANKS
P oM. DRLVERT 5T,

GBALTIMORE, ®D. 21202

WRIT OF SUMMONS CABE NUMBER  $4143054 Clikiogs
STaTE OF MARYLLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BALTO CITY

T0: VIOLA GREENE-MEMEER BD OF DIRECTORS
UNITY CENTER GF CHRISTIANITY
2961 W, CHARLES STREET
ft'ﬂ'%L"l''.[ML"JR.w MD ERPARR-]

YOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED 10 FILE & WRITTEN RESFONSE BY FLEADING OR MOTION
I THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMPLAINT FILED RY

ANTHONY N. WOJLGH
3700 W. ROGERS AVE BALTO MD 21215

.1 MIN 30 DAYS aFTER SERVICE OF THISHE
WITNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF YHE

SUMMONS UFDN YOU.
iAW JUDICIAL CLRCUIT OF

&

DATE TS8SUED GHANE/FY e v 2 e IS ———

Circu1t Coutt forcégfzé City

TOTHE FERSON SUMMONED:

§.o FERSONAL ATTENDANCE I COURT ON THE DAY NAMED IS5 NOT HEGQUIRED.,

2. FATLURE TO FILE A RESPFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALILOWED MAY RESULT IN A
SUDGEMENT &Y DEFAULT OR THE GRAMTING OF THE RELIEF S0UGHT AGARINST YOU.

SHERIFF{SG) RETURN. ;i

‘i;:»’:‘s(tm 5ERVED _VIOLA _GREENE, BOARD PRESIDENT . _ TIME ___.__. DATE 7/8/94
FIERBSON SERVIED oo o o e e e et e e e e e e v e rem e m s e e e o TIME e DATE o

MUN EBTUREASOND o ot o e e e e e et o e s s i o et s st et e e o 208t e e s e
Served by Certified Mail

FEE b BHEFULFF e e e e et e s e e e e

NOTEZMMWMWM_

. THIS SUMMONS I5 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 40 DAYS
AFTER THE DaTE 1S5 IS5UED. -

2. FROOF OF SERVICE SHalL 3ET OUT THE NAME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE anND
THE F&RTICULAR PLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE IS NOT MaDE ., FLEASBE STATE THE REASONS.

3. RETURN OF SERVED UR UNSERVED FROCESS SHALL BE MADE FROMFPTLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE &E-i124.

4. IF THIS SUMMONS IS SERVED BY FRIVATE FROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE A& SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RULE 2-126{(A). jﬁ
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SIRCULT i:Ju;" TOFDR ELLYIHSORE
SRUNDRS & BaNKD, :

173 N, m/-bi”t = .

EALTIMORE, MD. 29202

WHIT OF SUMMONS CASE MUMBER  $414305% CLigi08z
STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY T WET: BALTO CITY

T EDWARD REIFER-MEMEBER~RL. OF DIRECTORS
UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANLITY
2901 N. CHARLES STREET
BalTIMORE MD 21248

TOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE A WRITTEN RESFONSE BY FLEADING DR MOTION
I THIS COURT TO THE ATVTACHED COMPLAINT FILED BY
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
3700 W. ROGERS AVE BALTO MD 21215
.,a IN 30 DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SUMMONS UFON Y i'J U.
WITRESS THE HONORARLE CHIEF JUDGE OF “LE ALLHTH JURICTIAL CIRCUTT OF MAR

2@..0

[lll{l{

LDATE TH5BUED DTV R Y

TOOTHE FERS0ON SUMMUONED: Chazh
Circuis T we for 2z2i-. City BN
1. FERSONAL aTTENDANCE IN COURT OM THE D&Y NAMED IS5 NOT REQUIRED.

2. FAILURE TO FILE & HESFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED HMAY RESULT IN A
JUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF SCOUGHT AGAINST YOU.
SHERIFF(S) RETURN. /
.) ON BERVED - VINLA. GREENE,. BOARD PRESIDENT TIME _ pate 7/B/9%

FEFSON BERVED L e e e e o o m e e e s e o e TIME e DATE o

MON ESTOREASON) e e e et et o s e e e e e o
Served by Certified Mail ‘ -

FEE $._ SHERTFF __
HET

1. THIS SUMMONS I5 EFFECTIVE FOR 3ERVICE ONLY- IF SERVED WITHIN 80 DAYS
AFTER THE DATE I8 IS535UED. -

2. FROOF OF SERVICE SHaLL SET QUT THE NaME OF THE FERZON SERVED, DATE AND
THE FARTICULAR FLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE IS5 NOT MADE, FLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

J. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESS SHALL BE MADE FROMFTLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULLE 2-1325.

4. 1IF THIS SUMMONS 185 SERVED RY PRIVATE FROCESS5. FROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE A SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RULE 2-126(A).

56




¢

CERROUIT COUAT D ORALTIADRE DTTY
SAUNDRS E. HaMKs, {;"L.x-.hK ‘:OSTS WA{VED
P4 AL CRLVERT L e RODM 8

ol TIMORE, #MD. 09202

at

WREIT UOF SUMMONS CAGE NUMBER 94143054 CLYEY0BE
JTHTE TF MARYLAND COUMYY 70 WiT. A6LTO CITY

10 SOHN ANUKEM-MEMBER BD . OF ODIRECTORS
UNITY CENTER OF CHRIBTIAMITY
2901 N. CHARLES BTREET
AL TIHMORE mb IO DR B

T ARE HEREDRY SUMMONED 70O FILE A WRITTEN RESFONMSE BY FLEADING OR MOTION
INCOTHIS COURT TO THE &TTACHED ’ COMPL&INT FILED BY

ANTHONY WL WOJLOH
3700 W, ROGERS AVE BaALTO D 21215

‘\;.’Hli’\! 30 Davs AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SuUH l’\(l NS UFON YOU.
WETHESS THE HONORABLE CRIEF JUDGE OF THE H JUDICI%L

DATE TS5SUED OE/ 15754 mwwuw““,_wxnbrf~m__“_~,__,_,n
Circuit Court for‘ﬁéi?b. City

T THE FERSOMN SURMRONED:
Po PERSONAGL ATTENDANCE TN COURT OGN THE DAY  NAMED I5 NOT REQUIRED.

2. FaTLURE TO FILE & RESPFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN A
JUDGEMENT BY DEFAULT SR OTHE GRANTIRG OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT AGAINST YOU.

SHERIFF (5) RETURN. )
4
:.sat;m SERVED_VIQLA.GREENE, .BOARD.PRESIDENT.. ... TIME e DATE 2/8/94

FERGON BERVED oo e it oo e e e s e TIME e DATE L.

AN B ST R E S ON T o o o i
Served by Certified Mail

FEE % e B R L e e e e e e o

MOTE _
. THIS SUMMONS 18 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 50 DAYS
GFTER THE DATE I5 I85UED. -

2. PROOF OF SERVICE SHALL SET OUT THE NAME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE aMD
THE FARTICULAR PLACE AND MANNER UV SERVICE.
IF SERVICE IS5 NOT MADE, FPLEABE STATE THE REASONS.

. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESE SHALL RE MADE FROMFTLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE Z-124.

!

4. TF THIS SUMMONS I8 SERVED BY FRIVATE FROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
SHalLL FILE A SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT AS REGQUIRED BY RULE 2-126(A). j;iy




’ STRCULT COURT FOR
SAUNDRA £ BARK:

P99 M. CALVERT 57T.

' BALTIMORE , ™D.

WS LT OF BUMMONG CASE HUMBER  ¥413430%4 Gl s 08l

a i

STAETE OF MAORYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BALTO CITY
T0O: SOHN COLITON-MERBER BD OF DIRECTORS

UNTTY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY

2904 N. CHARLES STREET

Bol TIMORE Mo 21218

TOU ARE HMERERY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESFONSE RY FLEADING OR #AOTION
IN THIES COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMPLLAINT FILED RY

ANTHONY . WOJLOH
3700 W. ROGERE AvVE BALTO MD 21245

Wi FHIN 30 DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THLIS SLMMONS UPON YOU.

WEITNESS THE HMONORARLE CHIEF JUDCGE OF THE ELAATH JUDIE%%L ;ZRCUiT OF ™

LaTE LSSURD G515/,
] SUETL 5 t LT erepa—p— E.s_ - l”{_ |.<“ e e e e o e e
Circuit Court for ﬁé&to. City

TOOTHE FERION SUMRKONED:
fo MERSON&L ATTENDANCE IN DOURT ON THE DAY  NAMED I3 NOT REQUIRED..

Ao FAILURE TO FILE A RESFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN A
JUDGEMENT RBRY DEFAULT OF THE GRANTIHG OF THE RELIEF 30UGHT AGAINST vOU.

. SHERIFF(S) RETURN. y
‘llﬁON sppyviEp VIOLA GRVENE, BOARD PRTSIDENT FiME __ paTe?/B/9%

FERSUN DERVED | o e e e e e e TIME . D&TE .

MUON ESTIREASON) e e e e e o e 5 e e o 2 o e g e o e e s e s i o e e
Served by Certified Mail
FEE % _ . L N R
HOTE
1. THIS SUMMONS IS EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 49 DAYS
AFTER THE LATE 18 I55UED. -

. FAOOF OF SERVICE sHall SET OUT THE NaAME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE FARTICULAR PLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
IFOSERVICE I35 NOT MabDE, FLEASE 3TATE THE REASONS.

Z. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESS SHALL RE MADE FROMFTLY AND IRN
ALCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-126.

4. IF THIS SUMMONS IS5 SERVED BY FRIVATE  FROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE A SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT AS REGQUIRED BY RULE 2-126(A).

VAN
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WRLTOOF BuUmMONS CaBiE sRIMBER 4143034 VTR RCE RUE-

STalTE GF MARYLAND, N T W Bae v OI0Ty

s

BARBARA DERSCH-MENEER BD OF DIRTLTORS
UNITY CENTER OF SHETY

D04 ML CHARLES
BALTIMOARE MD

YO aRE HERERY SUMMONID TO FILE & WRITTEN RESPFONSE BY #LEADING OR HMOTION
I THLE COURT TO THE &TTACHED COMFLAEINT FLLED BY

ANTHONY ML WOJLOH
AT00 W, AROGERS AVE BALTO MD 21215

Qj‘!‘HIN G DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIE SUMMONS UFDN YOU.
WITNESS THE MUONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE YEIGHTH JUDICIaL CIRCUIT OF

&5l

Clenk “'“*
THE FERBON SUMsORED. Circuit Court for Balto. City

DHTE LTSSUED 06/ 1%/94

Pa FPERSBLHSL STTEMDARCE N UOURT O THE DAY H&aMED I35 NOT REQUIRED.,

2o FeTlLureE 173

WITHIRN THE TIME  ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN A&
JUDGEMENT BY ;

GRAMTINRG OF THE RELIEF S0UGHT AGAINST YOU.

: SHERIFF (5) RETURN.
.‘L:z;s.‘m sgayep, VIODA GREENE, BOARD PRESIDENT e

V74
e 7/B/94

o
3
-
in

L e L e ¥ I TIAE e DATE L

PN EBTOREADOND o e e oo e o m et et e ot e e e o

Served by.Certified Mail - .

SHEF TFF

.0 THIS SUMMONS I35 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 60 DAYS
AFTER THE DATE 15 ISSUED. -

2. FROOF OF SERVICE SHell SET GUT THE NankE OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE aAND
THE PFARTICULAR FLACE AND MANKER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE IS5 NOT #MaDE. PLEASE STATE THE REASONS,

. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNBERVED FROCESS S5HALL EE MADE FPROMPTLY AND IN
AUCORDANCE WITH RULE J-1268.

4. TF THIB SUMMONS I8 SERVED BY PFRIVATE  PROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE & SAATE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RULE 2-128(A). :Si;




TIMORE CLTY

CSTS WAIVED

FOR el
BanKs,

e e
Pl

Bal TIMORE, ®WD. 21024

I

WRIT OF SUMMONS Cadk NURMBER 4143054 oLiBiogd
HTATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY 70 WIT: BALTO CI7TY

T JOAN EARNSHAW-HMEREER ED OF DIRECTORS
UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY
2901 N. CHARLES STREET
BALTTMORE MD 21296

TOU ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE A& WRITTEN RESFONSE BY FLEADING OR HMOTION
e THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMFLAINT FILED RBY

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
3700 W. ROGERE AVE RALTO MD 21215

.T HEN 30 DaYs aFTER SERVICE  OF THIS SUMMONS UFON YOU.
WITNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF

& (Gt

cleck  CLERK
TOOTHE FERSUN SUMMORED - ~ Circuit Court for Balto. City

DaTE 1T88UED G&E/I5774

i, FLRSONAL ATTEMDANCE IN COURT O THE DAY  NAMED IS NOT REQUIRED.
2. FAILURE TO FILE A RESFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN A
JUDGEMENT &Y DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT AGAINST YOU.
SHERIFF(S) RETURN.
/r
.i:‘fai:m 5ERVED VIOQLA GREENE,. BOARD. PRESIDENT __ . TIME ______ DATE 7/B/9%

P S O BE R E D o o o oo e e e e TIME .. DATE .
AON ST CREASON Y o o o o e il
Sarved by Certified Mail

E

FEE % e B R T F e e e e e e e
HOTE : :

1. THIS SUMMONS IS EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 60 DAYS.
AFTER ThiE DaTE I8 LESUED. -

FROOF OF SERVICE 3HaALL SET OUT THE NAME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE AMD
THE FARTICULAR FLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE,
IF SBERVICE I8 NOT MADE, PLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

e

3. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESS SHALL BE MADE FROMFTLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-§26.

4. IF THIS SUMMONS IS5 SERVED BY FRIVATE FROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
- BHALL FILE & SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT AS REQUIRED KY RULE 2-126(A). éf)




) . CARCULT COURT FOR RBALTINMGARE U O STS W A \
SAUNDRA &. BANKS, CLERK lVED
194 NL CALVERT 57T. - HROOM 28l
BALTIMORE , MD. Z120%

WRIT OF SUMMONS CASE HUMBER 94143054 LL131082
STaTE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY TO WIT: BaLTO CITY

To SANDEE FALLS-MEMEER BD OF DIRECTORS
UNITY CEMTER OF CHRISTIANITY
2901 M. CHARLES STREET
BALTIMORE MD 29218

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESPONSE BY PFLEADING OR MOTIOM
IN THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMFLAINT FILED BY
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH .
3700 W. ROGERS AVE BALTO MD 21215

,THIN. 30 DAYS AFTER SERVICE i'JF THIS SUMMONS UFON YOU.
WITNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE or THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND.

DATE 1SSUED  06/1%5/54 -
' CCLERK

TO THE FERSON SUMMONED: Clerk
Circuit Court for Balto. City
. FERSONGL ATTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE DaY HAMED IS5 NOT REQUIRED.

2. FAILURE TO FILE A RESFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MaY RESULT IN A
JUDGEMENT BY DEFA&ULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT AGAINST YOU.

| GHERIFF (5) RETURN.
.::z-;ou servep VIOLA GRWENE, BOARD PRESIDENT TIME

7
pate 7/8/9%

FERSON SERVED, : TIME e DATE L

N T CRE A G OIN D o o e e e e e e et et e s ot e o o e e e e o e et 2 e e e 2t vt e et v
Served by Certified Mail

FEE $._ .. SHERIFF

NOTE :

o THIS SUMMONS IS5 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 460 DAYS
AFTER THE DATE IS IS5UEL. -

2. FROOF OF SERVICE SHALL SET OUT THE NAME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE FARTICULAR FLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
IF SERVICE IS NOT MaDE, FLEABSE STATE THE REASONS.

3. RETURN OF SERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESS SHALL RBE MADE FROMPTLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE . .2-126.

4. IF THIS SUMMONS IS SERVED RY FRIVATE FROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE A JLFLHQTE AFFIDAVIT A5 REQUIRED BY RULE 2-1248(A).




AT im0, MDD 2on

WRIT OF SUMMOND a5 WHUEMBER YAl a309 sl B REE

......

STATE OF aaRYLAND, COLMTY T30 WIiT: GoHLTO DT

T RURTE HOSTETLER
UNITY CE CF
2501 N. CHARLES
Bl T TAORE M

TOU ARE HERERY SUMMOMED TO FILE & WRITTEN RESFONSE BY PLEADINMG OR mOTION
ITHOTHIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED COMPLAINT FILED BY

ANTHORNY . WOJLOH
BV00 W. ROGERS ave BALTO D 212173

q FetiN 39 DAYS AFTER BERVICE  OF THIS SUrnMONE

WITHNESS THE HONDRABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE &3 TH

DaTE LB5UEDR GESESPG - Z

R

URON 1O,

..)UD]EB’?NW Z IRCZIT OF

Ciiinlt Court for Ealto. City

TOOTHE PERGON BUMROMETD.
P PERSBONAL ATTENDANCE IN COURT ON THE D&Y ~aMEDR I35 Q0T REQUIRED.

2o FATLURE 7O FILE @& RESPFONSE WITHIN TRE TIiME  ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN A
JUDGEMERT BY DEFaAULT OR THE GRANTIMNG OF THE RELTEF S0UGHT AGAINST YOU.

SHERTFF (5 HETURN.
‘l.ﬁsmm 5ERVED . RUBIE HOSTETLER. oo oo TIHE . DATE 7/B/9%.

DAETE

FERBON BERVED oo e e oo e e et e e e TIME ... DATE ____._.

R TE R B S N o e e e et e o e ot e o o e et e e e et e e i e e et e et e

Served by Certified Mail ' .

FECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONLY IF SERVED WITHIN 40 DAYS
IBEUED. -

i. THIS SUMMONS I8 EF
AFTER THE DaATE 1%

2. FROOF OF SERVICE Sb IP; Li. 5ET 0UT THE HAME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DaATE anD
THE FARTICULAR FLACE &ND MANMER OF SERVICE.
IF BERVICE T5 NOT MaDE, FLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

3. RETURN OF SBERVED OR UNi’ji‘"RVED FROCESS SHALL BE MADE FROMFPTILLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-126.

4. IF THIS SUMMONS 15 SERVED B FRIVATE FROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE & SEFERATE AFFIDAVIT AS REGQUIRED BY RULE 2-126(A). :
' L;




BALTITHMORE , mlr.

WRLT OF SUMMONS CHEE HUMBER 94743054 CLaE08E
STaTE OF MARTLAND, COUNTY T0 WIT. BT DETY
T0: CHARLTE &NDERSON
UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY
2901 N. CHARLES STREET
BALTIMORE b 21318
REGFONSE BY FLEADING OR MOTION
COMPLAINT FILED RY

F0L ARE HERERY SUMMONED TO FILE & WRITTEN
IN THIS COURT TO THE ATTACHED

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH :
3700 W. ROGERS &VE BALTO MD 21215

LQ‘HN 30 DAYE AFTER BERVICE  OF THIE LUMACGKNS URORN YOU.

WITNESS THE HONORARLE CHIEF JUDGE OF % HE ELGDeH JUDICIAL

CLRCUIT OF MAR

PR S R NTN N N

© Clark) gRK
THE FERSON SUMMONED: Cireuit Court for Balto. City

D TE TSSUED O&HEANE/ Y4

T3
§. FERSBINGSL ATTENDARNCE In CIOURT ON THE DAY  NAMED IS5 MOT REQUIRED. |

2.0 FATLURE 7O FILE & RESFONSE WITHIN THE TIME ALLOWED MAY RESULT IN A
SUDGEMENT &Y DEFAULT OR THE GRANTING OF THE RELIEF S0UGHT AGALRST YOu.

SHERIFF (5) RETURN.
; .3; O SERVED CHARLIE. ANDERSEN. .. e TIME e DATE 7//9%.
FERBON BERVEL L it e ot o e e e o o e et o TiME ... DATE ...
HONCESTOREABUND e e e e e e e e e

Served by Certified Mail | _ o

FEE % BHER LF o e i e e e e e e e s e

NOTE :
I
f. THIS SUMMONS 15 EFFECTIVE FOR SERVICE ONEY IF SERVED WITHIN &0 DAYS
AFTER THE DATE 15 IS5UED. -

2. FROOF OF SERVICE SHaALL SET OUT THE MNAME OF THE FERSON SERVED, DATE AND
THE FARTICULAR FLACE AND MANNER OF SERVICE.
L¥ SERVICE 138 NOT MADE, 'FLEASE STATE THE REASONS.

3, RETURN DF GSERVED OR UNSERVED FROCESS SBHALL EBE M&DE FROMFTLY AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 2-126.

4. IF THIS BUMMONS IS5 SERVED BY FRIVATE FROCESS. FROCESS SERVER
SHALL FILE A SEFERATE aAFFIDAVIT &5 REQUIRED RY RULE 2-12&(A). Qm
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CIRCUT

SaUHNDRA

T ML

WRILT OF SUMMONS LABE

STaTE OF MARTLAND, COUNTY

EDWARD REIFER, FaBTOR
LNTTY CENTER OF

2904 N. CHARLES STREET
BALTIMORE D 29218

T

ARE HERERTY
COURT TG THE

SURMONED
ATTACHED

YO
iN CTHIS
N. WOJLOH
ROGERS AVE

ANTHONY
3700 W.

’ HIN 30 DAYS AFTER SERVICE  OF THIS.SUMMOMS UPON YOU.
WITNESS THE HONORABLE CHIEF JUDGE OF THE EIGL

DESY5S94

ATE TBSUED

TO THE FERSON SUMMUNED:
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this :{gi:th day of July,
1994, a copy of the foregoing Affidavit with the Attached
was personally mailed, postage prepaid, to: Larry J. Albert,
Niles, Barton & Wilmer, Legg Mason Tower, 1l4th Floor, 111
South Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202, Counsel

for Defendants.

oSl

ANTHONY—Y{. WOJLOH (/
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: 664-4587




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
Plaintiff
V.

EDWARD REIFER, et al.

IN THE . $/
CIRCUIT COURT

FOR

BALTIMORE CITY

Defendants Case No. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * * *
MEMORANDUM AND ORDER
‘ In a multi-count "Declaration", Plaintiff has sued the

Unity Center of Christianity, its Pastor, and various members

of the Board of Directors, all in their individual capacities.

