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The Commissioners of Public Works for the

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
] FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s i
Association, Inc., individually and on )
behalf of those similarly situated, )
)
Plaintiff, ) ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S
) MOTION FOR CLASS
vs. ) CERTIFICATION
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

~
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount < = =2
Pleasant Waterworks, = il
| 2= | e
L B =
Defendant. 1 iy =
| \e =
This matter came before the Court May 31, 2019 on Plaintiff Snee Faim’ Lakes
SN
Homeowner’s Association, Inc.’s Motion for Class Certification. After consideratioi of the parti&s’

arguments, including their briefs in support and opposition, and as set forth more fully below and

herein, this Court now grants Plaintiff’s Motion for Class Certification and certifies the Plaintiff

Class.

INTRODUCTION

This case involves Plaintiff’s refund claim for excessive Basic Facility Charges (“BFC”)
charged by Defendant Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a
Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW”). MPW is a municipal water and sewer authority
established pursuant to ordinance of the Town of Mount Pleasant and governed by Sections 5-31-
210-270 of the South Carolina Code. It is a government entity that enjoys a monopoly in its
service area for providing water and sewage services to Plaintiff and other commercial customers.

Plaintiff is a non-profit homeowners’ association that owns, manages, and maintains the

common elements identified in Snee Farm Lakes’ restrictive covenants. The Snee Farm Lakes



development has a single water meter, and MPW bills Plaintiff monthly for water and sewage
service. Plaintiff i1s the MPW customer, not the individual owners in the Snee Farm Lakes
development.

MPW charges its customers, including Plaintiff, monthly BFC in addition to traditional
volumetric rates based on meter readings. According to MPW’s Cost Recovery Policy 7.2 (April
2015 version), BFC “provide equity and stability” by recovering MPW’s “fixed costs” including,
but not limited to, renewal and replacement debt service, capital costs, operating and maintenance
costs, and general administrative costs.’

BFC are calculated based on the number of Residential Equivalent Units (“REU”) assigned
to each account. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day (9,000 gallons per month). MPW
assigns each customer a certain number of REU prior to establishing service based on consumption
demand assumptions administered and ultimately accepted by MPW. The customer pays MPW a
one-time “impact fee” based on the number of REU assigned to the account. MPW then uses this
same consumption demand estimate (the REU assignment) to calculate BFC on an ongoing
monthly basis thereafter. Specifically, MPW calculates each customer’s BFC charge by
multiplying the number of ‘assigned REU by the prevailing BFC rate ($X per REU).

Plaintiff alleges its and the Class’s actual water use has for many years been much less than
their assigned REU projections, and as a result, they have paid excessive BFC. And Plaintiff
contends Defendant knew of these overcharges since at least November 2014, when it received a

memorandum from an outside consultant, CDM Smith, Inc., which concluded “approximately 700

! Policy 7.2 was amended in June 2018, after this lawsuit was filed, by adding the following
language: “The BFC is a charge for the reservation of capacity based on the total active REUs
assigned to a property. To ensure the purchased capacity remains available, all BFCs must be
paid.” Nowhere does Policy 7.2 (April 2015 version) speak to the concept of “reservation of
capacity,” a concept discussed extensively by MPW in its opposition to class certification.
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customers used less than their allocated REUs in 2013” and there were 4,400 REU (or 475.2
million gallons) allocated to commercial accounts that were “unused.” Although shortly thereafter
MPW notified 60 customers they had insufficient REU in 2014 (and were underpaying BFC),
MPW did not notify customers with excessive REU (who were overpaying BFC) until early 2018
when it notified 288 accounts with excessive REU based on an internal 2017 audit. These
notification letters offered no refund of any kind, only an administrative process whereby
customers could request a REU reduction prospectively.

The thrust of Plaintiff’s claims is that MPW owes a non-delegable duty to charge just and
reasonable rates based on actual use, and its practice of overcharging customers based on
inaccurate, outdated REU assignments is unlawful. See S.C. Code Section 5-31-250 (“The board
of commissioners of public works of any city or town . . . may supply and furnish water to citizens
of the city or town . . . and may require payment of such rates, tolls and charges as it may establish
for the use of water . . ..”") (emphasis added); Simons v. City Council of Charleston, 181 S.C. 353,
187 S.E. 545 (1936) (holding municipal water rates must at all times be “reasonable”).