Pursuant to the provisions of Maryland Rules 2-322(a)(3) and

2-322(a)(4), as well as Maryland Rules 2-111(a), 2-112(a},

and 2-114(a,b), all of the Defendants seek to dismiss Plaintiff's

Declaration on the grounds of insufficiency of process and

insufficiency of service of process. Defendants complain because

Plaintiff allegedly has attempted to serve the individual Defendants

collectively, by service on Viola Green, the Board president.
This court agrees that those Defendants who have been

sued individually must be served with the Declaration, and

supporting papers, individually. However, it is impossible

for this court to determine whether Plaintiff has failed to
satisfy the provisions of the various rules upon which Defendants
rely.

The court notes that the case file contains requests for
writs of summons to the following: Unity Center of Christianity;
Viola Green - Board President; Brian Tune - Board Member; Sandee

Falls - Board Member; Joan Earnshaw - Board Member; Barbara

Wy




Dersch - Board Member; John Coliton - Board Member; John Anukem
Board Member; Charlie Anderson; Ruby Hostetler; Edward Reifer
Pastor. However, the file has no returns of service contained
in it.

Based on the foregoing, Defendants' Motion to Dismiss
is, this 4£ll'aay of July, 1994, hereby DENIED, without prejgdice
to Defendants' right to file a properly supported motion to
dismiss, with affidavits and/or other exhibits in support of
the contention that proper service has not been achieved and/or

service has not been properly effected.

A ’ Y

W 74 )
Ellen L. Hollander, Judge

cc: Mr. Anthony N. Woijloh, Plaintiff
Larry J. Albert, Esquire

)




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff E'JFBRCQ?;'}‘ { CIRCUIT COURT
AT Titdmi i ti b
ALTIMDnE piy
v. + ok TY
¥ g1 A -
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * ' ' BALTIMORE CITY
CI‘V’.L i o
Defendants * “'"CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082

* * ' " ™~ * -

DEFENDANTS’ REPLY TO PLAINTIFF’S
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS

Now come EDWARD REIFER, et al, Defendants, by Larry J. Albert,
their attorney, and, in reply to Plaintiff’s Opposition to Motion
to Dismiss, say:

1. The allegations contained in paragraph 1 of Plaintiff’s
Opposition (hereinafter abbreviated "PO") are denied.

2. The allegations contained in paragraph 2 of PO which, in
addition to being untrue, are violative of Maryland Rule 2-303(b),
and are denied.

3. The allegation contained in paragraph 3 of PO is
inapplicable to the matters raised by Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss
and, therefore, is denied.

4. The allegations contained in paragraph 4 of PO assert a
legal conclusion, unsupported in fact and at law, and, therefore,
are denied.

5. The allegations contained in paragraph 5 of PO refer to
documents not before this Court and are extrinsic and immaterial to
any determination of the matters raised by Defendant’s Motion to

Dismiss.

9 w3
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6. The allegations contained in paragraph 6 of PO are
irrelevant, albeit apparently accurate, and, therefore, are
admitted.

7. Defendants admit that the allegations contained in
paragraph 7 of PO apparently represent Plaintiff’s perception but
deny said allegations are true.

8. The allegations contained in paragraph 8 of PO are
incomprehensible and, therefore, are neither admitted nor denied.

9. The allegations contained in paragraph 9 of PO require no

responsge.

In further reply to PO, Defendants aver as follows:

10. Both PO and the memorandum accompanying same include and
incorporate statements, representations and characterizations which
are immaterial, unnecessary, impertinent, knowingly inaccurate and
offensive.

11. Plaintiff’s contention, as set forth on page 4 under
"Argument", that he sent copies of Complaint (said Complaint
containing purported causes of action for 1libel, slander,
harassment and conspiracy, with a total ad damnum prayed of
$225,000.00 compensatory damages of $400,000.00 punitive damages),
by certified mail, without summons to Defendants Reifer and Greene,
and in doing so "merely attempted to lay a ground work for
gsettlement negotiations" is not only patently absurd on its face,
but is also an admission of Plaintiff’s failure to comply with

Maryland Rules 2-1l1l1l(a), 2-112(a) and 2-114(a) and (b).




Fil

12. Plaintiff has failed, in toto, to raise any legal basis

to warrant denial of Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss.

WHEREFORE, Defendants pray this Court to grant their Motion to

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Dismiss.

Attorney for Defendants

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 18th day of July, 1994, a copy
of the foregoing Defendants’ Reply to Plaintiff’s Opposition to
Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss was mailed, postage prepaid, to:

Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J( ABBERT

90
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff v “f?h f;c;R!c’r:IY'r COURT
v. W Ji g™
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL oL U;,,v, nlchuz CITY
Defendants * CASE 'NO. 94143054/CL181082
® [ ] * [ J L ] [ ]

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO
SUBSTITUTE THE INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS OF THE BOARD
OF DIRECTORS OF UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY,
JOHN ANUKEM, JOHN COLITON, BARBARA DERSCH, SANDEE
FALLS, VIOLA GREENE, AND BRIAN TUNE, AS BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY, DEFENDANT

Now come EDWARD REIFER, et al, Defendants, by Larry J. Albert,
its attorney, and, in opposition to the above Motion state:

1. The Board of Directors of Unity Center of Christianity
({hereinafter abbreviated "UCC") is comprised of the minister, Rev.
Edward Reifer, and lay persons from the congregation elected, at
annual meeting, for one year terms.

2, Presently, among the individuals above named, only Rev.
Reifer and Viola Greene are current members of the Board of
Directors.

3. Of the others named, i.e., John Anukem, John Coliton,
Barbara Dersch, Sandee Falls and Brian Tune, none presently serve
on the Board of Directors, one or more has moved away from
Baltimore and one or more are no longer active members of UCC.

4, Plaintiff’s Motion asserts no legal basis to support his
being able to obtain collective service on Defendants no longer on

the Board of Directors by service on the present Board.

mll




5. Plaintiff herein, as Plaintiff in any civil proceeding,
is required to effect service of process on any and all individuals
against whom he intends to assert a claim for relief.

WHEREFORE, Defendants pray this Court to deny Plaintiff’s

Motion.

ARRY J.ALBERT

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Defendants

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 18th day of July, 1994, a copy
of the Defendants’ aforegoing Opposition and Order was mailed,
postage prepaid, to:

Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J.




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH hd IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * -
ORDER

Upon consideration of Plaintiff’s Motion to Substitute the
Individual Members of the Board of Directors of Unity Center of
Christianity, John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Sandee
Falls, Viola Greene and Brian Tune, as Board of Directors of Unity
Center of Christianity, Defendant, and Defendants’ Opposition

thereto, it is this day of , 1994,

ORDERED that said Motion be and the same is hereby DENIED; and
it is further
ORDERED that Plaintiff be and hereby is required to effect

gservice individually, on each of the above-named Defendants he

intends to make a party in this action.

Judge
Circuit Court for Baltimore City




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff UIKCUM  CIRCUIT COURT
AL? L TR ’:.f ‘:’wi
v. " poR ¥
199 JbL 19
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL /BALTIMORE CITY
Cf"/i{_ ZJIHL’;
Defendants ‘CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
® * * * * *

REQUEST FOR HEARING

MADAM CLERK:
EDWARD REIFER, et al, Defendants, by Larry J. Albert, their
attorney, request a hearing be set on their Motion to Dismiss and

all other pending Motions in the captioned case.

Niles, Ba on & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Defendants

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on thisg 18th day of July, 1994, a copy
of the foregoing Request for Hearing was mailed, postage prepaid,
to:

Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY ER
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *  IN THE
Plaintiff » Ll cIrcurT COURT
BALTIMGRE CITY
v. * _ FOR
[‘qu ‘-’-’_. p A e
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL e BALTIMORE C
C.
Defendants »  CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* » L * * *

ANSWER TO DECLARATION

EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE HOSTETLER, CHARLIE ANDERSEN, AND VIOLA
GREEN, Defendants, by Larry J. Albert, Paul M. Finamore, and Niles,
Barton & Wilmer, their attorneys, hereby answer the Declaration
filed by Plaintiff in this case, and say:

GENERAL DENIAL

Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen,
and Viola Green generally deny all of the allegations in
Plaintiff’s Declaration.

FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

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

SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

Plaintiff’s c¢laims are barred by laches and the applicable
statute of limitations.

THIRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

If plaintiff suffered the damages alleged, which fact these
defedants expressly deny, then all such damages were caused by
persons or parties other than these Defendants, including
plaintiff, without any negligence of these Defendants thereto

contributing.

b
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FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

If plaintiffs suffered the damages alleged, which fact these
Defendants expressly deny, then such damages resulted from other
and further reasons for which these Defendants would not be
responsible.

FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

If plaintiff suffered the damages alleged, which fact these
Defendants expressly deny, then such damages resulted from a
preexisting or subsequent event or condition for which these
Defendants would not be responsible.

SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE

Plaintiff exacerbated rather than mitigated his damages.

WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Complaint, Defendants
Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen, and Viola Green
pray that the Complaint be dismissed with costs awarded to these
Defendants and for such other, further, and different relief as the

justice of the cause may require.

RY J. AﬂBER

:E;;%Ll:,7§i /;Ezéi;ox/@o
PAUL M. FINAMOU
Niles, Barton ilmer
Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6340

Attorneys for Defendants

-2 -
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *(ji IN THE
Plaintiff « BA. crreurT COURT
v. qu‘iFQR? A 7.‘
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL «Ci i”s’..’mrxnoﬁkq CITY
Defendants +  CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* L J * * * *

NOTICE OF SERVICE

Defendants, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen,

Viola Green, John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, dJoan

Earnshaw,

Sandee Falls, Brian Tune, and The Unity Center of

Chrigtianity, by their attorneys, hereby certifies that on this

aﬁtﬁ day of July, 1994, copies of the following documents:

1.

2.

4.

Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie
Andersen, and Viola Green’s Answer to Declaration;

Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie
Andersen, and Viola Green’s Motion to Dismiss, Memorandum
in Support of Motion to Dismiss, Request for Hearing and
proposed Order;

Defendants John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch,
Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, Brian Tune, and The Unity
Center of Chrigtianity’s Motion to Dismiss, Memorandum in
Support of Motion to Dismiss, Request for Hearing and
proposed Order; and,

This Notice of Service

were sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid to:

Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

B AH %ﬁ/tf/t;

PAUL M. FINAM?ﬁly

Niles, Bartoni\&/Wilmer
1400 Legg Mason Tower
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6300

Attorneys for Defendants
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH b ﬁ!IN THE
Plaintiff * "CIRCUIT COURT
l4TaT] ‘ e
v * Pﬁ%gﬁhﬂﬂ
- | [ ;’}.\ > !-JO
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL *  BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * L * L 4

MOTION TO DISMISS

EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE HOSTETLER, CHARLIE ANDERSEN, AND VIOLA
GREEN, Defendants, by Larry J. Albert, Paul M. Finamore, and Niles,
Barton & Wilmer, their attorneys, hereby move to dismiss

Plaintiff’s Declaration filed in this case, and say:

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was employed as a part-time security guard at The
Unity Center of Christianity until his position was abolished in
June of 1993. Plaintiff filed suit on May 31, 1994, against Edward
Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen, Viola Green, John
Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls,
Brian Tune, and The Unity Center of Christianity based on the
abolishment of his part-time position. In his four count
Declaration, Plaintiff alleges that he 1is entitled to recover
against Defendants, either individually or collectively, for libel
in Count I, slander in Count II, harassment in Count III and
conspiracy in Count IV. Plaintiff seeks $225,000 in compensatory
damages and $400,000 in punitive damages. Plaintiff has only

perfected service of process on Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler,




Charlie Andersen, and Viola Green.!?

FACTS RELATING TO MOTION?

The following facts are divided into separate sections for the
convenience of the court. The separate sections relate to the

individual causes of action alleged in Counts I through IV.

I. Facts Relating To Libel Cause of Action in Count I
1. In Count I, Plaintiff seeks to recover for libel based on

letters allegedly written and submitted by Defendants Reifer and

Hostetler.
2. Plaintiff’s cause of action alleges:?®

at a Board Retreat of April, 1992, letters written and
submitted by the Defendants, Edward Reifer and Rubie
Hostetler critical of the Plaintiff’s character and job
performance were mentioned and from which excepts about
Plaintiff were made not complementary to the Plaintiff.
The letters in question, portrayed Plaintiff as
incompetent, inefficient and renders unsatisfactory job

performance.
[eic] Declaration at 3.

3. Plaintiff further alleges that Defendants Reifer and

! pefendants John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan
Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, Brian Tune, and The Unity Center of
Christianity have separately moved to dismiss Plaintiff’s
Declaration for insgufficiency of service of process in addition to
all of the grounds asserted herein.

? As the evidence must be viewed in a light most favorable to
the Plaintiff for the purposes of this Motion, Defendant does not
dispute such facts in this Motion. Defendant, however, does not
admit to the truth of the facts stated in this portion of the
Motion to Dismiss, but contends that such facts, even if taken as
established by this Court, do not entitle Plaintiff to recover.

3 There are no references to the paragraph numbers from
Plaintiff’s Declaration as Plaintiff failed to number such
paragraphs. See footnote 7, infra, and accompanying text.

2




Hostetler continued to injure him during the period April, 1992
through June, 1993, as follows:
when Defendants Reifer and Hostetler falsely and
maliciously wrote, disseminated and published aforesaid
documents critical of Plaintiff’s conduct and job
performance.
II. PFacts Relating to Slander Cause of Action in Count II
4. Plaintiff alleges that he is entitled to recover for
slander in Count II of his Declaration.
5. As the basis of his cause of action, Plaintiff alleges
that:*
on or about May 25, 1993, the Defendant,
Charlie Andersen, did willfully, falsely,
maliciously accuse the Plaintiff of being a
‘lier,’ a ‘thief’ and a ‘deceit’ in the
presence of Plaintiff’s 10-year old daughter
and did loudly communicate the accusations in
such a manner and tone so that the words
spoken by Defendant Andersen were susceptible
of being overheard by Plaintiff’s daughter who
was near by in the room with the Plaintiff,
all of which Plaintiff denied.
[sic] Declaration at 6.
III. Facts Relating to Harassment Cause of Action in Count III
6. Plaintiff alleges that he is entitled to recover for
harassment in Count III of his Declaration.
7. As the basis of his cause of action, Plaintiff alleges a
laundry 1list of allegedly harassing activities.® Plaintiff’s

allegations in this regard cover more than one page of his

Declaration, beginning on page 8 and continuing through the

* See footnote 3, supra.

> gee footnote 3, supra.




majority of page 9. Based on the breadth of such allegations,

Defendants do not quote them at length herein.

IV. Facts Relating to Conspiracy Cause of Action in Count IV

8. Plaintiff alleges that he is entitled to recover for
conspiracy in Count IV of his Declaration.

9. Plaintiff’s cause of action alleges:®

in or about April, 1992 and on other occasions, conspire

with, aided and abetted other named Defendants or one or

more of them in their insidious acts of harassment libel

and slander, utterances, publications and disseminations

against Plaintiff . . . .

in about May, 1993 and June, 1993 and on other occasions,

the Defendants, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler and

Charlie Andersen joinedly and severally met with some

Members of the Board of Directors, or one or more of them

to reduce Plaintiff’s initial hourly rate from $10.00 to

$9.00, to reduce Plaintiff’s bi-weekly number of days of

work from about 12 to about 3 or less and from 70 plus or

minus hours of work to 6 or less; to dismiss or have

Plaintiff dismissed from his employment. . . .
[sic] Declaration at 10-11.

ARGUMENT

Plaintiff fails to state a claim in any of the aforementioned
counts upon which relief can be granted. His claims of libel in
Count I and slander in Count II are barred by the statute of
limitations. Hig claim of harassment in Count III is not a
recognized cause of action in Maryland. His claim of conspiracy in

Count IV fails to state a claim in view of the fact that Plaintiff

fails to allege any other cognizable cause of action.

ee footnote 3, supra.
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I. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Motions to dismiss are provided for in Md. Rule 2-322. Such
motions should be granted when Plaintiff fails to allege sufficient
facts which would entitle him to prevail at trial.

Claims should also be dismissed in cases in which Maryland law
does not recognize a cause of action based on the facts alleged in

the Complaint.

II. LIBEL AND SLANDER

Plaintiff fails to state a claim upon which relief can be
granted in Counts I and II. Both claims are barred by the statute
of limitations and, in addition, are procedurally defective.

Therefore, Defendants move to dismiss such counts.

(1) Claimsgs Are Barred By The Statute of Limitations

Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. §5-105 limits causes of
action for assault, libel, or slander as follows:

An action for assault, libel, or slander shall be filed
within one year from the date it accrues.

Therefore, Plaintiff is barred from recovering under Count I for
any damages arising as a result of the alleged libelous letters
from Defendants Reifer and Hostetler at the Board Retreat of April,
1992, inasmuch as Plaintiff filed suit on or about May 31, 1994.
For the same reasons, Plaintiff is barred from recovering under
Count II for the alleged slanderous statements made by Defendant
Andersen on May 25, 1993.

"It has been said that the primary consideration underlying
statutes of limitations is one of fairness to the defendant; that

5
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he ought not to be called on to resist a claim when ‘evidence has
been lost, memories have faded, and witnesses have disappeared.’™"

Doughty v. Prettyman, 219 Md. 83, 92-93, 148 A.2d 438 (1959).

Statutes of limitations are to be strictly construed, and
exceptions not created by the legislature are not to be grafted

onto the statute. Decker v. Fink, 47 Md. App. 202, 422 A.2d 389

(1980), cert. denied, 289 Md. 735 (1981l). See also Booth Glass Co.

v. Huntingfield, 304 Md. 615, 500 A.2d 641 (1985).

The term "accrues" is not defined in §5-105 and must be
construed as a matter of law by the court. As a general rule, a
cause of action is said to "accrue" from the date of the alleged
wrong and not from the time the wrong is discovered. Maryland is
a discovery statute of limitations, and a cause of action accrues
when the plaintiff knew or should have known of all of the elements

of her cause of action. Poffenberger v. Risgsser, 290 Md. 631, 431

A.2d 677 (1981). In this case, Plaintiff knew each of the elements
of his cause of action at the time of the alleged 1libelous
comments. Plaintiffs’ failure to exercise reasonable diligence in
pursuing his claim against Defendants does not prevent accrual of

his cause of action. See Ferrucci v. Jack, 255 Md. 523, 258 A.24

414 (1969) (plaintiff’s failure to check land records for correct
name of owner did not prevent accrual of cause of action).

The fact that Plaintiff’s damages may have continued to occur
after his cause of action first accrued is also irrelevant. The
"continuing damages" theory is sometimes applied in medical

malpractice cases in which the plaintiff’s injury may not be




immediately known because the plaintiff is undergoing a continuous

course of treatment with the physician. See Waldmann v. Rohrbaugh,

241 Md. 137, 215 A.24 825 (1966). However, even under the
continuing damages theory, a plaintiff’s cause of action accrues
when the plaintiff knew or reasonably should have known of the
injuries. Id. When the plaintiff has actual knowledge of the
elements of his cause of action, his claim accrues at that time.

Poffenberger v. Risgser, 290 Md. 631, 431 aA.2d 677 (1981l). In

Feldman v. Granger, 255 Md. 288, 296-97, 257 A.2d 421 (1969), the

court held that it is not a "sufficiently sound reason to postpone
the accrual of the action or toll the running of limitations" when
the plaintiff knows some, but not all of the damages she will

ultimately incur. See also 54 C.J.S. Limitations of Actions §166,

at 214-15. Maryland has specifically rejected the maturation of
harm rule in the context of accrual of the statute of limitations.

Watson v. Dorsey, 265 Md. 509, 512, 290 A.2d 530 (1972).

(2) The Complaint Is Deficient

The Complaint is deficient under Md. Rule 2-304(c) because it
fails to plead time and place. The time of the alleged actions in
Counts I and II are particularly significant in this case because
Plaintiff has alleged that Defendant Reifer, Hostetler and Andersen
made certain allegedly defamatory statements, but failed to state
the time when such statements were made. Plaintiff is required to
plead time and place under Md. Rule 2-304(c) inasmuch as such facts
are material to his cause of action.

The Declaration is also deficient in that it is improperly

7




named and fails to have properly numbered paragraphs. Maryland
Rule of Procedure 2-302 only allows for "a complaint and an
answer." There is no rule providing for "Declarations." Likewise,
Maryland Rule of Procedure 2-303(a) requires that each cause of
action be set forth in separately numbered paragraphs.’ As such,

Plaintiff’s Declaration is procedurally defective.

HARASSMENT
Maryland does not recognize a cause of action for harassment
as alleged in Count III of Plaintiff’s Declaration. Maryland
Courts recognize that the creation of independent torts is not

favored. See, e.g., Walser v. Resthaven Memorial Gardens, Inc., 98

Md. App. 371, 385-86, 633 A.2d 466 (1993), cert. denied, 334 Md.

212, 638 A.2d 753 (1994) (Court found "no reason to create a
separate tort for conduct which would seem clearly to fall within
the existing one.") Plaintiff cannot cite any authority to support

his cause of action for harassment.

CONSPIRACY
To allege and prove a civil conspiracy, the Plaintiff must
show that one or more persons agreed to and accomplished an
unlawful act or used unlawful means to accomplish a lawful act and
actual damage resulted from their actions. 5 Maryland Law Encyclo-
pedia, Conspiracy, § 11-12. However, no action will lie for tort
conspiracy unless there is an actionable tort. Plaintiff’'s

Declaration fails to state any viable cause of action, and

7 See footnote 2, supra, and accompanying text.




therefore, Count IV sounding in Conspiracy must be dismissed.

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hogstetler, Charlie
Andersen, and Viola Green respectfully request that judgment be
entered as a matter of law as to Counts I, II, III, and IV of

Plaintiff’s Declaration.

LARRY J._ALBERT

PAUL M. FINAMORE

Niles, Barton ilmer

Legg Mason Towey’ - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6300

Attorneys for Defendant

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

As stated in the body of the Motion.

LARRY J.; T

PAUL M. FINAMORE ;I/

Niles, Barton & Wilimer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6300
Attorney for Defendants




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH - IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
v. * FOR
EDWARD RETIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * »

REQUEST FOR HEARTING

EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE HOSTETLER, CHARLIE ANDERSEN, AND VIOLA
GREEN, Defendants, by Larry J. Albert, Paul M. Finamore, and Niles,
Barton & Wilmer, their attorneys, request a hearing on their Motion

to Dismiss.

PAUL M. FINAMORE /

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 s. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6300

Attorney for Defendants
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff . CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * *
ORDER

Upon consideration of Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie
Hostetler, Charlie Andersen, and Viola Green’s Motion to Dismiss,
and any opposition thereto filed, it is this day of '
1994, by the Circuit Court for Baltimore City, Maryland,

ORDERED, that the Motion be and the same hereby is GRANTED,
and it is further

ORDERED, that Counts I, II, III, and IV of Plaintiff’s
Declaration fail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted,
and it is further

ORDERED, that Counts I, II, III, and IV of Plaintiff’'s

Declaration be and the same are hereby DISMISSED.

JUDGE,
CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff b CIRCUIT COURT
v. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants o CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
- * - * * *

NOTICE OF SERVICE

Defendants, ﬁdward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen,
Viola Green, John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, dJocan
Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, Brian Tune, and The Unity Center of
Christianity, by their attorneys, hereby certifies that on this

a&fé day of July, 1994, copies of the following documents:

1. Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie
Andersen, and Viola Green’s Answer to Declaration;

2. Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie
Andersen, and Viola Green’s Motion to Dismiss, Memorandum
in Support of Motion to Dismiss, Request for Hearing and
proposed Order;

3. Defendants John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch,
Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, Brian Tune, and The Unity
Center of Christianity’s Motion to Dismiss, Memorandum in
Support of Motion to Dismiss, Request for Hearing and
proposed Order; and,

4. This Notice of Service
were sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid to:
Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

RA S Frarers

PAUL M. FINAM

Niles, Barton{ &/Wilmer
1400 Legg Mason Tower
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6300

Attorneys for Defendants

<,
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
- * » * * -

MOTION TO DISMISS

JOHN ANUKEM, JOHN COLITON, BARBARA DERSCH, JOAN EARNSHAW,
SANDEE FALLS, BRIAN TUNE, AND THE UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY,
Defendants, by Larry J. Albert, Paul M. Finamore, and Niles, Barton
& Wilmer, their attorneys, move to dismiss Plaintiff’s
"Declaration" and in support thereof say:

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was employed as a part-time security guard at The
Unity Center of Christianity until his position was abolished in
June of 1993. Plaintiff filed suit on May 31, 1994, against Edward
Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen, Viola Green, John
Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls,
Brian Tune, and The Unity Center of Christianity based on the
abolishment of his part-time position. His Declaration first names
Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, and Charlie Andersen. He then
names The Unity Center of Christianity, and he finally names John
Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls,
and Brian Tune, "constituting members of the Board of Directors"
(hereinafter "the Board Defendants").

In his four count Declaration, Plaintiff alleges that he is

entitled to recover against Defendants, either individually or




collectively, for libel in Count I, slander in Count II, harassment
in Count III and conspiracy in Count IV. Plaintiff seeks $225,000
in compensatory damages and $400,000 in punitive damages.
Plaintiff has now filed an Affidavit in which he alleges that he
"personally affected service" on all of the Defendants.

FACTS RELATING TO MOTION

1. On July 19, 1994, the Court issued a Memorandum and Order
in this case stating "this Court agrees that those Defendants who
have been sued individually must be served with the Declaration,

and supporting papers, individually." (Emphasis in original).

However, based on the Court record as it existed on July 19, 1994,
the Court found that it was impossible to ascertain whether
Plaintiff failed to comply with the rules regarding service of
process.

2. Subsequent to the Court’s July 19, 1994 Memorandum and
Order, Plaintiff filed an Affidavit in which he alleges that he
personally affected service of the Summons with copies of the
Declaration on the Board Defendants and The Unity Church of
Christianity by serving Viola Green, Board President, "for and on
behalf of Defendants, Members of the Board of Directors and The
Unity Center of Christer [sic]."

3. The Board Defendants and The Unity Center of Christianity
adopt and incorporate, as if fully set forth herein, each and every
argument forwarded by Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler,

Charlie Andersen and Viola Green in their Motion to Dismiss filed

in this case which attacks both substantively and procedurally the
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claims raised by Plaintiff in his Declaration.
ARGUMENT
Pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-322(a) (4), the Board Defendants
and the Unity Church of Christianity move this Court to dismiss
Plaintiff’s "Declaration." Plaintiff’s purported service of
process on the individual Board Defendants and The Unity Church of
Christianity by certified mail to the Board President Viola Green
fails to comply with the Maryland Rules regarding service of
process. The foregoing omissions and deficiencies constitute, with
regard to all Defendants, an insufficiency of service of process.
Plaintiff’s Declaration should also be dismissed in its
entirety based on the arguments raised in Defendants Reifer,
Hostetler, Andersen and Green’s Motion to Dismiss adopted and
incorporated herein by reference.
CONCLUSION
WHEREFORE, Defendants John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara
Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, Brian Tune, and The Unity
Center of Christianity move this Court to dismisgs Plaintiff’s

Declaration.

LARRY 5. ALBBRT

Sl R~ .

PAUL M. FINAMO
Niles, Barton lmer
Legg Mason ToweX - 1l4th Floor

111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6300

Attorney for Defendants

3




POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

1. As cited hereinabove.

(DX

LARRY J.-ALBERT

2 Fowine

PAUL M. FINAMORE

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6300

Attorney for Defendants
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff o CIRCUIT COURT
v. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants - CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * [ ® L 4

REQUEST FOR HEARING

JOHN ANUKEM, JOHN COLITON, BARBARA DERSCH, JOAN EARNSHAW,
SANDEE FALLS, BRIAN TUNE, AND THE UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY,
Defendants, by Larry J. Albert, Paul M. Finamore, and Niles, Barton
& Wilmer, their attorneys, request a hearing on their Motion to

Dismiss.

Ol CR

LARRY J.-ARBERT

SR i e

PAUL M. FINAMORE /

Niles, Barton Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6300

Attorney for Defendants

o




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
v. - FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL b BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* - - * * -
ORDER

Upon consideration of Defendants John Anukem, John Coliton,
Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, Brian Tune and The
Unity Center of Christianity’s Motion to Dismiss, and any
opposition thereto filed, it is this day of , 1994,
by the Circuit Court for Baltimore City, Maryland,

ORDERED, that the Motion be and the same hereby is GRANTED,
and it is further

ORDERED, that there is insufficient service of process on the
named Defendants, and it is further

ORDERED, that Counts I, II, III, and IV of Plaintiff’s
Declaration fail to state a claim upon which relief can be granted,
and it is further

ORDERED, that Counts I, II, III, and IV of Plaintiff’s

Declaration be and the same are hereby DISMISSED.

JUDGE,
CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff , * CIRCUIT COURT
v. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
L * * ® * *

NOTICE OF SERVICE

Defendante, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen,
Viola Green, dJohn Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, dJoan
Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, Brian Tune, and The Unity Center of
Christianity, by their attorneys, hereby certifies that on this
j&&ﬁ% day of July, 1994, copies of the following documents:

1. Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie
Andersen, and Viola Green’s Answer to Declaration;

2. Defendants Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie
Andersen, and Viola Green’s Motion to Dismiss, Memorandum
in Support of Motion to Dismiss, Request for Hearing and
proposed Order;

3. Defendants John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch,
Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falle, Brian Tune, and The Unity
Center of Christianity’s Motion to Dismiss, Memorandum in
Support of Motion to Dismiss, Request for Hearing and
proposed Order; and,

4. This Notice of Service
were sent by first-class mail, postage prepaid to:

Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

SRA S Frwnis

PAUL M. FINAM

Niles, Barton\ &/Wilmer
1400 Legg Mason Tower
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6300

Attorneys for Defendants




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
Civil Division

RECEWED
CIRCUIT COURT § 3\’-
RALTIMORE CIET

gu UG -5 PH 1:07
CIvIL DIVISION

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, *
Plaintiff -
Ve
CASE NO. 94143054/C1181082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al., *
Defendants »
* * * » * 3* * * 3*

PIAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION TO DISMISS
OF DEFENDANTS UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY AND
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS

COMES NOW, the Paintiff, Anthony N, Wojloh, and in opposi-
tion to the Defendants' Motion respectfully asks the Honorable
Court for an Order denying the Motion on grounds and for reasons
as follow:

1. There exists a genuine issue of material facts which
are circuitously maintenable in the court of law,

2. Plaintiff's Declaration/Complaint alleges sufficient
facts upon which a monetary relief may be granted.

3. Plaintiff's Declaration/Complaint alleges time and
place of the Defendants' actions complained of in the.various
counts.

L, Plaintiff's Declaration/Complaint was filed timely
within the time period of the Annotated Code of Maryland

regarding the applicable Statute of Limitations.

/

/




5. Let alone properly perfecting process of service by
Plaintiff upon Defendants Reifer, Hostetler, Andersen, and
Greene, Plaintiff has‘also properly effected process of service
upon the Board President, Viola Greene, for and on behalf of
the Defendants Unity Center of Christianity and Members of the
Board of Directors for said Center as required under the law.

6. Plaintiff did not file this lawsuit for abolishment
of any position. On the contrary notwithstanding, he filed a
Declaration/Complaint against Defendants for libel, slander,
harassment, and conspiracy.

7. Plaintiff's claim of harassment has standing and
therefore, is maintenable in the court of law.

8. Plaintiff's Declaration named all the Defendants in
the instant case at the same time.

9. And other reasons to be advanced at hearing.

WHEREFORE, in all things considered, Plaintiff respect-
fully prays that Defendants' Motion to Dismiss be denied with

prejudice.

Respectfully submitted,

AT
ANTHONY <¥K OJ LOH™>
Plaintif Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: 664-4587
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PTAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDNATS®' MOTION TO DISMISS

ARGUMENT

The Defendants' argument that this Plaintiff failed to
comply with Maryland Rule 2-322(a)(4) by serving the Board
President, Viola Greene on behalf of and for the individual
Members instead of serving such aforesaid Members individually
and directly respectively is not only misplaced but also moot;
since such members were served individually through the Board
President on or about July 8, 1994, including the other
Defendants as non-Members.

The Defendants' so-called Registered Agent, Elroy J.
Herman, 2409 Mayfield Avenue, Baltimore, Maryland 21213, could
not be served, because Mr. Herman was/is not at the address
listed with the Maryland State Department of Assessments and
Taxation Charter Division, hor could he be found elsewhere.
Therefore, it was very necessary and appropriate to serve the
Board President on behalf and for the Members not as individual-
ly listed in the Declaration. Premised upon the aforegoing,
Plaintiff has complied with all applicable Rules of Civil
Procedure of the Annotated Code of Maryland, including Rules
2-332(a)(3) and 2-322(a)(4) and Maryland Rules 2-111(a), 2-112
(a), and 2-114(a) and (b), regarding the sufficiency of process &
sufficiency of service of process.

According to the Maryland State Department of Assessments

-3 -
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and Taxation Charter Division, Plaintiff was within his legal
authority to serve the Members of the Board of Directors with
Summons individually through the Board President and not
individually directly, as listed in the Plaintiff's Declaration.
It must be noted also, that Plaintiff had a choice of serving
either the Board President, or the secretary, or the treasurer,
or the State Department of Assessments and Taxation for the
individual Members of the Board and Unity Center, had he so

desired. See Attachment, entitled, "Serving A Corporate Defend-

ant. It is very clear that the Defendants' contention has no
standing in the case at bar.

From the aforegoing, it is very explicit, that Defendants’
Motion to Dismiss must be denied with prejudice as to all in
light of the allegations, evidence and Points and Aurhorities
herein, and attached to the other Opposition to Motion to Dis-
miss of the other Defendaﬁts, and because Defendants have made

no case.

CONCLUSION

The pervasive public importance of the instant case is
not open to question. At the very least, the conduct of the
Defendants which casts a great fear in the mind of the Plaintiff,
and ultimately caused him to suffer intentional infliction of
emotional distress, humiliation, agony, loss of bach pay, salary
income, employment and reputation is before this Court. This
aforesaid conduct is actionable under the law and should not be

dismissed without an appropriate punishm-nt and damages commen-

- L -




surate with the Defendants' acts of libel, slander, harassment,
and conspiracy. Therefore, in light of the facts, evidence and
the Points and Authorities cited, Plaintiff respectfully asks
the Court for an Order denying the Defendants' Motion to Dismiss

with prejudice, as to each and everyone.

Respectfully submitted,

7Z~M/HM
ANTHON . WOJLOH]
PlaintifDd, Pro se
3700 West Rogers Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21215
Telephone: 664-4587

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this & th day of August, 1994,
copies of the above were personally mailed, postage pre-paid,
to: Iarry J. Albert, Niles, Barton & Wilmer, Legg Mason Tower,
14th Floor, 111 South Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland

21202, Counsel for Defendants.

g g 55l

ANTHONY N.NWOJLOHY
Plaintiff, Pro se
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NOTICE TO PLAINTIFF

SERVING A CORPORATE DEFENDANT

Serving original sult popers on a corporate defendant is very different from serving an individual!
or a company. ttis important to serve the proper party which is usuglly called a *Resident Agent.*
Corporate officers such @ President, Secretary, or Treasurer, may also be served. ttis not proper to
serve employees of the corporation such as Office Manager, Service Manaoger, Cashier, etc. If
you serve the incomrect party the trial of your case may be delayed or the case may possibly be
dismissed. If you are not sure if the business you are suing is @ corporation and/or you do not know

the nome ond oddress of the "Resident Agent’, you moy obtain this information by writing or calling:

State Department of Assessments &Taxation
Charter Division
301 W. Preston Street, Room 809
Battimore, Marylgnd 21201
Phone: (301) 225-¥3%0 /330

if a corporate defendant does not have o Resident Agent, you may serve the President,
Secretory, or Treasurer of the corporation, or you may serve the following listed state agency which
is authorzed to accept service for corporations that do not hove o Resident Agent.

STATE DEPARTMENT OF ASSESSMENTS & TAXATION
(oddress listed above)

if you serve the State Deponment of Assessments ond Taxation, you must provide to the Court
two (2) copies of ¢l of the suit popers. You must also submit 0 check payable to the State
Department of Assessments and Taxation in the sum of $15.00.

Agoin, it is imperative that you serve the proper porty designated to accept service for o
corporation. Servi n otherthonth i i - m
nn rit { r iSly dismi
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, »
Plaintiff *
»*

o ., CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
EWARD REIFER, o%. al., .
Defendants *

¥* I * #* * * 3* * 3¥*

Upon Consideration of the Plaintiff's Opposition to the
Defendants' Motion to Dismiss and after hearing argument on

behalf of all parties concerned, it is by the Court, this

th day of ’ 1991‘,’0

ORDERED, that the Defendants' Motion is hereby Denied
with prejudice.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED,

JUDGE

7
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QECEIVED
cmcuxﬁrc URT FOR
BALTIMOR &CH(
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
OTRE FOR I L UG -5 PH 1:01
Civil Division
civIL DIVISION
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, *
Plaintiff .
*
v.

* CASE NO, 94143054/C1181082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al.,

Defendants *
* * * 5% 3* 3* 3 3 3

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION TO DISMISS OFE
DEFENDANTS, REIFER, HOSTETLER, ANDERSEN AND GREENE

COMES NOW, the Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, and in opposi-
tion to the Defendants' Motion respectfully asks the Honorable
Court for an Order denying the Motion on grounds and for reasons
as follow:

1. There exists a genuine issue of material facts which
are circuitouslyy maintenable in the court of law,

2. Plaintiff's Declaration/Complaint alleges sufficient
facts upon which a monetary relief may be granted.

3. Plaintiff's Declaration/Complaint alleges time and
place of the Defendants' actions complained of in the various
Counts.

4, Plaintiff's Declaration/Complaint was filed timely
within the time period of the Annotated Code of Maryland
regarding the applicable Statute of Limitations.

5. Let alone properly perfecting process of service by

Plaintiff upon Defendants Reifer, Hostetler, Andersen, and

I




Greene, Plaintiff has also properly effected process of service
upon the Board President, Viola Greene, for and on behalf of
the Defendants Unity Center of Christianity and Members of the
Board of Directors for said Center as required under the law.

6. Plaintiff did not file this law suit for abolishment
of any position. On the contrary notwithstanding, he filed a
Declaration/Complaint against Defendants for libel, slander,
harassment, and conspiracy.

7. Plaintiff's claim of harassment has standing and
therefore is maintenable in the court of law,.

8. And other reasons to be advanced at hearing.

WHEREFORE, in all things considered, Plaintiff respect-
fully prays that Defendants' Motion to Dismiss be denied with

prejudice.

Respectfully submitted,

1Sl

ANTHON . WOJLOH ‘
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: 664-4587
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITH, p6-S PH
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Civil Division BV”L\NV\S

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, *
Plaintiff »

V. %

CASE NO. 94143054/C1181082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al., *
Defendants »
3* ¥* * #* 3* 3* 3#* * *

PLIAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION
TO DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS

1. FACTS

On May 23rd, 1994, Plaintiff filed a civil law suit seek-:
ing $225,000 in Compensatory damages and $400,000 in Punitive
damages. Named in the law suit as Defendants are Edward
Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charlie Andersen, Unity Center of Chris-
tianity, and Members of the Board of Directors.

On June 27, 1994, Defendants filed a Motion to Dismiss.
Allegedly, insufficiency of process and insufficiency of service
of process were the basis. In the Motion, Defendants further
allege a violation of Maryland Rule 2-322(a), (3) and (a)(4) and
Rules 2-111(a), 2-112(a) and 2-114(a) and (b) by Plaintiff.

On July 8, 1994, Plaintiff filed an Opposition to the said
Motion to Dismiss and a Motion to Substitute The Individual

Members of the Board of Directors as Defendant, and, according-
-3 -
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ly, asked .the Court to deny the Defendants' Motion.

On July 18, 1994, Defendants' Opposition to that of the
Plaintiff was filed, thus setting a new precedent.

On July 19, 1994, the Honorable Judge Ellen Hollander,
"Denied" the Defendants' Motion without prejudice to their
right to file a "properly supported Motion to dismiss, with
affidavits and/or other exhibits in support of the contention
that proper service has not been achieved and/or service has
not been ptoperly effected.”

On July 21, 1994, Defendants wrote to the Honorable Judge
Hollander rendering their contention relating to the allegation
of insufficiency of process and insufficiency of service of
process as “moot," instead of filing the properly supported
motion the Judge had ordered.

On July 26, 1994, in non-compliance or non-obeyance to
the Judge's Order, Defendants Reifer, Hostetler, Andersen, and
Greene filed an Answer to Plaintiff's Declaration and a Motion
to Dismiss. On that date, the Defendants, Unity Center of
Christianity and Members of the Board of Directors also filed
separately a Motion to Dismiss, but failing to file an Answer

to the Plaintiff's Declaration.

ARGUMENT
It is argued that Plaintiff's Complaint, by whatever civil
rule the same may be governed, be it a code-pleading provision,
or any other legal procedural standard, contains sufficient

allegations and facts supported by a preponderance of evidence

-4 -
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to show that Plaintiff has a right to relief. This preponder-
ancy of evidence Defendants labeled a "laundry list."

Admittedly, Plaintiff can not over-emphasized that he had
filed his civil action within the applicable statute of limita-
tions as provided in the Annotated Code of Maryland regarding
Counts, I, for Libel; II, Slander; III, Harassment; and IV, for
Conspiracy.

As to the allegations of 1libel and slander, Plaintiff did
file within the one-year limitation of the aforesaid applicable
statute which would run from June, 1993 to June, 1994, respect-
ively. It should also be noted that intentional infliction of
emotional distress is three years.

As to the circuitous maintenability of the harassment
claim, the same has standing in Maryland as well as in other
jurisdictions, including the federal courts. Therefore, the
Defendants' Motion to Dismiss must be denied with prejudice.
This claim falls within the three-year limitation.

As to the conspiracy claim, it is unquestionably an
independent and separate entity, the applicable statute of which
would tow from May 25, 1993 to May 25, 1996. Therefore, the
Motion to Dismiss the Declaration must also be denied with
prejudice. It should be further noted that on May 25, 1993, the
conspiracy which took place at Unity in Baltimore, and with which
Defendant Andersen acted in concert with Defendants Reifer and
Hostetler, aided and abetted each other and some Members of the
Board of Directors, or one or more of them to slander Plaintiff

maliciously and to threaten him with bodily harm is different,

-5 -
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separated from and is independent of the cbnspiracy of June,
1993, of which Defendants Reifer, Hostetler, and Members or some
of the Members of the Beoard of Directors are conspirators.

From the aforegoing, it is very clear that the issues in
this case are apparent, and thus show that the ultimate facts
are warmly contested. Additionally, controvertible, are the
genuine issues of material fact and their relevant sufficiency
or the lack of it relating to an allegations of Plaintiff's
injury. Therefore, if Defendants' Motion is granted, it will
not only deny Plaintiff the opportunity to test the credibility
of witnesses on cross-examination, but also circumvent justice
because the allegations herein do not present a predicate for a
motion to dismiss under any legal standard. |

A motion to dismiss or a summary judgment, it must be
noted, is particularly inappropriate, where "the inferences
which the parties seek to have drawn deal with questions of
motives, intent and subjective feelings and reactions," Empire

Electronics Co. v. United States, 311 F. 24 175, 180 (2nd Cir.

1962),c00eees." A judge may not, on a motion for summary
judgment, draw fact inferences...... Such inferences may be

drawn only on a trial.”" Bragen v. Hudson County News Co., 278 F,

24 615, 618 (3rd Cir. 1960). Also see Dessler v. M/V Sand

Piper, 331 F. 2d 130 (2nd Cir. 1964). Unquestionably, Defend-
ants' actions are predicated on motives,intent, subjective
feelings, and obssession and a disregard for the rights of others

as in the instant case.