Besides failing to notify customers of these overcharges until 2018, Plaintiff alleges MPW
never periodically adjusted Plaintiff’s and other customers’ REU assignments to ensure they
remain consistent with actual use. According to Plaintiff, this caused the overcharges at issue in
this case. MPW contends it is the customer’s responsibility to petition MPW for REU reductions
if the customer wants to be charged only for the water it actually uses. Plaintiff responds by
claiming, as a matter of law, MPW cannot skirt its obligation to charge just and reasonable rates
based on actual use by delegating the duty to adjust REU assignments to customers; MPW is better
positioned than customers to perform this function based on its possession of the data, technical

expertise, and incentive to project accurate demand; and customers face paying excessive use



charges and expensive impact fees if REU are dropped too low. Set forth below are the findings
of fact and conclusions of law in favor of class certification.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Rule 23(d)(1), SCRCP provides: “As soon as practicable, after the commencement of an
action brought as a class action, the court shall determine by order whether it 1s to be so maintained.
An order under this subdivision may be conditional, and may be altered or amended before the
decision on the merits.” The Supreme Court of South Carolina “has expressed the viewpoint that
class actions are favored in this state[.]” Grazia v. S.C. State Plastering, LLC, 390 S.C. 562, 576,
703 S.E.2d 197, 204 (2010). Undergirding this sentiment is the rationale that “the class action
device saves the resources of both the courts and the parties by permitting an issue potentially
affecting every [class member] to be litigated in an economical fashion under Rule 23.” Id.
(quoting Califano v. Yamasaki, 442 U.S. 682, 701 (1979)).

A party seeking class certification must demonstrate:

1) the class must be “so numerous that joinder of all members is

impracticable;” 2) there must be “questions of law or fact common

to the class;” 3) the “claims or defenses of the representative parties

[must be] typical of the claims or defenses of the class;” 4) “the

representative parties [must] fairly and adequately protect the

interests of the class;” and 5) “the amount in controversy [must]

exceed[] one hundred dollars for each member of the class.
Gardner v. 8.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 353 S.C. 1, 20-21, 577 S.E.2d 190, 200 (2003) (alterations in
original) (quoting Rule 23(a), SCRCP). “The first four criteria are often referred to as the
requirements for numerosity, commonality, typicality, and adequacy of representation.” Id.
Whether a class should be certified rests in the discretion of the trial court. King v. Am. Gen. Fin.,

Inc., 386 S.C. 82, 88, 687 S.E.2d 321, 324 (2009). In reviewing a motion to certify a class, the

Court should accept the allegations in the pleadings as true and may not look to the merits of the



claims. Anselmo v. West Paces Hotel Grp., LLC, 2011 WL 1049195 at *19 (D.S.C. 2011);
Middleton v. SunStar Acceptance Corp., No. CIV.A. 98-CP-07-1131, 2000 WL 33385388, at *3
(S.C. Ct. Comm. Pleas Jan. 13, 2000).
Class Definition
The Class 1s defined as all current and former MPW commercial customers who paid
excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average daily usage from January 1,

2014 (or any later date of service inception) to present being less than that customer’s assigned

REU. Excluded from the Class are:

a. Defendant, its legal representatives, elected officials, officers, directors,
assigns, and successors;

b. The judge, magistrate, and any special master to whom this case is assigned,
and any member of their immediate families; and

c. To the extent the class certification order permits exclusion, all account holders
that timely submit proper requests for exclusion from the plaintiff class.

Rule 23 Requirements Are Met

As a threshold matter, Defendant asserts Plaintiff lacks standing to bring this claim
because it has suffered no injury. I find this contention wholly without merit.