109




In the case at bar, Plaintiff contents that he has a
right to recover under the circumstances, on one hand. On the
other, Defendants stand on the proposition that Plaintiff is
not entitled to a recovery by any legal standard. This genuine
dispute, among the others, is the province of the jury and not

the court. Thus, in Diversey Liquidating Corp. v. Neunkirhin,

370 Il1l. 523, quoted by Sullivan, J., in Barrett v. Shanks,

20 N.E. 2d 799, 3000 I1l. App. 203, (1939), the Court held:

The purpose of a proceeding for summary judgment
is to determins whether a defense exists, and where a
defense raising an issue of fact as to the Plaintiff's
right to recovery is set up, a summary judgment should
be denied, as it is the function of a jury to decide
disputed issues of fact and to try such issues by
affidavit would deprive plaintiff of his right to a
jury trial.

Also see Chapman, J., v. Stoddard, 139 So. 138, 400 Fla. 458,

(1939). In that case, the Court stated:

If the evidence is conflicting or will admit of
different reasonable inferences, or if there is evid-
ence tending to prove the issue, it should be submitted
to a jury as a question of fact to be determined by it,

and not taken from the jury and passed upon by the court
as a question of law,

As to the issue of conspiracy, Plaintiff stands on the
proposition that the existence of a conspiracy may be proved
by direct evidence, as well as by indirect evidence, or by
inference from conduct, statements, facts, and circumstances
ete., which diéclose a common design of a conspiracy. See

Wilson., J.. People v, Link, 6 N, E. 24 201, 365, I1l. 266,

(1937). In that case, it enumerated explicitly:

The existence of a conspiracy may be proved,
however, not only by direct evidence but also by

-7 -
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inference from conduct, statements, documents, and facts
and circumstances which disclose a common design on the
part of the accused persons and others to act together

in pursuance of a common criminal purpose. When a conspi-
racy is established, every act or declaration of any of
the conspirators in furtherance of the common purpose is
regarded as an act binding all. All the steps by which
the crime was brought, including every act of each of the
conspirators in furtherance of the common purpose, may

be shown.

In Malthie, C, J., State v. Kemp, 9 A. 24 63, 126 Conn., 60,

(1939), quoting from Fowler v. U. S., 273 F. 15, the Court

stated:

. It is well settled that a formal agreement of the
parties concerned is not essential to the formation of
a conspiracy. It is sufficient if there be concert of
action, all the parties working together understanding-
ly, with a single design for the accomplishment of a
common purpose.

CONCLUSION

Admittedly, the pervasive public importance of the instant
case is not open to question. At the very least, the conduct of
Defendants which casts a great fear in the mind of Plaintiff,

. and ultimately caused him to suffer intentional infliction of
emotional distress is before this Court. This conduct is
actionable under the law and should not be dismissed without an
appropriate damages commensurate with the Defendants' acts of
1ibel, slander, harassment, and conspiracy. Therefore, in
light of the facts, evidence and the points and authorities
cited, Plaintiff respectfully asks the Court to deny Defendants'

Motion with prejudice.

Respectfully submitted,

-8 -
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ANTHONY WOJ LOM

Plaintiff, Pro se
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: 664-4587

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HFREBY CERTIFY, that on this :é:fh day of August, 1994,
copies of the above were personally mailed, postage pre-paid,
to: Larry J. Albert, Niles, Barton & Wilmer, ILegg Mason Tower,
14th Floor, 111 South Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland

21202, Counsel for Defendants.

Sk

ANTHONY . WOJLOH
Plaintiff, Pro se

[




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, *
Plaintiff ol
*
Ve ,  CASE Mo, 9414305L/C1181082
EWARD REIFER, et. al., -
Defendants »

#* I* * #* 3 3 3 #* 3*

— - - — —

Upon Consideration of the Plaintiff's Opposition to the
Defendants' Motion to Dismiss and after hearing argument on
behalf of all parties concerned, it is by the Court, this

th day of » 1994,

ORDERED, that the Defendants' Motion is hereby Denied

with prejudice.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED,

JUDGE

Ve




3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215
. August 5, 1994

Iarry J. Albert, Esquire
Niles, Barton & Wilmer

1400 Legg Mason Tower

111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202/6185

RE: Wojloh v. Reifer, et. al.
Case No. 94143054/CI1181082

Dear Mr. Albert:

In reply to your letter dated July 18, 1994, please
note that I find it quite a time consuming to repond
to all comments therein.

Additionally, note that in furtherance of my desire/
interest to settling the matters pending before the
Court, I respectfully call upon you to join me in a
settlement negotiation.

In short, while I find the acrtions of the Defendants
in the aforementioned law suit indefensible, I am

very disheartened for inclusion 6f John Coliton as a
Co-Defendant, because he has demonstrated repeat~dly
his strong support on my behalf during his tenure on
the Board of Directors of the Unity Center. )

Very truly yours,

g ol
Anthony ™ Wojlo
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BALTIMORE CITY, ..
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH

Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT
CIVIL DIVISION
v. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL. * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL 181082
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ANSWER TO COMPLAINT ON REMAINING
CAUSE OF ACTION FOR SLANDER

Now come EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE HOSTETLER, CHARLIE ANDERSEN, VIOLA
GREENE and UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY, INC., Defendants, by Larry J. Albert,
their attorney, and, pursuant to Order of the Honorable Clifton J. Gordy dated August 31, 1994,

answer Plaintiff’s Complaint herein on the remaining cause of action for slander (Count II), as

follows:
1. Plaintiff fails to state a cause of action upon which relief could be granted.
2. Count II, standing alone is factually defective and legally insufficient.
3. Defendant Andersen expressly denies all allegations contained in Count II which

are referable to him.

4. Defendants, all of them, deny that any alleged tortious acts by Defendant Andersen
are imputable to them, either individually or collectively, under any theory or principle of law
and further deny any liability, vicarious or otherwise, for said alleged acts.

5. Count II asserts no cognizable claim against Defendants Reifer, Hostetler and

Greene.
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6. Plaintiff’s claims are barred by applicable statutes of limitation.

7. Defendants generally deny all allegations contained in Count II.

- b 111 S. Calvert Street
b Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6340
Attorney for Defendants

@ Niles, Barton & Wilmer
(1/5 1400 Legg Mason Tower

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this SNQ day ofm 1994 a copy of the

aforegoing Answer to Complaint on Remaining Cause of Action for slander was mailed, postage

prepaid to:

Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY IJ: R
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IN THE

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH

Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT P/ (
vs. &p

*

* FOR
EDWARD REIFER, et al. < .}
* BALTIMORE CITY e"v o
Defendants . Az, ! |
* CASE NO. e Mogg » 1
94143054/CL181082 ™., - R |
. / .. QQ)
* < * * * -
‘7~i
ORDER

Upon consideration of the Motion To Dismiss filed by Defendants,
Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charles Andersen and Viola Green, the
Plaintiff’'s opposition thereto, and any oral argument having been taken,

It is this 31st day of August, 1994, ORDERED, that Defendants’
Motion To Dismiss is GRANTED as to Counts 1 (Libel), 3 (Harassment) and
4 (Conspiracy) AND is DENIED as to Count 2 (Slander).

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendants’ Motion To Dismiss is
GRANTED on grounds of insufficient service of process, improper parties
as to Defendants John Anukem, john Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan
Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, and Brian Tune.

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that not later than fifteen (15) days from
the date of this ORDER Defendant, Unity Center of Christianity, (Inc.),
shall file Answer to the Plaintiff’s Complaint on cause of action for
Slander.

All for reasons as stated on the record.

i W
CLIFTON J. G@RDY /
JUDGE
/
cc: Larry J. Albert, Esquire
.Anthony N. Wojloh, pro se
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RECEIVED
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH CIRCUIT GOURT 10Rree
BALTIMORE CITY
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
199y SEP -9 A %: 51

v. * FOR
CIVIL DIVISION
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* » - * * *

NOTICE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 8th day of September, 1994, a
coy of Notice of Depositions (Plaintiff and daughter, 9/27/94), was

mailed, postage prepaid, to:

Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J. ALBERT

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Defendants

1§




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY 0/;:/, 7.

7O (
Civil Division f%, %)
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, *
Plaintiff A
*
v. CASE NO. 94143054/C1181082
»

EDWARD REIFER, et., al.,
Defendants *

‘ #* * » » #* #* #* * 3

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ADD SANDEE FALLS, JOAN EARNSHAW
AND BARBARA DERSCH _AS DEFENDANTS TO THE COMPLAINT

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, Plaintiff, Pro se, respectfully moves
the Court for Leave to add Sandee Falls, Joan Earnshaw and
Barbara Dersch, as Defendants to Complaint, and for reasons
says:

1. On or about May 23, 1994, Plaintiff filed a civil law
suit against Edward Reifer, Charlie Andersen, Rubie Hostetler,

‘ Viola Greene, the Unity Center of Christianity, Inc., and the
individaul members of the Board of Directors, as Defendants.

2. The Court, on August 31st, 1994, dismissed some of the
members of the Board of Directors previously named as Defendants
jn the Complaint, for insufficiency of process and insufficiency
of service of process. The Court also dismissed Courts I, III
and IV of the aforementioned Complaint.

3. Most significantly, that Sandee Falls, Joan Earnshaw

and Barbara Dersch were members of the Board of Directors of the




‘ o

not only a member of the Board,

Board,

L,

are proper Defendants in the rase at bhar.

Plaintif
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Marvland 21215

Telephone: 664-4587

Qnity Center of Christianitv, Inc., and were emplovers, superiors

or supervisors of the Defendant, Charlie Andersen: as such, thev

That Sandee Falls was

but was also President of the

while Joan Earnshaw was Treasurer,
And other reasons to be advanced at hearine.
WHEREFORE, in all things considered, Plaintiff respectfully

moves the Court for an Order granting Plaintiff's Motion.

, Prn se

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

1'
2.

CERTIFICATE

The Record herein.
The Civil Rules of this Court.

OF SERVICE

I HFEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 1st. dav of "rtober, 994,

a copy of the above was mailed, with postage pre-paid to: ILarrv

J. Albert, 111 S. Calvert Street, Suite 1400, Baltimore, Maryland

21202, Counsel for Defendants.

a4

THON . WOJEDH

/2%




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, *

Plaintiff *

Vv, * CASE NO. 94743054/C1,181082

EDWARD REIFER, et. al., *

Defendants’ %

%* * #* * #* #* *
ORDER

7 Upon Consideration of Plaintiff's Motinn and after hearing

argument on behalf »f all parties concerned, it is by the Cpurt,
this ___ th day of Nctober, 1994,
ORDERED, that the Motion bhe and the same is hereby Granted.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED,

JUDGE
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *+  IN THE {;“\:"QU“\"\“ QE}\‘ o
) (RRLA
Plaintiff *  CIRCUIT COURT . A ¥ 53
sy QL 7 _
v. *  FOR B T
Aty Bl
[WES
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL *  BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants *  CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
L] * * * * *

OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ADD
SANDEE FALLS, JOAN EARNSHAW and
BARBARA DERSCH AS DEFENDANTS TO THE COMPLAINT

. Now come EDWARD REIFER, RUBIE HOSTETLER, CHARLIE ANDERSEN,
VIOLA GREEN and UNITY CENTER OF CHRISTIANITY, Defendants, by Larry
J. Albert, their attorney, and oppose Plaintiff’s Motions to Add
Sandee Falls ("Falls"), Joan Earnshaw ("Earnshaw") and Barbara
Dersch ("Dersch"), as Defendants to the Complaint and, in support
thereof, say:

1. Plaintiff’s action herein, originally set forth in four
counts, was reduced to one count. See Order of the Honorable
Clifton J. Gordy dated August 31, 1994.

. 2. Plaintiff’s remaining count, Count II - Slander, alleges
that, on or about May 25, 1993, he was defamed by the Defendant
Andersen who allegedly made slanderous remarks to Plaintiff in the
presence of Plaintiff’s daughter.

3. Count II further alleges that Mr. Andersen, at all times
wag "an agent, servant or employee of the Defendants, Unity Center
of Christianity and Board of Directors and acted within the scope
of his authority" and that these entities are, therefore, 1iable»

for Defendant Andersen’s alleged acts.

1L
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4. Falls, Earnshaw and Dersch, as well as others originally
named in the caption of the Complaint when filed, served on the
Board of Directors, as did Defendant Greene, a party Defendant
herein, in 1993.

5. Defendant Greene was properly served iy her capacity of
President, Board of Directors.

6. Assuming, without conceding, that the trier of fact found
that Defendant Andersen did slander Plaintiff, as alleged, and that
Plaintiff suffered injury as a result, Defendant Andersen would be
gsolely liable.

7. Asguming, without conceding that the trier of fact
further found that Andersen’s actions were within the scope of his
authority as agent, servant or employee of Defendants Unity Center
and the Board of Directors, then these Defendants would be liable
under the doctrine of respondeat superior.

8. There is, however, no allegation under Count II that any

individual member of the Board of Directors either slandered

Plaintiff or sanctioned his alleged slander by Defendant Andersen.

9. There is no purpose served in adding Defendants where no
basis, in either fact or law, requires their addition.

10. Plaintiff does not require that each and every individual
board member be a party Defendant - his original intention - or
that some members be a party - his present intention - as Defendant
Greene does, in fact, represent the Board of Directors, as an

entity of the Unity Center.




WHEREFORE,

Motion.

Defendants move this Court to deny Plaintiff’s

C 80ua XD -

TARRY J.(ADBERT

,~ Niles, Barton & Wilmer
Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 Ss. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Defendants

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th day of October, 1994, a copy

to:

of the foregoing Opposition and Order was mailed, postage prepaid,

Anthony N. Wojloh
~ 3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

zny J. -ADRERT)

s24




ANTHONY N. Wo‘?':.m-i * IN THE " L{}*\\"C}J{\}E{é\w“
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT JBALXV ORL
V. *  FOR it 00T =1 A 53
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL *  BALTIMORE CITY )\ DIV \SION
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
» * » * * *

NOTICE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th day of October, 1994, a copy
of Notice of Deposition (Bonyonoh B. Wojloh, 10/20/94), was mailed,

postage prepaid, to:

Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

@St SN

LARRY J. AL

Niles, BaFr & Wllmer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorney for Defendants
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. hd FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants hd CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * ® *
ORDER

Upon consideration of Plaintiff’s Motion for Leave to Add
. Sandee Falls, Joan Earnshaw and Barbara Dersch as Defendants to the
Complaint and Defendants’ Opposition thereto, it is this ZGOW

day of Ocﬁbc"f' , 1994,

ORDERED that said Motion be and the same is hereby DENIED.

Jadge

Circuit Court for Baltimore City

@ 0CT 21 1994







. RECEIVED - %
CIRCUIT coy ﬁ
BALTIMORE /T oR

CiviL DIvisigy
3700 West Rogers Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21215
December 27, 1994

Ms. Ssundra E. Banks, Clerk
Circuit Court for Baltimore City
Courthouse East

111 North Calvert Street, Room 462
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

RE: Anthony N. Wojloh v. Edward Reifer, et al
Case Number 94143054/CL181082

Dear Ms. Banks:

Please file this Letter of Notice of Service, on
behalf of the Plaintiff in the above-captioned Case, for
a Set of Interrogatories propounded and addressed to the
Defendant, Edward Reifer, on December 19, 1994.

I thank you for your continued assistance.

Very truly yours,

%W
nth N. Wojloh

Plaintiff, Pro se

CC: LARRY J. ALBERT, ESQUIRE
1400 Legg Mason Tower
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH i IN THE
c‘uL H iu

Plaintiff ng¥£J%hé%; #hCUIT COURT

v. 995 Jai -3 A TR

EDWARD REIFER, ET AL CIVIL DN‘SIG%ALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * * * » * * * * *

MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Charles Anderson, by Larry J. Albert, Paul M. Finamore,
and Niles, Barton & Wilmer his attorneys, hereby moves for
summary judgment pursuant to Md. Rule 2-501, and as reasons
therefore, says:

1. There is no genuine dispute as to any material
facts.

2. Defendant Anderson is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law.

3. Summary Judgement is appropriate for all of the
reasons more fully set forth in the attached and incorporated

Memorandum of Points and Authorities in support of this Motion

o SO

LARRY J. ALBERT

PAUL M. FINAMORE

Niles, Barton &\Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

for Summary Judgment.

Attorneys for Defendant

A/




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

P

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this -QGté day of December,
1994, a copy of the foregoing Motion for Summary Judgment,
Meorandum in support thereof, and proposed Order were mailed,

first-class, postage prepaid to the following:

Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

PAUL M. FINA@

9




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
v. +  FOR
EDWARD RETFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants ~ *  CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * * * * * * * * *

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT
ANDERSON’'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Charles Anderson, by his undersigned counsel, hereby
submits this Memorandum in support of his Motion for Summary

Judgment, and as reasons therefore, says:

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was employed as a security guard by the Unity
Center for Christianity, the employer of Defendant Anderson.
This lawsuit arose out of an employment dispute between
Plaintiffs and various Defendants regarding the abolishment of
his position as a security guard. Although Plaintiff initially
filed a multiple count Complaint alleging various theories of
recovery, Count II, the only remaining count, sounds in slander

3
against Defendant Anderson.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed his Complaint on May 23, 1994. His
Complaint named numerous Defendants, including the Unity Center
of Christianity, its Board of Directors, and several individual
Defendants. Judge Gordy granted a Motion to Dismiss all Counts,

except the slander count against Defendant Anderson in Count II.

&,



(Exhibit 1). Defendant Anderson now moves for summary judgment

with respect to the remaining count.?

FACTS
1. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Anderson called

him a "lier" [sic], "thief, and "deceit" in front of Plaintiff’s

daughter.? (Plaintiff’s "Declaration," Count II at page 6).

2, Plaintiff alleges that the slanderous statement
was made in 1993 on Preakness Saturday. (Exhibit 2 - Plaintiff’s
Deposition at page 45).°

3. At the time of the allegedly slanderous comments,

Plaintiff and Defendant Anderson were in the Library of the Unity

! Although not clearly stated in Plaintiff’s "Declaration,™

it appears that Plaintiff also attempted to assert that Defendant
Andersen’s employers are vicariously 1liable for his alleged
slanderous statements. To the extent that Plaintiff’s
"Declaration" makes such claim, Defendant’s alleged employers John
Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls,
Brian Tune, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Viola Green, and The
Unity Center of Christianity join in Defendant Andersen’s Motion
for Summary Judgment. Such Defendants do not, however, concede
that Count II of Plaintiff’s "Declaration" states a claim upon
which relief can be grantedwor do some of these Defendants waive
their right to reassert insufficient service of process.

2 pefendant Anderson contests that such statements were ever
made. However, for purposes of this Motion, Defendant Anderson
does not contest such allegations inasmuch as Defendant Anderson
contends that Plaintiff’s claim is barred by the applicable Statute
of Limitations. See Exhibit 4 - Defendant Andersen’s Affidavit at

9 2.

? After his deposition on September 27, 1994, Plaintiff chose
to read and sign his deposition. The thirty day period for reading

and signing has long since expired. To date, Defendant has not
received any notice from Plaintiff that he contends that the
deposition transcript is inaccurate. (Exhibit 6)

2

5\




Church of Christianity in Baltimore City, Maryland. (Exhibit 2
at p. 45).

4. Plaintiff’s daughter, Bonyonoh Woljoh was present
at the time of the allegedly slanderous comments. (Exhibit 3 -
Deposition of Bonyonoh Wojloh at page 10).*

5. Plaintiff’s daughter, Bonyonoh Woljoh does not
have any reason to doubt that her father’s testimony that the
conversation occurred on Preakness Saturday is accurate.
(Exhibit 3 at p. 22).

6. Defendant Anderson agrees that the conversation in
question occurred on Preakness Saturday in 1993. (Exhibit 4 -
Affidavit of Defendant Anderson at Y 3 & 7).

7. The conversation occurred on Preakness Saturday
1993, on May 15, 1993. (Exhibit 4 at Y 3 & 7).

8. In 1993, Preakness Saturday was on May 15, 1993.

(Exhibit 5 Affidavit of Ann-Marie Taylor at § 4).

9. Plaintiff filed his Complaint on May 23, 1994.

ARGUMENT
Plaintiff’s claim of slander against Defendant Anderson
is barred by the applicable Statute of Limitations. Plaintiff’s
causes of action accrued on May 15, 1993. Plaintiff, however,

did not file his Complaint until May 23, 1994, over one week

* After her deposition on October 20, 1994, Bonyonoh Wojloh
chose to read and sign her deposition. The thirty day period for
reading and signing has long since expired.' To date, Defendant has
not received any notice from Ms. Woljoh that she contends that the
deposition transcript is inaccurate. (Exhibit 7)

3
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after expiration of the statutory one year limitation period.

Therefore, his claim is barred.

Claims Are Barred By The Statute of Limitations

Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. §5-105 limits causes
of action for assault, libel, or slander as follows:

An action for assault, libel, or slander

shall be filed within one year from the date

it accrues.
Plaintiff is barred from recovering under Count II for any
damages arising as a result of the alleged slanderous statements
made by Defendant Andersen on May 15, 1993 because he failed to
file suit within the one year limitations period.

"It has been said that the primary consideration
underlying statutes of limitations is one of fairness to the
defendant; that he ought not to be called on to resist a claim

when ‘evidence has been lost, memories have faded, and witnesses

have disappeared.’" Doughty v. Prettyman, 219 Md. 83, 92-93, 148 |

A.2d 438 (1959). Statutes of limitations are to be strictly
construed, and exceptions not created by the legislature are not

to be grafted onto the statute. Decker v. Fink, 47 Md. App. 202,

422 A.2d 389 (1980), cert. denied, 289 Md. 735 (1981). See also

Booth Glass Co. v. Huntingfield, 304 Md. 615, 500 A.2d 641

(1985).

The term "accrues" is not defined in §5-105 and must be
construed as a matter of law by the court. As a general rule, a
cause of action is said to "accrue" from the date of the alleged

wrong and not from the time the wrong is discovered. Maryland is

4




a discovery statute of limitations, and a cause of action accrues
when the plaintiff knew or should have known of all of the

elements of her cause of action. Poffenberger v. Risser, 290 Md.

631, 431 A.2d 677 (1981l). 1In this case, Plaintiff knew each of
the elements of his cause of action at the time of the alleged
slanderous comments by Defendant Anderson. Plaintiffs’ failure
to exercise reasonable diligence in pursuing his claim against
Defendant does not prevent accrual of his cause of action. See

Ferrucci v. Jack, 255 Md. 523, 258 A.2d 414 (1969) (plaintiff’s

failure to check land records for correct name of owner did not
prevent accrual of cause of action).

When the plaintiff has actual knowledge of the elements of
his cause of action, his claim accrues at that time.

Poffenberger v. Rigser, 290 Md. 631, 431 A.24d 677 (1981). In

Feldman v. Granger, 255 Md. 288, 296-97, 257 A.2d 421 (1969), the

court held that it is not a "sufficiently sound reason to
postpone the accrual of the action or toll the running of
limitations" when the plaintiff knows some, but not all of the
damages she will ultimately incur. See algo 54 C.J.S.

Limitations of Actions §166, at 214-15. 1In this case, Plaintiff

knew on May 15, 1993, that Defendant Andersen had allegedly
called him a "lier" [sic], "thief, and "deceit." He believed at
that time that the statement was not true. Further, he knew that
such purported statement was allegedly made in the presence of
his daughter. Therefore, Plaintiff knew each of the elements of

hig cause of action on that day, May 15, 1993. Plaintiff,

3¢



however, waited until after expiration of the statutory

limitations period to file suit. His claim is therefore barred.

CONCLUSION

NOW, THEREFORE, Defendant moves that this Court enter

judgment in his favor as a matter of law.

LARRY J.N\ALBERT

USRS

PAUL M. FINAMORE
Niles, Barton & Milmer
Legg Mason Towe l4th Floor

111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6340

Attorneys for Defendant
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE

*

Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT /“/ (

v . FOR Sto é\O

EDWARD REIFER, et al.

cll; 0
* BALTIMORE CITY %
Defendants .. Ay, 4
. CASE NO. S Moget,
94143054/CL181082 Cp V%
* .
* * * * * «
..
ORDER

Upon consideration of the Motion To Dismiss filed by Defendants,
Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charles Andersen and Viola Green, the
» Plaintiff’'s opposition thereto, and any oral argument having been taken,
‘ It is this 31st day of August, 1994, ORDERED, that Defendants’
Motion To Dismiss is GRANTED as to Counts 1 (Libel), 3 (Harassment) and
4 (Conspiracy) AND is DENIED as to Count 2 (Slander).
AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendants’ Motion To Dismiss is
GRANTED on grounds of insufficient service of process, improper parties
as to Defendants John Anukem, john Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan
Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, and Brian Tune.
AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that not later than fifteen (15) days from
the date of this ORDER Defendant, Unity Center of Christianity, (Inc.),
. shall file Answer to the Plaintiff’s Complaint on cause of action for
Slander.

All for reasons as stated on the record.

e

"CLIFTON J. GORDY, 3. N &
THE JUDGE'S SIGNATURE APPEARS L

CL ON THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT QQ’
ML ——

¢cc: Larry J. Albert, Esquire
Anthony N. Wojloh, pro se
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WHiBLBaL
1 ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, : IN THE
2 Plaintiff, : CIRCUIT COURT
3 vs. : FOR
4 EDWARD REIFER, et al., : BALTIMORE CITY
5 Defendant. : Case No. 94143054/CL181082
sl Baltimore, Maryland
7 September 27, 1994
8 Deposition of ANTHONY WOJLOH, Plaintiff, called for

9 oral examination by counsel for the Defendant, taken at the
10 law offices of Niles, Barton and Wilmer, 111 South Calvert
11 Street, Baltimore, Maryland, before Leslie K. Heird, Notary
12 Public, beginning at 10:15 o’clock a.m.

13
14 APPEARANVCES

15 LARRY ALBERT, ESQ., on behalf of the Defendant.
16
17
18
19 Reported By:

Leslie K. Heird, Notary Public
20 Riggleman, Turk & Nelson

(410) 539-6398
21

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON

/57
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1 Thereupon --—-

ANTHONY WOJLOH
plaintiff, called for oral examination by counsel for the

4 pefendant, having been first duly sworn by the Notary

5 public, was examined and testified as follows:
6 (Documents were marked
Deposition Exhibit Nos. 1
2 . through 13.)
. 8 EXAMINATION BY MR. ALBERT
9 Q Mr. Wojloh, my name is Larry Albert and I represent

10 the defendants in this case, the Unity Center of Christianity,
11 Inc., its board of directors and the various members on the
12 board of directors as well as Charles Anderson.
13 I am going to be asking you questions with regard
14 to the lawsuit that you have brought against these defendants,
‘ v 15 specifically the allegations in count 2 of your complaint and
| 16 also some general questions about yourself so that I get a
17 feel from where you are coming from and so forth.
18 If you do not understand a question that I ask you,
19 please tell me.
20 A Sure.

21 Q And then 1’11 rephrase it hopefully that you can
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1 happened on only one date, May 25, 1993; is that correct?
2 A Correct.
3 Q And all I’'m trying to determine is what day of the

4 week it was.

5 A Yeah.

6 Q And you are telling me May 25, 1993 was a Saturday?
7 A It was a Saturday, it was Preakness day.

8 Q A pretty day?

9 A With the horses, Preakness.

10 Q And that’s why you remember it because of Preakness
11 day? Have you ever been out to the Preakness race?
12 A Well when Secretariat was running I went just to

13 see her. That was my first visit and since then I haven’t

14 visiting.
‘ 15 Q So if you saw Secretariat run at the Preakness you

16 must have fine memories of the Preakness?

17 A Well he didn’t run that day.
18 Q Where in the church when this incident -- I mean
19 what you are alleging happened on May 25, 1993 -- where in the

20 church did the incident occur?

21 A Well it occurred in the library.

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH : IN THE

Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT

FOR

VS.

EDWARD REIFER, et al. BALTIMORE CITY

Defendants : 94143054CL181082
----------- Baltimore, Maryland
October 20, 1994
Deposition of BONYONOH WOJLOH, a Witness, called
for oral examination by counsel for the Defendants, taken
at the law offices of Niles, Barton & Wilmer, 111 South
Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202, before Rita M.
Rosellini, Notary Public, beginning at 10:30 a.m.
A PPEARANCES

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, Pro Se.

LARRY J. ALBERT, ESQ., on behalf of the
Defendants.

Reported By:
Rita M. Rosellini, RPR-CM
Riggleman, Turk & Nelson
(410) 539-6398
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1 Thereupon ---

2 BONYONCH WOJLOH

3 a Witness, called for oral examination by counsel for the

4 Defendants, having been first duly sworn by the Notary Public,

5 was examined and testified as follows:

6 EXAMINATION BY MR. ALBERT

7 Q I’'m going to address you as Ms. Wojloh, because I
. 8 think that’s less letters than your first name. It will

9 probably save us some money. Save me some money.

10 For the record, could I have you give your full

11 name.

12 A Bonyonoh Baetaeh Wojloh.
13 Q How do you spell your middle name?
14 A B-a-e-t-a-e-h.
15 Q H?
. 16 A Yes.
17 Q If I ask you to repeat something it’s not because
18 -- it’s probably not so much that I don’t understand; it’s

19 that I’m getting old and my hearing is not as good, so don’t
20 be offended. Just repeat yourself, please.

21 What is your date of birth?

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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Q (By Mr. Albert) Well, maybe I’1l1l change the
question.
On this particular Saturday that you were at the
Unity Center with your father, did you witness anything |

occurring between a Mr. Charles Anderson and your father?

A Yes, I did.

Q Do you know who Mr. -- who Charles Anderson is?

A Kind of, yes, I do.

Q Do you know what his job if any at the church was

in May of 199372

A No.

Q Do you know why he would have been at the church
that particular Saturday?

A No.

Q Do you know anything about Mr. Anderson other than

what you may or may not have heard on that particular

Saturday?
A Yes, I do.
Q What do you know about Mr. Anderson?
A He was bald, fat and he was white.
Q Bald, fat --

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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your father, your father did not reply at all, or you don’t
have a memory of whether he did or not?

A I don’t know if he did or not.

Q After Mr. Anderson left, did your father say
anything to you about what Mr. Anderson had said to him?

A No.

Q Other than you, do you know of any other person

that day in the area who might have heard what Mr. Anderson

said to your father?

A No.

Q If your father says that he remembers this
particular Saturday was the Saturday of the Preakness race, do
you have any reason not to agree with him?

A No.

Q Did your father at any time after this incident
ever say to you that he was hurt by what Mr. Anderson said?

A I don’t remember. Probably.

Q Well, what makes you say probably if you don’t
remember?

A The possibility.

Q Now we’re down to a possibility. Did you ever hear

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON

/¥




o0 QW ‘SLHDI3H 10LIdVD S§10NA0Hd 321440 SMIHANV




DEFENDANT ANDERSEN WILL SUBMIT
AN EXECUTED COPY OF EXHIBIT 4
AS SOON AS SUCH EXECUTED COPY

BECOMES AVAILABLE.

&




‘ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff » CIRCUIT COURT
V. ' * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * * * * * * * * *

AFFIDAVIT OF CHARLTE ANDERSON

1. I, Charlie Anderson, am a Defendant in the above
case.

2. Although I deny that I made any of the statements
which Plaintiff attributes to me in the Complaint, I do not
contest such statements for purposes of this Motion for Summary
Judgment. However, in the event that such Motion is not granted,
I expressly reserve the right to contest such allegations at the
time of trial.

3. I specifically recall a conversation between the
Plaintiff and me which occurred on May 15, 1993, on Preakness
Saturday.

4. The conversation to which I am referring occurred
on a Saturday morning while the Plaintiff’s daughter was present
in the Unity Church of Christianity.

5. The conversation took place at the far end of the
building near a window and the sanctuary on the extreme east end
of the building.

6. The Plaintiff’s daughter was in the church library

on the extreme west end of the building on Charles Street.




7. I am certain that the conversation took place on
Preakness Saturday of 1993 which was May 15, 1993.
8. After that time, I do not recall having any other
conversations with the Plaintiff,
I SOLEMNLY DECLARE UNDER THE PENALTIES OF PERJURY THAT THE
STATEMENTS CONTAINED HEREIN ARE TRUE AND CORRECT AND ARE BASED

UPON MY PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE.

Charlie Anderson

State of Maryland
County of

On this day of , 1994, before me,
appeared Charlie Anderson, known to me (or satisfactorily proven)
to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged that he executed the same of the
purposes therein contained.

In witness whereof I hereunto set my hand and official seal.

(SEAL)

Notary Public

My commission expires:

1560
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DEFENDANT ANDERSEN WILL SUBMIT

AN EXECUTED COPY OF EXHIBIT 5
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE

Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * - * ® -

AFFIDAVIT OF ANN-MARIE TAYLOR

I, Ann-Marie Taylor, am competent to testify as a witness in
this case, am over the age of 18 years and have personal knowledge

of the facts as follows:

1. I am the Assistant Media Director for Pimlico and
Laurel Racetracks.

2. My office is located at Laurel Park, P.O. Box 130,
Laurel, Maryland 20726.

3. Attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference
is a copy of the Racing Form which is the official record of the
1993 Preakness.

4. The 1993 Preakness was the 118th Running and occurred
on May 15, 19893.

5. The Racing Form is the official record of the 1993
Preakness and compiles the events of the 1993 Preakness.

6. The Racing Form was made at or near the time of the
1993 Preakness.

7. The Racing Form was made by persons with knowledge of

the events.



8. The Racing Form was made and kept in the course of
this regularly conducted business activity.
9. The regular practice of this business is to make and

keep the Racing Form.

I, Ann-Marie Taylor, am the Assistant Media Director for
Pimlico and Laurel Racetracks, and am duly authorized by the
corporation to execute this Affidavit under oath on its behalf.
The information set forth in this Affidavit was collected by
others, and all such information is not necessarily solely within
my personal knowledge. However, on behalf of the corporation, I
solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that the foregoing
Affidavit is true to the best of my knowledge, information and

belief.

Ann-Marie Taylor

Subscribed to and sworn before me
this day of , 1994.

Notary Public

My commission expires:

¢
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118th RUNNING—SATURDAY MAY 15, 1993

TENTH RACE 1.4 MILES. (1.522) 1188 Runming THE PREAKRESS STAKES (Grade I). Purse $500,000
P- r Added. 3-year—olds. Scaleweight 3-rear~gids withan entry fee of 35,000 to pass 1 entry dos,
TMICT  starters to pay $5.000 acdRienal. Ml eligibility, entrance and starling fees o the winner witk
MAY 15 199 $500,000 3dded of which 65% of all monies to the winner, 0% 1o second, 10% 1o thind and 5%
0 foucth. Weights: 126 . (Fillies allowed five pounds.) SRarters to be named Irough the
entey box on Thursday, May £, two days betore the race by the vual tioe of chosing. The Preaknnss tield will be limited
to fourleen {14) entries and shail be determined on the Thuraday immediately preceding the day of (he race. Inthe evedd
that mere than foarters herses are properly naminated and pass thecugh the entry box by the wsual time of closing, the fieli
shall be the fourtean horses that hars accurnualatad the greates! caraer money earnings delermined by the Ricing Secretary,
In application of The abeve-described rule each horse will be separately comsidered without regard to dentity of s awner,
In the erent that Die Racing Secretary determines that sserxtion of the abore—described rale resuttsin two or more hoeses
being gualified Sor thy fourtrenth posifion, the Racing Secretary shal) select the fourteenth haorte by Tot The abeve
conditions notwithstanding, no horse wiich earms purse money In the Kertucky Derky shall be genled (e opportnity
enter and start in Ube Preakness Stakes. If the rule dessribed in this paragragh results in the exciusion of any erse, the
35000 eolry fee geeviowsly paid will be pefunded to the owner of said hoese. A replica of the Woodlawn Vase witl be
presented 1o the winning ewner to remain his or her personal property. Mominations o tach and 317 of the Triple Crowa
race, tve Kenlucky Derdy, the Preakoess and the Bekmost {the “Races™} may be made oniy by payoiest of 2 single
subscrigtion fee to e Triple Crown Preductioes, [nc, ms apent for Churchill Downs Incorporsted, the Maryland Jocke;
Club and the New York Racing Association Inc. (The “Assoclatiom™). The subscriplion fee of 342 nominations received
by Janwary 1§, 1593, is $600 and for 25 cominations received by March 27, 1993, is $4.500. { These fees are 2o be apporlioned
equally amang the three Associatiors o be parl of te total part of the Lotal purse for each of the three races.) At any time
prioe 3o closiog for T Xeatacky Derly, the aditianal nomisations (e all three races will be accepled znd the numines wil
by efigible for the Clwysler Triple Crown Challeage banus, upon payment of 2 supplementary fee of 3150000 to Churchill
Bovars Tacorporated. Fellpwing e rumaing of Bie Kentwcky Derby, but at any time prioe to closing Jor the Freakness
Stakes, horses may Be nominatef 1o the 7emaining Races bat wRE net be eligible for the Cheysier Trighe Croewn Chalienpe
banus, upow pagment of u supglementary fea of 3700,000 to the Maryland Jockey Chrb of Ballimore City, Inc. At any Sime
wior o the closing for the Beimont Stakes, horses mag be nomicated to the Beimoat Stakes upae payment of 2
supplemtiagy (e of 350,000 to the Mew York Racing Association. All supp ftal tees will ke included &r the purs:
digtribution of the respective Races for which pasd. Horses neminated by payment of suppl taxy Jee (™Supph tal
nominge”) will ol be aflswed 10 emter any Race In which the raximem number of starters has otherwise been reached
prioe te the time of closing. If the aumber of supplermestal i d the ber of available startiog positions
Clusing, Tie comditions of rach respective Race will be applied to delezmine which supplemental nominees will be allowed
1o start in such Race. All nordnees, supplemental or otherwise, will be requesied to pay entry and starting fees oe the Race
or Races to which they have been nominaled. Triphe Crown Prodeciions, Inc, is guaraatesing total earnings of $5,000,00
{0 the awner ot 21y Joese which wins all of the 1993 Xentucky Derly, Preakness Stakes and Beltomt Stakes races (the
"Rares™) and & offering x $7,000,000 boves 10 the owner of 2 horse with the Yest, most consistent fisishes in the Races.
The “Triplz Crawn Challenge’™ monies will Be paid to the vwmer of & herse which meels these cxfteria: 1. Finishes in a%
theee Tripie Crown Races as listed abave; Z. Earms points by finishing first, secood, third or fourth in af least one of the
Triph Crown Races, and 3. Earrss the highest momber of poiats ower the course of the three Rares. Poinds are assigned for
each race: Win- 10, Plage-5, Shew-1, Fourth-1. Ia the event of a Ge, the $1 million tosus will be distribated eqeally among
the lop paint-getters. in e event of 2 dead—heat, equal points will be awarded i full. For example, 10 points for each
horse in a dend-Paat Lo win Yrigie Crown Productions Inc., will pay te the owner of 2 horse wianing afl of the Races that
amount necessary to briag total earnings far the Tripie Crown winner to 35,906,000. The totx! will include the winner's purse
distribated by each racing ascociation; the §1 million podnt bonws descrived abore: and a further bonus guaraniesd by Triple
Crown Productions te reach $5 millien total Triple Crown Productions will presenl $he riple Crows Trephy 1o the owner
of 2 horse that sweeps the Kentucky Derby, Preakness Stakes and Beimont Sakes.
Yalur of race ST25.500; value lo wimner $471,835; second $145,130; third §72.590; fourth S35,295. Mutue! pool 1227644,
Exacka Poef S730,987 Tripie Pool 5291341

@
PREAKNESS

11815 RUNNING

D5t Raced Horse WECLAWS PPSI % W % oir Fin_ Jwkey
g3 10D Pezicie Bayow 3% 39 W Y% B 2l SethME
240ort3 9CD1 Cherokee Rur B4 I 4 T Dayp
a3 D ElBakan L3521 M0 248 3 Peret €
a3 sCDe Persorat Hope 396 12 5} mif MY Stevers 6L
g3l 1Cp! Sea Herp 396 U 917 T 71} 5 Bailey JD
koA 9Pim! Woods OfWindsee L 3986 7 6 62 SU 9 & & WisenR
My% 1077 Rockamande LM 8§3 & M5 Jf Pado€S
THay3 1002 Wid Gale B0 N NG S B SallersS)
Sz 1#Hia Hegar L1548 B & 9% % FarwJC

AN S S 8 B WY HeCarron CJ

17 Aqu!  Koluclpo Jimony AJ
e B3I 30 12 111t MeCaubey WH

7t Ihqu?  Too Wid

WS 40'S  Usion City L 3% 67 A — — — VierzeelaP A
Union City, Broke down
OFF AT S:34 Start gaod, Won dehing, Time, 23, 884, 1117, 137, 1563 Track tast
. 3-PRAIREE BAYOU 0 1N e
$2 Mutuel Prices: 1 cHEROXEE RUN 70 5

2-EL BAKAN 50
$2 EXACTA 3-12 PAID $3.00 ¥ TRIPLE 3-12-2 PAID $L253.60
Ch g, (Mar], by LEtie Missouri—¥hiftling, by Warering Maonarch. Yrafver Bokannan Thomas, Sred by Lotde” Stabdle
)

PRAIRIE BAYQU, reserved early while saving ground, was stesdied when UNION CITY broke down midway
along the backsiretch, was patiently handled while lookiog for room racing iste she far furn, angled oul foor wige
after splittimg horses agoreaching 1he stretch, duched i while continuing his rally aFier siraighteaing away for the
drive a1d aroved best imder strong handling. CHERBKEE RUN quickly reached 7 siriking position from the outside,
raced forwardly Lo lhe far Lien, reached the frant from detween horses while hree wide with Lheee sinbeenths
reraaining end held on stobboraly in a 51iff drive, EtBAXAN raced just sutside PERSONAL HOPE while promsting
the pace. dseied withshat rival Lo the upper sicelch and tiked vndes presauce. PERSONAL HOPE saved grovnd while
showing speed, Tedd aa well uatil rear midstreich and gave way. SEA HERQD, uohurried early, mores up outsids
horses agaroaching 1he end of the backstrecch, then facked 3 Jate response while Fiaishizg between harses. WOQDS
OF WIRDSOR bumped with RGCKAMUNDO racing into the fisst turs_remaiaed 3 factor until near the Ear torn whil:
saving ground, then was carried Five wide after pagling cut between horses spproaching the siretch and tired.
ROCKAMIUN OO bumpzd with WOODS OF WiNDSOR racing into the fivst turn, made a run between horyes on the
batkstreicd, remaioed crominent ie the streteh and gave way 2Rer moving 1o the irside fee the drive. WILD GALE,
off sfuggishly. raced wide tiroushout. HEGAR fatled to be 2 sertows factor while saving grousd. KOLUCTCO Jilmy
AL, within easy steiking distance while racing Eive wide irto the backsiretch, was finished scon afler gaire six
“ucfongs. TOO i’ﬂLﬁ was sever close. UNION CITY was well placed whea he broke dows neac’~g the four

ae-kalf furlong marker,

Swners— 1, LobloKy Stable; 2 Robiason Jik: 2, Perer Robert: 4 Lewis Oedl & Lee; S. Rokaa; Stadfe;
95 Mes Augustus IV: 7, West Gary & Mary. 8, Little Fish Stable [nc; % Muatington Point Siable; 0, Prastera
gsit J; 1, Condren Williaem J; 12, Overtiraok Farm,

Traivers— 1, Bohsnnar Thomas; 2, Alexander Frank A: 3, Callejes Atfredo; 4 Hennig Mask; S, Willer & - 2.