A party bringing suit may acquire standing by statute, through the rubric of Article III
standing, or under the public importance exception.? ATC S., Inc. v. Charleston Cnty., 380 S.C.
191, 195, 669 S.E.2d 337, 339 (2008). Under a constitutional standing analysis: (1) a party must
“have suffered an injury-in-fact which is a concrete, particularized, and actual or imminent

invasion of a legally protected interest[,]” (2) “a causal connection must exist between the Injury

? There is no suggestion Plaintiff has standing pursuant to statute or under the public importance
exception; therefore, the Court’s analysis is confined to Article ITI standing,
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and the challenged conduct[,]”and (3) “it must be likely that a favorable decision will redress the
injury.” Youngblood v. S.C. Dep’t of Soc. Servs., 402 S.C. 311, 317-18, 741 S.E.2d 515, 518
(2013).

Defendant claims Plaintiff has not suffered an “injury-in-fact” because the cost of water
is allegedly passed on to the unit owners through regime fees. However, this assertion misses the
point. Plaintiff is a MPW customer that receives monthly water bills. According to Plaintiff’s
lawsuit, the bills it received—and paid—included excessive BFC for years and therefore it is
entitled to a refund for this overcharge. The individual unit owners in the Snee Farms Lake
development, however, are nor MPW customers, have no direct relationship with MPW, and
therefore, have no standing to bring this case. Whatever other contractual agreements Plaintiff
may have with its members do not undermine Plaintiff’s standing as an overcharged MPW
customer for purposes of this case and class certification.?

L Numerosity
The Class is so numerous that joinder of all members as plaintiffs is impracticable. No

specific number of potential class members is required to satisfy numerosity. Brady v. Thurston

Motor Lines, 726 F.2d 136, 145 (4th Cir. 1984). However, “[g]enerally, classes consisting of forty

3 Furthermore, even if I were to accept Defendant’s analysis, Plaintiff would have associational
standing to bring suit for its member owners. “The three part test for
associational standing requires that an association's members would otherwise have standing to
sue in their own right, the interests at stake are germane to the organization's purpose, and neither
the claim asserted nor the relief requested requires the participation of individual members in the
lawsuit.” Carnival Corp. v. Historic Ansonborough Neighborhood Ass’'n, 407 S.C. 67, 76, 753
S.E.2d 846, 851 (2014). Here, Defendant asserts the homeowners would possess any potential
claim. As to the interests at issue, Plaintiff’s purpose is to provide amenities to its owners,
including water and wastewater services, and therefore the claims are aligned with its function.
Finally, the claims asserted do not require the involvement of any owner, because the issue raised
is the charge relative to Plaintiff’s overall usage rather than use by a single owner.

6



or more members are considered sufficiently large to satisfy the impracticability requirement.”
Am. Sales Co., LLC v. Pfizer, Inc., 2017 WL 3669604 (E.D. Va. 2017) (citing Meijer, Inc. v.
Warner Chilcott Holdings, Co., Ltd., 246 FR.D. 293, 301 (D.D.C. 2007)).

“[T]he size of the class is not the only consideration relevant to the impracticability
inquiry.” Am. Sales Co., LLC., 2017 WL 3669604 at *9-10. Instead, courts should consider other
factors such as judicial economy, financial resources of class members, the overlapping or
duplicative nature of the potential claims, and, given the economics of litigation, whether class
members would be effectively barred from pursuing their claims absent certification. /d.

The Class includes all commercial customers who paid excessive BEC based on their
average daily usage records since January 1, 2014. Plaintiff’s deﬁﬁition of “excessive” mirrors
the average daily use methodology MPW uses when calculating impact fees and assigning REU
at service inception. Plaintiff claims that, as defined, the Class includes over 400 accounts.
Defendant argues that each customer’s claims are factually distinct and render the numerosity
requirement impossible for Plaintiff to meet. This Court disagrees. As discussed more fully infra,
the Class and its attendant claims are addressed to commercial customers charged excessive BFC.
MPW’s own 2017 Audit, which used a more conservative highest quarter average definition of
“excessive,” found 288 accounts had excessive REU based on the last three years of actual use
records. Consequently, I find the number of members makes joinder impracticable in satisfaction
of Rule 23(a)(1).