2= & Perkias Ben W Jr: 7 €lass Oris J Jr: & Dorle Michael J; $ Lewis Penay; 10, Levine Brece M; 1, 2c

“kolas P; 12, Lukas D Wayne,

Pick Six 2-5-5-1-3-3 Six ¢f Six Paid $951220 Five of Six Paid $124.66 Pick Six
Pool $59,188 $Z Late Daily Double 3-3 Paid $18.80 Daily Double Pool §107,574
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%Wa/a Gurk & Nelsorn

COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET
SUITE 930
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21202

410-539-6398
Fax: 410-576-7207

October 12, 1994

Anthony Wojloh
3700 W. Rogers Ave.
Baltimore, MD 21215

Re: No. 94143054CL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
. Wojloh vs. Reifer
Deposition of Anthony Wojloh

Dear Mr. Wojloh:

(': We enclose for your review and signature a copy of the above

) referenced deposition. We ask that you read the transcript carefully.
If it is necessary to make any corrections, please do so on the enclosed
errata sheets, indicating the page, line number, correction and the
reason for such correction. Each errata sheet must be signed and dated.
Also, you must sign the original Certificate of Deponent enclosed in the
front of the transcript.

. Additionally, under the Maryland Rules, if you do not complete
the reading and signing within thirty days, you may have waived your
right to make corrections. Therefore, your prompt attention to this
matter is greatly appreciated. Please return the transcripts, the
original Certificate of Deponent and any errata sheets to me in the
enclosed return envelope.

Very truly yours,

/\*CLAJLLA o 8£:J\3T” Q§5‘€gk' .

Marcie W. Bolt )
Office Manager \1

No. 8527
Enclosure
cc: Larry Albert, Esg. .

577
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COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET
SUITE 930
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202

410-539-6398
FAX: 410-576-7207

December 13, 1994

Mr. Larry J. Albert, Esqg.

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

111 South Calvert Street, Suite 1400
Baltimore, MD 21202

Re: No. 94143054CL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
Wojloh vs. Reifer
Deposition of Anthony Wojloh

Dear Mr. Albert, Esq.:

This office submitted a transcript to the above named
deponent for correction and signing. As of this date,
the signed transcript has not been returned to us. We
have been provided no information as to why the deponent
has not signed. You have previously been provided with
the original transcript signed by the officer.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Very truly yours,

f(mm(g QJ.[&N%’

Marcie W. Bolt
Office Manager

No. 8527
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Kiggleman, Turk & Nebsore

COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET
SUITE 930
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202

410-539-6398
FAX: 410-576-7207

November 2, 1994

Bonyonoh Wojloh
3700 West Roger Ave.
Baltimore, MD 21215

Re: No. 94143054CL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
Wojloh vs. Reifer
Deposition of Bonvonoh Woijloh

Dear Ms. Wojloh:

We enclose for your review and signature a copy of the above
referenced deposition. We ask that you read the <transcript carefully.
If it is necessary to make any corrections, please do so on the enclosed
errata sheets, indicating the page, line number, correction and the
reason for such correction. Each errata sheet must be signed and dated.
Also, you must sign the original Certificate of Deponent enclosed in the
front of the transcript.

Additionally, under the Maryland Rules, if you do not complete
the reading and signing within thirty days, you may have waived your
right to make corrections. Therefore, your prompt attention to this
matter is greatly appreciated. Please return the transcripts, the
original Certificate of Deponent and any errata sheets to me in the
enclosed return envelope.

Very truly yours,

Maca L. B

Marcie W. Bolt
Office Manager

No. 8680
Enclosure

d

cc: Larry J. Albert, Esqg. v

(&




(‘ {
%Waﬂ/, Furt & Nelsory

COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET
SUITE 930
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202

410-539-6398
FaXx: 410-576-7207

December 13, 1994

Mr. Larry J. Albert, Esqg.

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

111 South Calvert Street, Suite 1400
Baltimore, MD 21202

Re: No. 94143054CLL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
Wojloh vs. Reifer
Deposition of Bonyonoh Wojloch

Dear Mr. Albert, Esqg.:

This office submitted a transcript to the above named
deponent for correction and signing. As of this date,
the signed transcript has not been returned to us. We
have been provided no information as to why the deponent
has not signed. You have previously been provided with
the original transcript signed by the officer.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to

contact me.

Very truly yours,

/V(C\,"\C'.(’_. 0J. @0 /‘//

Marcie W. Bolt
Office Manager

No. 8680




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH b IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. b FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * ® * * * »* * k * ® * ®
ORDER

Upon consideration of Defendant Charles Andersen’s Motion for
Summary Judgment and any opposition thereto filed, it is this

day of , 1995,

ORDERED, that said Motion be and the same ig hereby GRANTED,
and it is further

ORDERED, that Plaintiff filed suit on May 23, 1994 for
allegedly slanderous statements made on May 15, 1994, and it is
further

ORDERED, that the one year statute of limitations bars
Plaintiff from recovering any damages, and it is further

ORDERED, that the clerk shall enter judgment in favor of
Defendant Andersen as well as all other Defendants allegedly

employing Mr. Andersen.

Judge
Circuit Court for Baltimore City

v
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH fRL Jéugb
Plaintiff BALW/“O %{:?ﬁ' COURT
1995 Jay
v. [ 0
oo > A 28
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL Vilap;: . BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
[ &* [ ] * * ® * * *® * * * *

AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Charles Anderson, by Larry J. Albert, Paul M. Finamore,
and Niles, Barton & Wilmer his attorneys, hereby moves for
summary judgment pursuant to Md. Rule 2-501, and as reasons
therefore, says:

1. There is no genuine dispute as to any material
facts.

2. Defendant Anderson ig entitled to judgment as a
matter of law.

3. Summary Judgement is appropriate for all of the
reasons more fully set forth in the attached and incorporated
Memorandum of Points and Authorities in support of this Motion

for Summary Judgment.

C‘\T%‘\ VARNSING

LARRY J. ALB T

“paul. M. FINAMORE(IX

Niles, Barton & mer

Legg Mason Tower - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6340

Attorneys for Defendant
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH hd IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants hd CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
® - * * * * * * - * * * *

AMENDED MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT
ANDERSON’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Charles Anderson, by his undersigned counsel, hereby
submits this Memorandum in support of his Amended Motion for

Summary Judgment, and as reasons therefore, says:?

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was employed as a security guard by the Unity
Center for Christianity, the employer of Defendant Anderson.
This lawsuit arose out of an employment dispute between
Plaintiffs and various Defendants regarding the abolishment of
his position as a security guard. Although Plaintiff initially
filed a multiple count Complaint alleging various theories of
recovery, Count II, the only remaining count, sounds in slander

against Defendant Anderson.

! In his original Motion for Summary Judgment, Mr. Anderson

included an Affidavit regarding the date of the occurrence. Mr.
Anderson has chosen not to sign this Affidavit and specifically
requests that the Court not rely on such Affidavit in support of
this Motion for Summary Judgment. Mr. Anderson’s undersigned
counsel join in his request and specifically advise the Court that
neither they, nor the Court should rely on any statement included
in the original Affidavit.

6%




PROCEDURAL HISTORY
Plaintiff filed his Complaint on May 23, 1994. His
Complaint named numerous Defendants, including the Unity Center
of Christianity, its Board of Directors, and several individual
Defendants. Judge Gordy granted a Motion to Dismiss all Counts,
except the slander count against Defendant Anderson in Count II.
(Exhibit 1) . Defendant Anderson now moves for summary judgment

with respect to the remaining count.?

FACTS
1. Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Anderson called
him a "liar" [sic]}, "thief, and "deceit" in front of Plaintiff’s

daughter. (Plaintiff’s "Declaration," Count II at page 6).

2

Although not clearly stated in Plaintiff’s "Declaration,"
it appears that Plaintiff also attempted to assert that Defendant
Anderson’s employers are vicariously 1liable for his alleged
slanderous statements. To the extent that Plaintiff’s
"Declaration” makes such claim, Defendant’s alleged employers John
Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw, Sandee Falls,
Brian Tune, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Viola Green, and The
Unity Center of Christianity join in Defendant Anderson’s Motion
for Summary Judgment. Such Defendants do not, however, concede
that Count II of Plaintiff’s "Declaration" states a claim upon
which relief can be granted or do some of these Defendants waive
their right to reassert insufficient service of process.

2
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2, Plaintiff alleges that the slanderous statement
was made in 1993 on Preakness Saturday. (Exhibit 2 - Plaintiff’s
Deposition at page 45).°

3. At the time of the allegedly slanderous comments,
Plaintiff and Defendant Anderson were in the Library of the Unity
Church of Christianity in Baltimore City, Maryland. (Exhibit 2
at p. 45).

4. Plaintiff’s daughter, Bonyonoh Wojloh was present
at the time of the allegedly slanderous comments. (Exhibit 3 -
Deposition of Bonyonoh Wojloh at page 10).*

5. Plaintiff’s daughter, Bonyonoh Wojloh does not
have any reason to doubt that her father’s testimony that the
conversation occurred on Preakness Saturday is accurate.

(Exhibit 3 at p. 22).

6. In 1993, Preakness Saturday was on May 15, 1993.

(Exhibit 4 - Affidavit of Ann-Marie Taylor at § 4).°

7. Plaintiff filed his Complaint on May 23, 1994.

* After his deposition on September 27, 1994, Plaintiff chose
to read and sign his deposition. The thirty day period for reading

and signing has long since expired. To date, Defendant has not
received any notice from Plaintiff that he contends that the
deposition transcript is inaccurate. (Exhibit 5)

* After her deposgition on October 20, 1994, Bonyonoh Wojloh
chose to read and sign her deposition. The thirty day period for
reading and signing has long since expired. To date, Defendant has
not received any notice from Ms. Woljoh that she contends that the
deposition transcript is inaccurate. (Exhibit 6)

> A fully executed copy of Ms. Taylor’s Affidavit is attached
hereto and is incorporated herein by reference at Exhibit 5.

3




ARGUMENT
Plaintiff’s claim of slander against Defendant Anderson
is barred by the applicable Statute of Limitations. Plaintiff’s
causes of action accrued on May 15, 1993. Plaintiff, however,
did not file his Complaint until May 23, 1994, over one week
after expiration of the statutory one year limitation period.

Therefore, his claim is barred.

Claims Are Barred By The Statute of Limitations

Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Proc. §5-105 limits causes
of action for assault, libel, or slander as follows:

An action for assault, libel, or slander

shall be filed within one year from the date

it accrues.
Plaintiff is barred from recovering under Count II for any
damages arising as a result of the alleged slanderous statements
made by Defendant Anderson on May 15, 1993 because he failed to
file suit within the one year limitations period.

"It has been said that the primary consideration
underlying statutes of limitations is one of fairness to the
defendant; that he ought not to be called on to resist a claim

when ‘evidence has been lost, memories have faded, and witnesses

have disappeared.’" Doughty v. Prettyman, 219 Md. 83, 92-93, 148

A.2d 438 (1959). Statutes of limitations are to be strictly
construed, and exceptions not created by the legislature are not

to be grafted onto the statute. Decker v. Fink, 47 Md. App. 202,

422 A.2d 389 (1980), cert. denied, 289 Md. 735 (1981). See also

za




Booth Glass Co. v. Huntingfield, 304 Md. 615, 500 A.2d 641

(1985) .

The term "accrues" is not defined in §5-105 and must be
construed as a matter of law by the court. As a general rule, a
cause of action is said to "accrue" from the date of the alleged
wrong and not from the time the wrong is discovered. Maryland is
a discovery statute of limitations, and a cause of action accrues
when the plaintiff knew or should have known of all of the

elements of her cause of action. Poffenberger v. Risser, 290 Md.

631, 431 A.24 677 (1981). 1In this case, Plaintiff knew each of
the elements of his cause of action at the time of the alleged
slanderous comments by Defendant Anderson. Plaintiffs’ failure
to exercise reasonable diligence in pursuing his claim against
Defendant does not prevent accrual of his cause of action. See

Ferrucci v. Jack, 255 Md. 523, 258 A.2d 414 (1969) (plaintiff’s

failure to check land records for correct name of owner did not
prevent accrual of cause of action).

When the plaintiff has actual knowledge of the elements of
his cause of action, his claim accrues at that time.

Poffenberger v. Risser, 290 Md. 631, 431 A.2d 677 (1981). In

Feldman v. Granger, 255 Md. 288, 296-97, 257 A.2d 421 (1969), the

court held that it is not a "sufficiently sound reason to
postpone the accrual of the action or toll the running of
limitations" when the plaintiff knows some, but not all of the
damages she will ultimately incur. See also 54 C.J.S.

Limitations of Actions §166, at 214-15. In this case, Plaintiff




knew on May 15, 1993, that Defendant Anderson had allegedly
called him a "liar" [sic], "thief, and "deceit." He believed at
that time that the statement was not true. Further, he knew that
such purported statement was allegedly made in the presence of
his daughter. Therefore, Plaintiff knew each of the elements of
his cause of action on that day, May 15, 1993. Plaintiff,
however, waited until after expiration of the statutory

limitations period to file suit. His claim is therefore barred.

CONCLUSION
NOW, THEREFORE, Defendant moves that this Court enter

judgment in his favor as a matter of law.

LARRY J. ALBERT

PAUL M. FIN

Niles, Barto & ilmer

Legg Mason Towér - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6340

Attorneys for Defendant
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- ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE A
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT / <
vs. | £,
.. FOR S 0
EDWARD REIFER, et al. C, 6
* BALTIMORE CITY P 1%
Defendants .. oy i
. CASE NO. Sl Mopets,
94143054/CL181082 ™. cfb‘#?
* e
* » * * * ‘o
’ *w.
ORDER

Upon consideration of the Motion To Dismiss filed by Defendants,
Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charles Andersen and Viola Green, the
. Plaintiff’s cpposition thereto, and any oral argument having been taken,

It is this 31st day of August, 1994, ORDERED, that Defendants’

Motion To Dismiss is GRANTED as to Counts 1 (Libel), 3 (Harassment) and
4 (Conspiracy) AND is DENIED as to Count 2 (Slander).

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendants’ Motion To Dismiss is
GRANTED on grounds of insufficient service of process, improper parties
as to Defendants John Anukem, john Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan
Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, and Brian fune.

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that not later than fifteen (15) days from

‘ the date of this ORDER Defendant, Unity Center of Christianity, (Inc.),

shall file Answer to the Plaintiff’s Complaint on cause of action for
Slander.

All for reasons as stated on the record.

'CLIFTON 3.7coRDy, k. <
THE JUDGE'S SIGNATURE APPEARS | K

CcL
u OV THE QFTJIG_INAL DOCUMENT Q®
cc: Larry J. Albert, Esquire
anthony N. Wojloh, pro se
e SBUE CQB!
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IN THE

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH,

Plaintiff, CIRCUIT COURT

vsS. FOR

EDWARD REIFER, et al., BALTIMORE CITY

Defendant. H ‘Case No. 94143054/CL181082
----------- Baltimore, Maryland
Septémber 27, 1954
Deposition of ANTHONY WOJLOH, Plaintiff, called for
oral examination by counsel for the Defendant, taken at the
law offices of Niles, Barton and Wilmer, 111 South Calvert

Street, Baltimore, Maryland, before Leslie K. Heird, Notary

Public, beginning at 10:15 o’clock a.m.

APPEARANCES

LARRY ALBERT, ESQ., on behalf of the Defendant.

Reported By:

Leslie K. Heird, Notary Public
Riggleman, Turk & Nelson

(410) 539-6398

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON




. 10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

@ @

Thereupon -—=-
ANTHONY WOJLOH

Plaintiff, called for oral examination by counsel for the
pDefendant, having been first duly sworn by the Notary
Public, was examined and testified as follows:

(Documents were marked

Deposition Exhibit Nos. 1

through 13.)

EXAMINATION BY MR. -ALBERT
Q Mr. Wojloh, my name is Larry Albert and I represent

the defendants in this case, the Unity Center of Christianity,
Inc., its board of directors and the various members on the
board of directors as well as Charles Anderson.

I am going to be asking you questions with regard
to the lawsuit that you have brought against these defendants,
specifically the allegations in count 2 of your complaint and
also some general gquestions about yourself so that I get a
feel from where you are coming from and so forth.

If you do not understand a question that I ask you,
please tell me.

A Sure.

Q And then I’11 rephrase it hopefully that you can

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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happened on only one date, May 25, 1993; is that correct?
A Correct.
Q And all I‘m trying to determine is what day of the

week it was.

A Yeah.

Q And you are telling me May 25, 1993 was a Saturday?
A It was a Saturday, it was Preakness day.“

Q A pretty day?

A | With the horses, Preakness.

Q And that’s why you remember it because of Preakness

day? Have you ever been out to the Preakness race?

A Well when Secretariat was running I went just to
see her. That was my first visit and since then I haven’t
visiting.

Q So if you saw Secretariat run at the Preakness you
must have fine memories of the Preakness?

A Well he didn’t run that day.

Q Where in the church when this incident -- I mean
what you are alleging happened on May 25, 1993 -- where in the
church did the incident occur?

A Well it occurred in the library.

PRRFORS

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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® o
DRIGIHAL

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH IN THE

Plaintiff CIRCUIT COURT

vSs. FOR

EDWARD REIFER, et al. BALTIMORE CITY

Defendants : © 94143054CL181082
----------- Baltimore, Marylgnd
October 20, 1994
Deposition of BONYONOH WOJLOH, a Witness, called
for oral exémination by counsel for the Defendants, taken
at the law offices of Niles, Barton & Wilmer, 111 South
Calvert Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21202, before Rita M.
Rosellini, Notary Public, beginning at 10:30 a.m.
APPEARANCES

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, Pro Se.

LARRY J. ALBERT, ESQ., on behalf of the
Defendants.

Reported By:
Rita M. Rosellini, RPR-CM
Riggleman, Turk & Nelson
(410) 539-6398

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSCN
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Thereupon =---

BONYONOH WOJLOH
a Witness, called for oral examination by counsel for the
Defendants, having been first duly sworn by the thary Public,
was examined and testified as follows:

EXAMINATION BY MR. ALBERT
Q I'm going to address you as Ms. Wojloh, gecause I

think that’s less letters than your fifst name. It will
probably save us some money. Save me some money.

For the record, could I have you give your full

name.
A Bonyonoh Baetaeh Wojloh.
Q How do you spell your middle name?
A B-a-e-t-a-e-h.
Q H?
A Yes.
Q If I ask you to repeat something it’s not because

~- it’s probably not so much that I don’t understand; it’s
that I’'m getting old and my hearing is not as good, so don‘t
be offended. Just repeat yourself, please.

What is your date of birth?

e

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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Q (By Mr. Albert) Well, maybe I’11 change the
guestion.
on this particular Saturday that you were at the
Uni;y Center with your father, did you witness anything .

occurring between a Mr. Charles Anderson and your father?

A Yes, I did.

Q ‘ Do you know who Mr. -- who Charles Anderson is?

A Kind of, yes, I do.

Q Do you know what his job if any at the church was

in May of 19937

A No.

Q Do you know why he would have been at tﬁe church
that particular Saturday?

A No.

Q Do you know anything about Mr. Anderson other than

what you may or may not have heard on that particular

Saturday?
A 'Yes, I do.
Q What do you know about Mr. Anderson?
A He was bald, fat and he was white.
Q Bald, fat --

R YO

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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your father, your father did not reply at all, or you don’t
have a memory of whether he did or not?

A I don’t know if he did or not.

Q After Mr. Anderson left, did your father say
anything to you about what Mr. Anderson had said to him?

A No.

Q Other than you, do you know of any other person
that day in the area who might have heard what Mr. Anderson
said to your father?

A No.

Q If your father says that he remembers this
particular Saturday was the Saturday of the Preakness race, do
you have any reason not to agree with him?

A No.

Q Did your father at any time after this incident

ever say to you that he was hurt by what Mr. Anderson said?

A I don’t remember. Probably.

Q Well, what makes you say probably if you don’t
remember?

A The possibility.

Q Now we’re down to a possibility. Did you ever hear

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/Cr181082
' * * * * *

AFFIDAVIT OF ANN-MARIE TAYLOR

I, Ann-Marie Taylor, am competent to testify as a witness in
this case, am over the age of 18 years and have personal knowledge

of the facts as follows:

1. I am the Assistant Media Director for Pimlico and
Laurel Racetracks.

2. My office is located at Laurel Park, P.0. Box 130,
Laurel, Maryland 20726.

3. Attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference
is a copy of the Racing Form which is the official record of the
1993 Preakness.

4. The 1993 Preakness was the 118th Running and occurred
on Mary 15, 1983.

5. The Racing Form is the official record of the 1993
Preakness and compiles the events of the 1993 Preakness.

6. The Racing Form was made at or near the time of the
1993 Preakness.

7. The Racing Form was made by persons with knowledge of

the events.




8. The Racing Form was made and kept in the course of
this regularly conducted business activity.
9. The regular practice of this business is to make and

keep the Racing Form.

I, Ann-Marie Taylor, am the Assistant Media Director for
Pimlico and Laurel Racetracks, and am duly authorized by the
corporation to execute this Affidavit under ocath on its behalf.
The information set forth in this Affidavit was collected by
others, and all such information is not necessarily solely within
my personal knowledge. However, on behalf of the corporation, I
solemnly affirm under the penalties of perjury that the foregoing

Affidavit is true to the best of my knowledge, information and

MWW@{M

Ann-Marie Taylor

belief.

Subscrlbed to and sworn before me
~)7/ day of ﬁ; 19394.

- = Y,

Notary Publlc

My commission expires:

/-9
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118th RUNNING—SATURDAY MAY 15, 1993

TENTH RACE 14 MRKS. (1517) 119% Rwning THE PREAKRESS STAKES (Crade ). Purse $500,000
P' '- Addad. J-yrar—os. Scalemeiyht 3-rear-oMs with an entry fre of 33,000 to pars the entry 2oy,
IMICO  starters W yay 000 a6aRienal All elighbility, ervtrarce and starting fees 3o the winner wity
MAY 18, 1913 950,900 adéad of which 3%, of ol menles to the winner, 0% ts secend, 10K, Is third and 5%

t» fourth. Weights: 125 s, (F1iles allowed five poundi] Startess to be named rough the
eniry b1 an Therwday, May 1), twe days betore the race Iy the snaal tiote of clesing. The Preakoess tield will ba linited
to lowrtesn {14) entrics wad sball be determined on the Thursday Immedistety precediog the day of (be race. In the tverd
that mere than {eeriees herses are properly nominated and pass through the entry bos by the wsisal tinse of Josing, Ive field
Shal1 e Uve fourdenn Juarses Shat hare acturnulated the greatist carver money azrnings dutermirned by the Ricing Sesretary
v appcalien of The abeve~described rule cach horse will be separately Comidered without regard to Mentity uf Ity owner,
Tn The avent thet Te Racing Secretary determises that eperation of Uit sbove-destribed rule resvits in two or more horsey
baing gualiticd Sor Bis fourtrasth potien, e Racing Secratary shal select Bha fourtarntd berta by tot. The sbewy
condMions notwithstanding, ne Merse which earms parse money In the Kentucky Derty st be denied (e eppoctanity §
enter ond start in e Preahness Stakes. )f Bit rle described (a this paragraph results fn the exclusion of ary herse, the
35000 volry fex peeviewsly paid will he refunded to the owntr of suid herse. A replics of the Waesdlawn Vase witl be
presenied 1o the winning ewner % resmain his or her personal property. Mornisntiens b tach and ail of the Tripie Crews
race, Use Kenlacky Oerky, the Proskeess ond i Deimont {the “Races™) may be made orly by paymest of 3 singly
svinnciptien fee ts Ive Triplt Crewn Preductions, Inc, at ayent far ChurchBl Bowm Incorpersted, the Maryland Jodey
Club and the New Yerk Racing Assocton Inc. (The “Associatiems™). Tde swbscription fee of 4T nominations receired
by Janwary 16, 1953, Is $508 and for 25 nominstions racelved by March 27, 1393, is $4,500. { Thuse faes are to be spportiensd
wyeally ameay e Bwes Asesclatiorns W be purt of Bre Setal part of the otaf purse for cuch of e tiree races) At any tinre
prioe o cleriog for Be Xentecky Derdy. the aditional nominations te at! Ures races will be sccepled and the meminee will
bu efigivie for Be Clwyddler Triple Crowa Challesge bemu, upew payment of 2 sapplementary fen of $150,000 to Churchi
Povns facorporated. Follewing the rimalng of Bie Kenbky Derby, but at any time prier 3o Clusing for D Preakness
Stakes, horses may Be nominated (o e rematning Races but will nef be efigitie for the Chrysier Tilgfe Crown Challenge
Penwm, upos payment of @ supplimentary fee of 3500,000 te the Maryland Jockey Chvk of Balimere City, Inc. AL sy Gime
ior W the chrsing fer the Beimert Stakes, Morses mag Ve momloatet bo the Betmonl Slakes wpam pagmest of 1
supplemuntacy fae of $SCD00 ts the New Yeork Racing Assaciation AH suppl 2! tees will he inchoded be he purse
#iskribetion of the respeciive Ruees for which puld. Horses meminated by pagrwent of sepplementary fee (*Supyl st
weminte”) will ot be aRowed W enter any Race In which the nxaxinxem number of starters has otherwise been reached
prier to the time of closing. If the aumber of supplemestal k d the bar of arailable startiog positions ot
Cintng, hie tondRions of tach rosgective Racs witl be applied ty detesmine which sayplemenial noninets will be allowed
20 start in such Race. All persinees, spyleomental or otherwise, will be requesied to pay entry and starting fees tor the face
e Racus te which they have been nersdnated. Triple Cravwn Prodections, Sae, is g= lng tota] sarvings of $3.000.900
o Ore owner of any horse witich wins all of Owe 1333 Kentucky Derdy, Pr Stikes and Ben Stakes races (e
"Races™) aod b offering a $71,000,000 boneg to the owner of 3 Derse with the best, wost comsistent fisishes bn the Racwes
Tive “Teipie Coown Challenge™ menict will be paid e the ewner of & horse which meets these eriteria: 1. Finishes in all
twet Triple Crowa Races as listad abeve; 2. Earms poirdy by fioishing first, second, Uurd or fowrth n at least ooe of Dhe
Triphe Crown Racas, ard 1 Easre e Mghest masher of poitts over the tourse of the thres Races. Poinds are sasigned for
vach races Win- 1, Plac-5, Show-3, Feuwh-1_ is the event af a Ge, the $1 23iTen bowwas wifl be dhbRoted eycally smey
the lap point-gettans. Ia P evend of & dend-heat, equel poiots will be awarded fn full. F o exaeple, Y0 polnts for each
Rorse In 2 denduat b0 win. Triple Crown Productivns Inc, will pay o e swner of 2 horsa winning ol of the Races that
amoant pecenary te bring totad earnings fur the Triple Crown winner te 35,000,000. The totxi Wit Include the winoer's porse
wistrTbated by each 1acing association; the $1 milion peint bortes descrived sbove; and & furthes benus guaraateed by Triple
Crown Production be reach $§ nillien total. Tripie Crewa Productions will presenl the Tripie Crowa Trophy ts the swner
of 2 berse thel sweeps The Kentucky Derby, Presiuniess Stakes and Brimot Stakes.

Valee of race ST25.5K; valun (s winney $471835; sacand S145,120; tMrd §72.590; fourth SIE295. Mutual peol SS2UT A8,

Cxacts Poet 3790343 Tright Poct 323141

o
PREAKNESS

11856 RUNNING
GstRaced — Horse WEQLAWL PP3I_ KK % Sr Fin Jockey W’J.
e 1(D? Praicis By I W a 8 214 3] Swith ME 3
2083 3C0T  Cherokee Rur ER7 370N S | e Dayp 4
ity (D El Bakan LAMs 21 24 468 ¥ PeretC Sie
Tigd) $CDA Personat Hope B 12 3 MY MY Sterens 6L 13
g3l 8 (O Sea Hero My s w0 1} 54 Badey JD 43
a3 Wim!  Woods OfWindsee L IS 7 6 0 SY § § WisenR u
WMy% 1OV Rockarisndo LS8 § M N PrbES N
Tity8 1001 Wid Gale YN NI xR § SeflersSJ an
Sty B eHial Hegac NE4E P & PPN FearerJC as
178293 Aqe!  Koluctoo Jnay A ™S NG 6 N K] HcCavoal) a8
780r83 Mqu?  Too Wid b 1IA YW IR 111 1L McCadeyWH 29
My 80018 Usion City LINET MP — — — YaerzvdaPA e
Unies City, Broke down

OFF AT 5:M Start geod, Wou driviag. Thwe, =231, 34, E115, £, £583 Traek fast.
3-PRAIRIE BAYOU M AR e
$2 Mutuel Prices: g chiroxee RUN i s»

2-EL BAKAN
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Riggleman, Turk, & Nelson
' COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET

SUITE 930
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202

410-539-6398
FaXx: 410-576-T207

October 12, 1994

Anthony Wojloh
3700 W. Rogers Ave.
Baltimore, MD 21215 .

Re: No. 94143054CL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
Wojloh vs. Reifer

Deposition of Anthony Woiloh

Dear Mr. Wojloh:

We enclose for your review and signature a copy of the above
referenced deposition. We ask that you read the transcript carefully.
If it is necessary to make any corrections, please do so on the enclosed
errata sheets, indicating the page, line number, correction and the
reason for such correction. Each errata sheet must be signed and dated.
Also, you must sign the original Certificate of Deponent enclosed in the
front of the transcript.

Additionally, under the Maryland Rules, if you do not complete
the reading and signing within thirty days, you may have waived your
right to make corrections. Therefore, your prompt attention to this
matter is greatly appreciated. Please return the transcripts, the
original Certificate of Deponent and any errata sheets to me in the
enclosed return envelope.

Very truly yours,

j AL x‘\$3-8£;i;rff )
M\akgciek-);f Bolt ' _\1@\ @

Office Manager

No. 8527
Enclosure
cz: Larry Albert, Esg..
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Hlgglernan, SZ&néf&:44£zzvp

COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET .
SUITE 930
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21202

410-539-6398
FAX: 410-576-7207

December 13, 1994

Mr. Larry J. Albert, Esq.

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

111 South Calvert Street, Suite 1400
Baltimore, MD 21202

Re: No. 94143054CL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
Wojloh vs. Reifer

Deposition of Anthony Wojloh

Dear Mr. Albert, Esqg.:

This office submitted a transcript to the above named
deponent for correction and signing. As of this date,
the signed transcript has not been returned to us. We
have been provided no information as to why the deponent
has not signed. You have previously been provided with
the original transcript signed by the officer.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to

contact me.

Very truly yours,

,’\ C\/'\C{Q« (A.) 601‘#

Marcie W. Bolt
Office Manager

.No. 8527
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Rbggleman, Turk. & Nebsor

COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET
SUITE 930
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21202

4105396358
FAX: 410576-7207

November 2, 1994

Bonyonoch Wojloh
3700 West Roger Ave. o {
Baltimore, MD 21215 '

Re: No. 94143054CL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
Wojloh vs. Reifer

Deposition of Bonyonoh Wojloh

Dear Ms. Wojloh:

We enclose for your review and signature a copy of the above
referenced deposition. We ask that you read the =transcript carefully.
If it is necessary to make any corrections, please do so on the enclosed
errata sheets, indicating the page, line number, correction and the
reason for such correction. Each errata sheet must be signed and dated.
Also, you must sign the original Certificate of Deponent enclosed in the
front of the transcript.

Additicnally, under the Maryland Rules, if you do not complete .
the reading and signing within thirty days, you may have waived your
right to make corrections. Therefore, your prompt attention to this
matter is greatly appreciated. Please return the transcripts, the
original Certificate of Deponent and any errata sheets toc me in the
enclosed return envelope.

‘Very truly yours,

Marcie W. Bolt
Office Manager

No. 8680 .
Enclosure o

cc: Larry J. Albert, Esq. V//

/90




{
Rlgalemarn, Turk & Neblsor

COURT REPORTING SERVICE
10 NORTH CALVERT STREET
SUITE 930
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202

410-539-63%8
FAX: 410-576-7207

December 13, 1994

Mr. Larry J. Albert, Esqg.

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

111 South Calvert Street, Suite 1400
Baltimore, MD 21202

Re: No. 94143054CL181082 CIRCUIT COURT/BALTIMORE CITY
Wojloh vs. Reifer

Deposition of Bonyonoh Woijloh

Dear Mr. Albert, Esqg.:

This office submitted a transcript to the above named
deponent for correction and signing. As of this date,
the signed transcript has not been returned to us. We
have been provided no information as to why the deponent
has not signed. You have previously been provided with
the original transcript signed by the officer.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to

contact me.

Very truly yours,

/"(C%c ‘o W ToH

Marcie W. Bolt
Office Manager

No. 8680
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this [)’Z*Zday of January

1995, a copy of the foregoing Amended Motion for Summary
Judgment, Meorandum in support thereof, and proposed Order were
mailed, first-class, postage prepaid to the following:

Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

PAUL M. FINAMO




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL g BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants b CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
- - * L ] - * * * - - * * *
ORDER

Upon consideration of Defendant Anderson’s Motion for
Summary Judgment, and any opposition thereto filed, it is this

day of , 199 , by the Circuit Court

for Baltimore City,
ORDERED, that the Motion be and the same hereby is
GRANTED, and it is further
ORDERED, that the Court finds that the allegedly
slanderous comment was made on May 15, 1993, and it is further
ORDERED, that the Court further finds that Plaintiff’s
Complaint was filed on May __, 1994, and it is further
ORDERED, that Plaintiff’s claim of slander against
Defendant Anderson is barred by the applicable Statute of

Limitations.

JUDGE
Circuit Court for Baltimore City
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH CelveED IN THE %\
.« ec iRCUIT COURYT FOR
Plaintiff “pii s 2ty CIRCUIT COURT

V.

995 JAH 24 A EST

EDWARD REIFER, ET AL f‘”LIHVlSHH& BALTIMORE CITY

Defendants *
» *

CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082

* » * *

NOTICE OF SERVICE

s
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on this A3 day of January,

1995, a copy of Defendant Reifer’s Answer to Interrogatories was

mailed, first-class, postage prepaid to the following:

Anthony N. Wojloh
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

SRR, Ao

PAUL M. FIN OR

Niles, Barto Wllmer
1400 Legg Mason Tower
111 South Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 783-6300

Attorneys for Defendants



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY

Civil Division 2
e
| ERAT
O o AT
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * 1? Q; ﬁ;,ﬁg
P (NI
‘e \ ﬁ\? g
Plaintiff * 4 O DAY
“ YV o
. A
v. * = = ,4%3.
| Z o 7
* CASE NO. 94143054/CL18108f
EDWARD REIFER, et. al.
' *
* * * * * * * * *

PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S

MOTION AND AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

COMES NOW, the Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, and in op-
position to Defendant's Motion or Amended Motion for Summary
Judgment asks the Honorable Court for an Order denying said
Motion, on grounds and for reasons as follow:

1. Plaintiff vigorously denies the allegations contain
in Defendant's Motion(s) for Summary Judgment, as there exists
a genuine issue of material facts.

2. The Motion{(s) for Summary Judgment is inappropriate,
presumptuous, inventive, misleading, and moot.

3. The issue of Statute. of Limitations, among others, as
to all Counts relative to all Defendants in this case was
settled by the Court on or about August 31st, 1994.

4. WHEREFORE, for the reasons herein set forth and to
be fully advanced in the Memorandum and Affidavits attached in

support of Plaintiff's Opposition to Motion(s), the Plaintiff

/95




very respectfully urges the Court in all things considered,

to deny Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment.

Respectfully submitted,

Aty 0)oilet

WOJLOH
‘Plaintiff, Pro Se
3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587

PLAINTIFF'S MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF OPPOSITION
WITH AFFIDAVITS ATTACHED

STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS NOT
SUBJECT TO GENUINE DISPUTE

On or about May 23rd, 1994, Plaintiff filed a civil law
suit against the Unity Center of Christianity, Inc., the Board
of Directors and certain employees. Thereupon, Defendants
filed separate Motions respectively, to Dismiss based on insuf-
ficiency of process and service of process. The same on the
19th day of July, 1994, the Honorable Judge, Ellen L. Hollander
denied the Motions without prejudice.

In about July, 1994, Defendants filed a second Motion(s)
respectively, again raising the issue of the Statute of Limita-
tions as to all Counts relative to all Defendants.

On or about August 31st, 1994, the Honorable Judge,

Clifton J. Gordy granted Defendants' Motions to Dismiss only

as to Counts 1 (Libel), 3 (Harassment) and 4 (Conspiracy. The




Judge on the other hand, "DENIED" the Motions as to Count 2
(Slander). He also dismissed all charges against Defendants
John Anukem, John Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan Earnshaw,
Sandee Falls, and Brian Tune, on "grounds of insufficient ser-
vice of process, improper parties as to Defendants" named in
this Paragraph. Plaintiff respectfully attached a copy of the
Judge's Order and marked the same herewith, as Exhibit A.

The Plaintiff, throughout his Complaint, consistently
indicated that the 1993 Unity Center incident occurred on May
25, 1993. Again Plaintiff respectfully attached Count II,
(Slander) of Complaint in its entirety, Pages 5 through Pages
8, and marked the same as Exhibit B.

On or about September 27, 1994, Plaintiff stated in his
Deposition erroneously, that the 1993 Unity Center Incident
occurred on May 25, 1993, in response to questioning in several
instances.

Similarly, on September 27, 1994, Plaintiff was erred in
his Deposition when he testi.fied that he was taking librium for
treatment of his hypotension, instead of plendilk.

Plaintiff further testified erroneously admittedly, that
on September 27, 1994, the 1993 Preakness took place on May 25,
1993,

Like wise, on October 20, 1994, Bonyonoh Wojloh testified
erroneously in her Deposition that the 1993 Preakness occurred
on May 25, 1993, the same date on which the 1993 Unity Center

incident took place. Having forgot the date of the Unity

Center incident, Bonyonoh asked Plaintiff what the date was. 1In

7




o ®

response, the Plaintiff erroneously informed the witness Bonyo-
noh Wojloh that it was on May 25, 1993, on the same date of the
1993 Preakness. Relying on this mis-information, Bonyonoh, on
October 20, 1994, testified at her Deposition that the Preakness
occurred on May 25, 1993. Bonyonoh also erroneously testified
that her mother worked at the hospital, which is incorrect. on
'the contrary notwithstanding, her mother works at the Baltimore
City Health Department.

STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACT NOW
BELATEDLY SUBJECT TO GENUINE DISPUTE

Whether Or Not The Plaintiff And The Witness, Erred
When They Testified At Their Respective Depositions
That The 1993 Preakness Was On May 25, 1993, On the
Same Date Of The Unity Incident Of 1993; Although

In Both Count II, (SLANDER) And In His Deposition,

Plaintiff Repeatedly Indicated That The Incident Of
Unity Center Of Christianity Was On The Above Date.

ARGUMENT

Uncontrowvertibly, the Defendants' efforts to have the
remaining Count II, (Slander) of Plaintiff's Complaint dismissed
become infinitesimal and infinite, simply because Defendants
were successful in their previous efforts to have Counts 1,
(Libel), 3 (Harassment) and 4 (Conspiraéy) dismissed and also
certain Members of the Board of Directors of the Unity Center of
Christianity, Inc., in Baltimore, Maryland, as improper parties.
And in the process of so doing, the Defendant Charley Andersen
is vigorously persevering adamantly to capitalize on the honest
and sincere mis-statement or error of Plaintiff and the witness,
Bonyonoh Wojloh, when they testified at their respective Deposit-

ions that the 1993 Preakness was on May 25, 1993, on the same
- 4 -
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date of the Unity Center incident. For all practical purposes,
it is intended and meant that the 1993 Unity Center incident
was on May 25, 1993 and not on May 15, 1993, as Defendant(s)
contend(s).

Statute of Limitations can not now act as bar to Count II,
(Slander), when it was not applicable in previous hearings under
the same set of circumstances, solely because of the honest
erroneous statements described herein. See Count II, (Stander)

‘ in its entirety and marked herewith as Exhibit X&; Judge Clifton
Gordy's Order of August 31lst, 1994; Affidavit of Shelia Kasey
Wojloh; Affidavit of Bonyonoh Wojloh; and of the Plaintiff,
Anthony N. Wojloh and marked separately and singularly as Exhibits
B, C, D, and E.

It must be noted that Plaintiff has consistently repeatedly
established in Count II, (Slander) that the 1993 Unity Center
incident occurred on May 25, 1993. Similarly, Plaintiff has
consistently testified in several instances in his Deposition of

‘ September 27, 1994, that the Unity Center incident of 1993, was
on May 25, 1993, in spite of Plaintiff's honest error in which
he indicated that the 1993 Preakness was on May 25, 1993.

Plaintiff does not dispute that the 1993 Preakness was on
May 15, 1993, that is on one hand. On the other hand, Plaintiff
stands on the proposition that the Unity Center incident took
place on May 25, 1993. It can not be over-emphasized, therefore,
that the honest errors made in the Depositions can not change

nor undo what has been done.

Statute Of Limitations Is Inapplicable

/57




Md. Code Ann., Cts. & Jud. Poc. S5-105 and the catalogue
of citations of Defendant Andersen relating to the Statute of
Limitations in causes of an action upon which the Defendant
relies have no standing in the case at bar. The language of the
Maryland Code is very clear in stating the following:

An action for assault, libel, or slander shall
be filed within one year from the date it accrues.

No mention is made in the case of an error a mistaken statement

as in the instant case. Also see Daughty v. Prettyman, 219 Md.

A. 24 438 (1959): Decker v. fink, 47 Md. App. 202, 422 A. 24

(1980), cert. at 289 Md. 735 (1981), etc.

As to the Affidavit of Ann-Marie Taylor, it failed to
establish that Defendant Andersen and the Plaintiff were ever
seen on May 15, 1993, on the Preakness day and engaged in a dis-
pute, or in Counsel's term, "conversation." On the contrary,
Plaintiff and Defendant Andersen were seen on May 25, 1993 at the
Unity Center of Christianity at which time Defendant deliberately
with malice but without just cause uttered the slanderous state-
ments to Plaintiff, to wit: "a liar," "theif" and "deceit."

Defendant Andersen's Affidavit has no credence, because it
is designed for the sole purpose of capitalizing the errors named
in this pleading and undermining the Court so as to circumvent
justice. Had Andersen's Affidavit any credence or reliability,
it would have been filed with the Court earlier along with the
three previous Motions to Dismiss, in support of the same. It
must be presumed on Plaintiff's part that it is quite unlikely
the same was ever filed.

Summary judgment, it must be noted, is particularly in

-6 -




appropriate, where "the inferences which the parties seek to have
drawn deal with questions of motives, intent and subjective feel-

ings and reactions," Empire Electronics Co. v. United States,

311 F. 24 175, 180 (2nd Cir. 1962), ....." A judge may not, on
a motion for summary judgment, draw fact inferences..... Such

inferences may be drawn only on a trial." Bragen v. Hudson

County News Co., 278 F. 2d 615 (3rd Cir. 1960). Also see Dressler

v. M/V Sand Piper, 331 F. 24 130 (2nd Cir. 1964). "A litigant

has a right to a trial where there is the slightest doubt as to
the facts, and a denial of that right is reviewable ......"

Frank F., Doehler Metal Furniture Co. v. U. S., F. 2d 130 (1945).

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth in this Pleading, Plaintiff
respectfully urges the Court to deny Defendant's Motion and

Amended Motion for Summary Judgment.

Respectfully submitted,

ANTH@Y" WOJLOHW

Plai -iff Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

.I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this _& th day of February,
1995, a copy of the foregoing Opposition with Memorandum of
Points and Authorities, Affidavits, proposed Order, and a
Consent Agreement were mailed, first-class, postage prepaid,
to: Larry J. Albert, Esquire, Niles, Barton & Wilmer, Legg
Mason Tower, 111 South Calvert Street, Suite 1400, Baltimore,

Maryland 21202, Counsel for Defendants.

M«(&«Jﬂ/@f{

ANTHONY™N. WOJLOH
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH hd

IN THE
Plaintiff *

CIRCUIT COURT F / Z
vSs. .