IIL. Commonality

Common questions of law and fact exist as to all members of the Class. Rule 23(a)(2)
requires that a party seeking to certify a class demonstrate that “there are questions of law or fact

common to the class.” Practically, “this means the party must articulate the existence of si gnificant



common, legal, or factual issues which bind the proposed class together.” Gardner v. S.C. Dep't
of Revenue, 353 S.C. 1, 21, 577 S.E.2d 190, 200 (2003) (internal quotation marks omitted).
However, commonality does not demand that every issue in the case be common to all class
members, but instead would be met where the class shares a determinative issue. Id. at 21, 577
S.E.2d at 200-01. “In fact, a single common issue will suffice if it is important enough.” McGann
v. Mungo, 287 S.C. 561, 568, 340 S.E.2d 154, 158 (Ct. App. 1986) (citing H. Lightsey & J.
Flanagan, South Carolina Civil Procedure 198 (2d ed. 1985)).

In this case, Plaintiff alleges the Class’s claims arise from a uniform course of conduct
involving common questions of law and fact. These issues include, but are not limited to:

a. Whether under the facts and circumstances of this case, state law prohibits MPW
from imposing and collecting excessive BFC based on REU estimates that exceed
actual usage.

b. Whether Plaintiff and the Class members have suffered financial damages and
MPW owes refunds associated with its imposing and collecting excessive BFC
based on REU estimates that exceed actual usage.

c. Whether MPW can continue charging BFC based on REU estimates that exceed
actual usage, as it has traditionally done.

The critical issues dominating the claim of every Class member are (1) whether MPW can
legally charge BFC based on REU assignments inconsistent with actual use, and (2) who has the
burden of periodically adjusting each customer’s REU assignment to ensure customers are not
overcharged. MPW argues BFC are “reservation of capacity” charges that do not have to be
connected to actual use. Plaintiff disputes this notion by, among other things, observing the
language “reservation of capacity” was only added to the definition of BFC after this lawsuit was

filed.* MPW further argues it has no legal obligation to monitor usage to ensure accurate REU

4 Footnote 1, supra.



assignments, and customers have the obligation to petition for reductions or increases. Plaintiff
disagrees, arguing state law requires that MPW at all times charge just and reasonable rates based
on the “use” of water.’

Whether Plaintiff or Defendant is right about these two core issues is for another day.
However, for the purposes of class certification, this Court recognizes both questions are
embedded in the claims of every Class member. Resolution of these questions all but resolves
each Class member’s claim. The class action mechanism was designed to efficiently resolve cases
like this where common issues are present amongst hundreds of potential plaintiffs. For these
reasons, I find that based upon the common questions presented, Plaintiff has met its burden as to
commonality as required by Rule 23(a)(2).

III.  Typicality.

The tenets of commonality and typicality are often dealt with as one in terms of class
certification. See Gen. Tel. Co. of the Sw. v. Falcon, 457 U.S. 147, 157 n.13 (1982) (“The
commonality and typicality requirements of Rule 23(a) tend to merge.”). “To establish the
typicality requirement, the ‘claims or defenses of the representative parties [must be] typical of
the claims or defenses of the class.”” Pope v. Heritage Cmtys., Inc., 395 S.C. 404, 422717 S.E.2d

765, 774 (Ct. App. 2011) (alterations in original) (quoting Rule 23(a)(3)). Decisions construing

* I also reject Defendant’s argument that possible statute of limitation defenses would vary among
the Class and defeat commonality. Simply stating that a customer may have known that it was
overpaying BFC is not the same as that customer recognizing it had a claim against a municipal
authority. Plaintiff’s case is based on an allegation that MPW has acted illegally and contrary to
its statutory obligations. A customer is allowed to presume the government is acting lawfully. See
S.C. Nat. Bank v. Florence Sporting Goods, Inc., 241 S.C. 110, 115-16, 127 S.E.2d 199, 202
(1962) (“[P]ublic officers are presumed to have properly discharged the duties of their offices and
to have faithfully performed the duties with which they are charged.”). In any event, class
certification is not a ruling on MPW’s defenses, which can be raised and resolved on a class wide
basis as the litigation proceeds.

10



Rule 23(a)(3) have given it a liberal construction, holding that a claim is typical if it arises from
the same events, practices, or course of conduct that gives rise to the claims of other class
members, and if the claims are based on the same legal theories. See H. Newberg, Newberg on
Class Actions § 3:29 (5th ed. 2011) (collecting cases). Generally, “[w]here the class
representatives’ claims are such that they will have to prove the same elements as the remainder
of the class, then typicality should be found notwithstanding factual differences between various
members of the class.” Brown v. Cameron-Brown Co., 92 FR.D. 32, 38 (E.D. Va. 1981).

Defendant focuses much of its attention on how initial REU assignments are processed,
an observation that the Class would potentially include hospitals, restaurants, and other business
that may operate differently than an HOA, and the allegation that some customers may have
decided to maintain excessive REU and pay excessive BFC. I find these distinctions fail to
demonstrate that Plaintiff’s claims are atypical of the Class.

Plamtiff’s case does not involve an attack on the initial REU assignment or seek any
impact fee refunds. Nor do Plaintiff’s claims relate to whether certain Class members decided to
purchase additional REU at the impact fee stage for business purposes.® Rather, Plaintiff
challenges MPW’s practice of basing BFC on the initial REU assumptions and never periodically
adjusting REU assignments to ensure they remain consistent with actual use. Fundamental legal
questions over whether and under what circumstances REU adjustments must be made and who
must make them predominate the Class. Of course, hospitals, restaurants, and HOAs use water
services differently, but that is irrelevant to this case. All implicated customers who comprise the

Class, like Plaintiff, would have a refund claim for past excessive BFC.

§ For this reason, the affidavit submitted by Jason Ward with Landmark Enterprises, Inc. does not
defeat class certification. Notably, Mr. Ward takes no position on whether refunds for past
excessive BFC should be paid.

" Defendant also attempts to draw distinctions in the fact that Plaintiff never sought a reduction of

10
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Given the foregoing, Plaintiff’s claims arise from the same nucleus of operative facts and
are intended to correct and prevent the same improper conduct that has impinged identically on
Plaintiff and members of the Class. I therefore find Plaintiff’s claims are typical of the Class in
satisfaction of Rule 23(a)(3).

IV.  Adequacy of Representation.

To satisfy the Rule 23(a)(4) requirement that that named plaintiff fairly and adequately
protect the interests of the class, the Court must examine: “(1) whether class counsel are qualified,
experienced, and generally able to conduct the proposed litigation; and (2) whether Plaintiff]’s]
claims are sufficiently interrelated with and not antagonistic to the class claims as to ensure fair
and adequate representation.” Lott v. Westinghouse Savannah River Co., 200 F.R.D. 539, 561
(D.S.C. 2000). “The kind of antagonism that will defeat the maintenance of a class action is the
kind which relates to the subject matter in controversy, as when the named representative has a
claim which conflicts with the economic interests of the class.” Waller v. Seabrook Island Prop.
Owners Ass'n, 300 S.C. 465, 468, 388 S.E.2d 799, 801 (1990).

Defendant does not challenge the adequacy of counsel, and this Court finds counsel for the
Class are professionally competent to conduct this particular litigation. Plaintiff’s counsel have
significant collective experience prosecuting complex and class litigation, and they are qualified
to prosecute the claims of all Class members.

However, Defendant takes issue with Plaintiff as an adequate representative of the Class,
revisiting many of the challenges to commonality and typicality the Court has already rejected

within this Order. Defendant’s assertions that the Class members have distinct claims and interests

its REU and cannot show that other commercial customers chose not to reduce their REU for the
same reasons. As discussed regarding commonality, Defendant’s assertions assume its customers

had the burden of regulating their own rates. This is a core legal question Plaintiff’s suit seeks to
address.

11
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all assume MPW is not legally required to monitor and regulate REU assignments and make
customary adjustments as part of charging a reasonable rate. It is the validity of this legal
assumption that lies at the heart of Plaintiff’s claims and is typical of the Class—all of whom have
claims predicated on whether the law allows MPW to charge them in this manner, and if not,
whether they are entitled to a refund.