.. FOR I
EDWARD REIFER, et al. C,
* BALTIMORE CITY & oy
Defendants .. 4(QM v
* CASE NO. ~.. ORe™t+ ..
94143054/CL181082 "~ C/DQ‘?
* N
\__
* * * * * ‘o
.
ORDER

Upon consideration of the Motion To Dismiss filed by Defendants,

Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostetler, Charles Andersen and Violé Green, the

Plaintiff’s opposition thereto, and any oral argument having been taken,

It is this 31st day of August, 1994, ORDERED, that Defendants’

Motion To Dismiss is GRANTED as to Counts 1 (Libel), 3 (Harassment) and

4 (Conspiracy) AND is DENIED as to Count 2 (Slander).

AND IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendants’ Motion To Dismiss is

GRANTED on grounds of insufficient service of process, improper parties
as to Defendants John Anukem, john Coliton, Barbara Dersch, Joan
Earnshaw, Sandee Falls, and Brian fune.

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that not latexr than fifteen (15) days from

the date of this ORDER Defendant, Unity Center of Christianity, (Inc.),

shall file Answer to the Plaintiff’'s Complaint on cause of action for

Slander.

All for reasons as stated on the record.

"CLIFTON J. comDy, 3r.

.,“
\

...mi g

a1NDPA £, RANKY, guEaw

THE JUDGE 'S SIGNATURE APPEARS | S<8®
CL oN THE ORIG_INAL DOCUMENT Q®
cc: Larxry J. Albert, Esquire v
Anthony N. Wojloh, pro se
"e mE CQm



ry Jjob performance and unfitness to enter upon and hold employ-

ment would be injurious and offensive to a person of ordinary
sensitivities and would ultimately cause Plaintiff to lose his
position as a part-time employee. Plaintiff further avers that
at all times the mode of component toward him by Defendants was
outrageous, wanton, reckless, and malicious, and calculated to
inflict upon Plaintiff severe emotional distress. all directly
attributable to Defendants' actions, without ény fault on the
part of Plaintiff. AN /

And for that the Defendants, Unity Center of Christianity
and the Board of Di;ectors, as employer and superior of Defend-
ants Reifer and Hostetler and all those who acted upon the
allegations against Plaintiff, willfully, maliciously, negligent-
ly, and libelously without ascertaining the truth of the matters
knowing the same to be false are liable for the acts of the
Defendants, Reifer and Hostetler.

That as a direct consequence of the aforesaid 1libel and
dissemination, the Plaintiff has suffered a loss of employment,
has suffered a loss of his compensation; he has suffered a
great anxiety, mental anguish and distress.,

" Wherefore, this suit is brought and the Plaintiff claims
Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00) in compensatory damages and
One Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000.00) in punitive damage;>\

COUNT II
(Slander)

The Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, sues the Unity Center

-5 -
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of Christianity, Board of Directors, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hostet-
ler, and Charie Andersen, Defendants.

For that the Plaintiff does adopt and incorporate herein
by refereﬁce all of the allegations of aforesaid Defendants,
facts and alleged libel, utterances and disseminations of same
alleged by the Plaintiff in Count I hereinabove as though same
were fully set forth herein and made a part hereof; and Plaintiff
further asserts that on or about May 25, 1993, the Defendant,

. Charlie Andersen, did willfully, falsely, maliciously accuse the
Plaintiff of being a "lier,” a "thief” and a "deceit" in the
presence of Plaintiff's 10-year old daughter and did loudly com-
municate the accusations in such a manner and tone so that the
words spoken by Defendant Andersen were susceptible of being o%er-
head by Plaintiff's daughter who was near by in the room with the
Plaintiff, all of which Plaintiff denied.

That the Defendant, Charlie Andersen, by his actions has

. implanted a fear of criminal prosecution in the mind of Plaintiff,
and that the Defendant knew or reasonably should have known that
such inference concerning Plaintiff's character would be very
injurious and offensive to a person of ordinary sensitivities;
Plaintiff further avers that at all times the mode of component
toward him by Defendant Andersen was outrageous, wanton, reckless,
malicious, and calculated to inflict upon the Plaintiff a severe
emtional distress; that on May 25, 1993, the Defendant kept a
hammar in his hand, as though he intended or planned to assault

Plaintiff with the same.

f 2 é ”




That on May 25, 1993, the Defendant, Charlie Andersen who
at all times referred to in this Declaration was an agent,
servant, or employee of the Defendants, Unity Center of Christ-
janity and Board of Directors, and acted within the scope of his
authority, falsely accused the Plaintiff of being a thief, lier
and deceit before Plaintiff's 10-year old daughter; and that the
statements of Defendant Andersen constitute an act of slander;
that by such slanderous statements, Plaintiff's character has
been brought to question, into public scorn, ridicule, and
disrepute; that the, Plaintiff had heretofore enjoyed a reputation
for honesty and integrity, but as a direct result of said slander-
ous statements uttered and communicated by Defendant, Plaintiff
has suffered public disgrace and humiliation; he has suffered a
severe mental anguish without any fault on the part of Plaintiff.

And for that the Defendants, Unity Center of Christianity
and the Board of Directors as employer and superior of Defendant,
Charlie Andersen and those persons who acted upon Allegations
against Plaintiff, willfully, maliciously, negligently, and
slanderously without ascertaining the truth of the matters
knowing the same to be false are liable for the acts and negli-
gence of Defendant Andersen.

By reason of the aforesaid slander, the Plaintiff was
damaged; he suffered a loss of employment and salary income; he
has suffered humiliation and embarrassment, disgrace and loss
of reputation.

Wherefore, this suit is brought and the Plaintiff claims

-7 -
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F ifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00) in compensatory damages and

ne Hundred Thousand Dollars (3$100,000.00) in punitve damages.

COUNT TIT
" (Harassment)

e Plaintiff, Anthony N. Wojloh, sues the Unity Center of

Christianity, Board of Directors, Edward Reifer, Rubie Hoste

For that tQ? Plaintiff incorporates by reference all of the

xer,

and Charlie Andersen, Defendants.

allegations contained in Count I and Count II, and” further states
that the Defendant,,Edward Reifer was a pastor of Defendants,
Unity Center of Christianity and Board of Directors, who at all
times referred to in this Complaint or Deé;aration was servant,
agent, or employee of the above-named Defendants and acted within
the scope of his authority as such between January, 1991 through
June, 1993, and did willfully, wrongfully, maliciously and
negligently continue to harass the Plaintif®f, by initiating the
. Plaintiff's dismissal from his employment; by promulgating the
reduction of Plaintiff's initial hourly rate from $10.00 to $9.00;
by promulgating and reducing Plaintiff's number of days of work
and number of hours of work, from 12 plus or minus to 3 or less
and from 70 to 6 or less; by demanding Plaintff;\to remove Snow
on the parking lot of the Center, although such function was/is
assigned;}o a contractor; by demanding Plaintiff to clean and/or
remove tfash from Defendant Hostetler's office, inspite of a

lady employed to perform said duty; by threatening Plaintiff's

tef7ination from his position from time to time; by accusing

- 8 -
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY

Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *
Plaintiff *
V. *
* CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
EDWARD REIFER, .et. al. .
Defendants .
* * * %* * * *
AFFIDAVIT
STATE OF MARYLAND
to wit:

CITY OF BALTIMORE )

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this _éz_th day of February,
1995, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State
of Maryland, in and for Baltimore City, appeared Anthony N.
Wojloh, Plaintiff, Pro se, who is competent to testify as to the
matters herein-set-forth, and made oath on personal knowledge in
due form as follows:

I testify that I made a honest and sincere error at my
Deposition on September 27, 1994, when I stated that the 1993
Preakness was on May 25, 1993.

I further state that by the aforementioned error, I neither
implied, nor intended to indicate at the Deposition that the 1993
Unity Center incident which occurred on May 25, 1993 between the
Defendant, Charley Andersen and me at the Unity Center of Christ-

ianity was on Saturday, May 15, 1993,




Additionally, I testify that when I stated on September
27, 1994.at my Deposition that the May, 1993 Preakness was on
the same day of the Unity Center incident of May 25, 1993, I
with all honesty meant to indicate that the Unity Center incident
occurred about a little over a week from the date of the Preak-
ness, or that it took place in the Preakness month of 1993.

Finally, I testify that on September 27, 1994, I asked
to look at or see a 1993 Calendar, on my way to the Men's room
during a very short recess. Upon my return, the Calendar was
never produced; advertently, by reason of forgetfulness on the
part of Defense counsel and myself, the request was not remade
nor met. Certainty of or authenticity of the part of the testi-
mony relating to the actual date of the 1993 Preakness mamdated
the need.

I, ANTHONY N. WOJLOH, solemnly affirm under the penalties
of perjury that the statements set forth in the foregoing Affida-

vit is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

Ny 75 W ol

ANTHONY Ny WOJLOW
Affiant

Subscr;bed to and sworn before me
this _,> day of February, 1995.

Notary Public

My Commission Expires: é/“/ “€>S‘/
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY

Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH *
Plaintiff .
*

Ve

* CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
EDWARD REIFER, et. al. *
Defendants *

* * * * * * %*
AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF MARYLAND )

t it:
CITY OF BALTIMORE o wit

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this & th day of February,
1995, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State
of Maryland, in and for Baltimore City, appeared Shelia Kasey
Wojloh, who is competent to testify as to the matters herein
set forth, and made an oath on personal knowledge in due form
as follows:

I testify that on Tuesday, May 25, 1993, I took Anthony
N. Wojloh along with our daughter, Bonyonoh B. Wojloh to work
to the Unity Center of Christianity, Inc., in Baltimore, Mary-
land, and went to a hair salon with our vehicle to have my
hair done; that on that date, I went back to pick them up, but
they had already left the premises. Later, I learned that Mr.

Wojloh and an employee of the Center had a dispute.




I, SHELIA KASEY WOJLOH, solemnly affirm under the penalt-
ies of perjury that the statements set forth in the foregoing

Affidavit 1s true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

DLt s o o

EHELIA RASEY WOJLOE”
Affiant

Subscribed to and sworn before me
this (- th day of February, 1995

Notary (Hublic

—
My Commission Expires: 4/"/r“§{$




Civil Division

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH %
Plaintiff *
*

v.

|
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY
* CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082

EDWARD REIFER, et. al. *
Defendants ' *
‘ * * * * * * *
AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF MARYLAND

CITY OF BALTIMORE ) to wit:

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this JﬁLth day of February,
“ 1995, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State
of Maryland, in and for Baltimore City, appeared Bonyonoh B.
. Wojloh, who is competent to testify as to the matters herein ‘

set-forth, and made oath on personal knowledge in due form
as follows:

I testify that I made a mistake at my Deposition on the
20th of October, 1994, when I indicated that the 1993
Preakness was on May 25, 1993; that my mistake derived from
mis-information obtained from Anthony N. Wojloh, who informed
me that the 1993 Preakness was on May 25, 1993, upon asking him
what the date of the Unity Center incident was, since I forgot

the date; that upon checking the 1993 Calendar, I realized that

Zx. D
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the 1993 Preakness was on May 15, 1993 and not on the 25th of

May; that the Unity Center incident was on May 25, 1993. And

that by the mistake I did not imply, nor intend to indicate that

the Unity Center incident was on May 15, 1993,

I, BONYONOH B. WOJLOH, solemnly affirm under the penalt-

ies of perjury that the statements set forth in the foregoing

Affidavit is true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Wﬁwﬂéﬁ

BONYQKOH B. WOJLOH
Affiant

Subscribed to and sworn before me
this /7 th day of February, 1995.

Notary ﬁFblic

. QAJYY\JM?/\;‘) GJ-1-98




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY

- Civil Division

-

§ 5' An#
ANTHONY N. WOJLOH . f:ggafugj
¢ T
Plaintiff : * f
L1 t H
v. r%£3i;?g )
2 * ' \
A 'TASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
\Uhnmmmm%waﬁLf
EDWARD REIFER, et. al. * ‘
Defendants *
* * * * * * *

CONSENT AGREEMENT

Plaintiff, now notifies the Court that on or about 20
January, 1995, a Consent Agreement for filing Plaintiff's
Response to Defendant's Original and/or Amended Motions for
Summary Judgment was reached, thus precluding Plaintiff's
Motion for Extension of Time for filing a Response.

That the Consent Agreement is based upon Plaintiff's
untimely receipt of Defendant's Original and Amended Motions
for Summary Judgment, because Plaintiff was out of the State
of Maryland, and accordingly did not have a sufficient time
for filing his Response upon return.

it sy 8ok

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH
Plaintiff, Pro se

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21215

Telephone: (410) 664-4587

a1
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH Cppi T THE
Plaintiff LALHI CIRCUIT COURT
I
v. 1995 Fgpe 13 XoR 13
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL Ci';v’{L*Ui:',-‘;:;;'B%‘IqTIMORE CITY
Defendants *  CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
® * ®* * * L ]

REPLY TO PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S
MOTION AND AMENDED MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Now comeg CHARLES ANDERSON, Defendant, by Larry J. Albert,
Paul M. Finamore and Niles, Barton & Wilmer, his attorneys, and, in
reply to Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion and Amended
Motion for Summary Judgment, says:

1. Defendant incorporates by reference, as if fully set
forth herein, his Motion for Summary Judgment and Memorandum in
support thereof, including all exhibits attached thereto.

2. That there is no dispute whatsocever as to the 118th
Running of the 1993 Preakness having been on May 15, 1993.

3. That there is no dispute whatsoever as to Plaintiff’s
having testified under ocath, at his deposition on September 27,
1994, that the allegedly slanderous remarks made to him by Charles
Anderson, upon which the only remaining count of Plaintiff’s
Complaint, Count II (Slander) is based, occurred on Saturday,
Preakness Day, 1993.

4. That there is also no dispute whatsoever that Plaintiff’s
Complaint was filed herein on May 23, 1994, more than one year
after Preakness Day, 1993.

5. That Plaintiff’s tortured effort to "rewrite history" by

affidavit, revising and recasting his original sworn testimony,
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does not create a disputed issue of fact.

6. That Defendant Anderson, in further support of his
Motion, submits his Memorandum of Law in conjunction with this
Reply.

7. That Defendant Anderson, as a matter of law, is entitled
to entry of summary judgment, in his favor, as to the lone
surviving count of Plaintiff’s Complaint, Count II (Slander).

WHEREFORE, Defendant Anderson prays this Court to grant his

Motion for Summary Judgment.

'l. ‘ig;i -~ gﬁiﬂ!ﬁ!&ﬂ r‘:

LARRY J.

Yo oW

PAUL M. FINAMORE

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6300

Attorney for Defendants

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 10th day of February, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Reply and Order was mailed, postage prepaid,
to:

Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

LARRY J.>ALBERT

Sz
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ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* » * * * *

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT ANDERSON’S REPLY
TO PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Defendant CHARLES ANDERSON, by and through his counsel,

submits the following Memorandum in support of his reply.

PLATINTIFF’'S REVISIONISM

Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendant Anderson’s Motion for
Summary Judgment can most charitably be described as a "now I know
what I really meant to say" position.

Plaintiff, at his deposition under ocath on September 27, 1994,
clearly testified that the alleged incident (the purported
slanderous remarks to him by Defendant Anderson in the presence of
his daughter, Bonyonoh Wojloh, almost 11, which are the gravamen of
Count II, the only surviving cause of action in Plaintiff’s
Complaint), occurred on "a Saturday, it was Preakness day" (see
Exhibit 2, Motion for Summary Judgment). Ms. Wojloh, who testified
under oath on October 20, 1994, also confirmed that the alleged
incident occurred on a "Saturday" (see Exhibit 3, Motion for
Summary Judgment) .

Moreover, Plaintiff, at his deposition, explained why his

daughter accompanied him to Unity Center on that particular

H7



Saturday (Wojloh Transcript, p. 47, copy attached hereto as

.,

.
4 »

"Exhibit 2A").

After Defendant Anderson’s Motion for Summary Judgment was
filed, Plaintiff, in a desperate effort to save his remaining count
from summary judgment, now asserts he did not mean to say what he
did say. Specifically, he did not mean to state that the alleged
slander occurred on Preakness Saturday in 1993, he did not even
mean to say it occurred on a Saturday, as (1) Preakness 1993 was on
May 15, 1993, more than a year before his Complaint was filed on
May 23, 1994; and (2) his alleged date of May 25, 1993 was a
Tuesday, not a Saturday.

PLAINTIFF HAS FAILED TO
CREATE AN ISSUE OF FACT

A conflict created by the contradictory statement made by the

Plaintiff does not create an issue of fact. See Rohrbough v. Wyeth

Laboratories, Inc., 916 F.2d 970, 974-76 (4th Cir. 1990) (doctor’s

affidavit which contradicted his deposition testimony was not
sufficient to create an issue of fact warranting trial on the

merits). In Barwick v. Celotex Corp., 736 F.2d 946, 960 (4th Cir.

1984), the court addressed this issue as follows:

The entire content of the affidavit is
conclusory, it does not set forth facts of
which the plaintiff has personal knowledge and
it does not give specific facts, but only
generalities. 'Tf a party who has been
examined at length on deposition could raise
an issue of fact simply by submitting an affi-
davit contradicting his own prior testimony,
this would greatly diminish the utility of
summary Jjudgment as a procedure for screening
out sham issues of fact.’ A genuine issue of
material fact is not created where the only

-2 -
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igssue of fact is to determine which of the two
conflicting versions of the plaintiff’s
testimony is correct.

(Emphasis supplied).

SUMMARY

A party’s disavowal of prior sworn testimony, unfavorable to
its cause, and its proffer of new sworn testimony, favorable to its
cause, does not create an issue of fact. If it did, no matter
would be amenable to summary Jjudgment as any non-moving party,
enlightened by the opposing party’s motion, a< Plaintiff in this
case, could selectively repudiate or recast prior testimony upon
which opposing party’s motion for summary judgment is based.

As Defendant Anderson’s supporting Memorandum to his Motion
for Summary Judgment clearly establishes, Plaintiff received a copy
of his deposition transcript (furnished to him gratis by
Defendants) with the opportunity to note any corrections. He
failed to do so. Only after Defendant’s Motion for Summary
Judgment was filed did Plaintiff appreciate the consequences of his
original sworn testimony and the crucial "need" for revision. With
Orwellian guile, Plaintiff now asserts "I with all honesty meant to
indicate that the Unity Center incident occurred about a little
over a week from the date of the Preakness, or that it took place
in the Preakness month of 1993". This is patently preposterous.

Plaintiff’s belated and personally self-serving "interpreta-
tion" of his original sworn testimony may raise a conflict as to

his integrity. It does not create an issue of fact which would




defeat Defendant Anderson’s Motion for Summary Judgment as to Count

* -
* x

II of the Complaint.
WHEREFORE, Defendant Anderson prays this Court to grant
summary judgment, in his favor, against the Plaintiff as to Count

IXI of the Complaint.

LARRY . \ALBHRT

QQ}AJQf\N\;ﬁi;q;MAwJ_,

PAUL M. FINAMORE

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6300

Attorney for Defendants

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 10th day of February, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Memorandum was mailed, postage prepaid, to:
Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

@\ \Nay

LARRY J.‘hﬂBgFT
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1 A Yeah.
2 Q And how long would you have worked that day? Aside
3 from anything that might have happened, how long would you

4 have worked?

5 A You mean that happened that day or that caused --

6 that happened on that particular day?

. 7 Q Let’s forget about whatever incident occurred.

8 What hours would you normally have expected to have worked on
9 that Saturday?

10 A Normally I usually work from 8 to 2, normally, but
11 as a result of the conflict with Reverend Reifer my hours on

12 that day maybe might have been changed because my hours change

13 so much.
14 Q Why was your daughter with you?

. 15 A The mother, it was Saturday, and she had -- she
16 wanted to go with me and nobody was -- in fact she went with

17 me several times when I was there and she didn‘t want to stay
18 home alone so she went with me. So she went there to do her

19 homework.

20 Q Were employees encouraged to bring their children

Y

21| to Wwerk?

RIGGLEMAN, TURK & NELSON

S|



ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff * CIRCUIT COURT
V. * FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL * BALTIMORE CITY
Defendants ' * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * *

REQUEST FOR HEARING

MADAM CLERK:
Defendant Charles Anderson requests a hearing on his Motion

for Summary Judgment, Defendant’s Opposition and his Reply.

LARRY J. ADBER¥

VCL/U\Q \M E’\LW

PAUL M. FINAMORE

Niles, Barton & Wilmer

Legg Mason Tower - 1l4th Floor
111 S. Calvert Street
Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 783-6300

Attorney for Defendants

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 10th day of February, 1995, a
copy of the foregoing Request for Hearing was mailed, postage
prepaid, to:

Anthony N. Wojloh

3700 West Rogers Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21215

C R ey

LARRY J. w




ANTHONY N. WOJLOH * IN THE
Plaintiff [-_{RT FF{;CIRCUIT COURT
el CITY
008 rrn *
v. 1995 Fz 13 A 5 ; FOR
EDWARD REIFER, ET AL 0jyy ..., * JBALTIMORE CITY
CiVIL DIVIsigy
Defendants * CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082
* * * * * *
ORDER

Upon consideration of Defendant Anderson’s Motion for Summary
Judgment as to Count II (Slander) of the Complaint, Plaintiff’s
Opposition and Defendant Anderson’s Reply, and for good cause

shown, it is this day of , 1995,

ORDERED that said Motion be and the same is hereby GRANTED.

Judge
Circuit Court for Baltimore City

S
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE CITY

ANTHONY N. WOJLOH

Plaintiff

EDWARD REIFER, et. al.

Defendants

* *

|

Civil Division

CASE NO. 94143054/CL181082

Upon Consideration of the Plaintiff's Opposition to the

Original and/or Amended Motion For Summary Judgment of Defendant

Charley Andersen, and after hearing argument on behalf of all the

, . , ™
parties concerned, it is by the Court, this ZO th day of

"

, 1995,

[ 4

ORDERED, that the Defendant's Motion be and the same is

hereby DENIED.

Yppsin Lzt

FEB 15 1995

)
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