MPW also suggests Plaintiff lacks sufficient understanding of the case to serve as Class
representative. Plaintiff is not required to be so conversant with the facts and legal theories of the
case to brief its own arguments. See Gunnells v. Healthplan Servs., Inc., 348 F.3d 417, 430 (4th
Cir. 2003) (holding as “hornbook law™ that “[i]n a complex lawsuit, such as one in which the
defendant’s liability can be established only after a great deal of investigation and discovery by
counsel against a background of legal knowledge, the representative need not have extensive
knowledge of the facts of the case in order to be an adequate representative.” (alteration in original)
(internal quotation omitted)). Having reviewed the Rule 30(b)(6) deposition testimony of Plaintiff
submitted by Defendant with its opposition brief, I find that Plaintiff, aided by its experienced
counsel, will adequately represent and protect the interests of the Class. Plaintiff understands the
basis of the BFC refund claim and the Class it seeks to represent. All members of the Class
sustained damages arising out of Defendant’s uniform conduct toward Plaintiff and all members
of the Class. Plaintiff is committed to pursuing this action, and Plaintiff’s claims benefit and are
coextensive with those of all Class members. Contrary to MPW’s argument, Plaintiff need not be
In a position to declare what other Class members’ REU assi gnments ought to be. A core legal,
and disputed, issue in this case is whether customers even have this responsibility at all.

V. The Amount in Controversy.

The final prong of Rule 23 requires that each class member have a claim in excess of $100.

12
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Here, the proposed Class is comprised of MPW commercial customers that have paid excessive
BFC in excess of $100. As a result, this element is satisfied.
CONCLUSION

As set forth herein, this Court finds Plaintiff has met its burden of demonstrating that each
requirement for class certification is satisfied. Although Defendant artfully challenges the motion,
focusing on individual customers as evidence that any claims are distinct, 1 find that the
overarching issues predominating the class are whether (1) MPW can legally charge BFC based
on REU assignments inconsistent with actual use and (2) whether MPW is required to monitor and
adjust REU assignments as part of its duty to charge reasonable BFC. If Plaintiffis right, then any
individual action by Class members regarding REU adjustments are irrelevant, If MPW is right,
then the claims of the Class all but fall apart and this issue will be one decided for all customers

that follow. Accordingly, I find that class certification promotes the interests of judicial economy,

efficiency, and fairness to all parties.
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:
1. The Class is certified on all causes of action;
2. Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. is appointed Class representative;

3. Clayton B. McCullough, Ross A. Appel, James L. Ward, Jr., and Ranee Saunders are

appointed Class Counsel.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: %-: P d ﬂ!"/f M

Beﬁrtle? D. Price
Presiding Jylge
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF
) COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
) 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s )
Association, Inc., Individually and on
Behalf of those Similarly Situated, )
Plaintiff, )
) ORDER DENYING
V. ) DEFENDANTS’ MOTION
) TO RECONSIDER
)
The Commission of Public Works for the )
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount )
Pleasant Waterworks, )
Defendant. )
)

This matter initially came before the Court on June 14, 2019 on Plaintiff’s Motlon &
for Class Certification. At the conclusion of oral arguments, the Court granted the
Motion. Defendant thereby timely filed a Motion to Reconsider. After thoroughly

reviewing the Motion and after a Hearing, Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider is
DENIED.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

%M//L

“TES Honorgble Benfley D. Price

August£~72019
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner's Association, Inc.,
individually and on behalf of those similarly situated,
Respondent,

v.
The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of
Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks,

Appellant.

Appellate Case No. 2019-001482

ORDER

Appellant has served and filed a notice of appeal from an order granting a motion
for class certification and an order denying reconsideration. Respondent has filed a
motion to dismiss. After careful consideration of the partics' filings, the motion to
dismiss 18 granted because the orders on appeal are not immediately appealable.
See Schein v.Lamar, 274 S.C. 329, 263 S.E.2d 383 (1980); Knowles v. Standard
Savings and Loan Assoc.,274 S.C. 58, 261 S.E.2d 49 (1979). The remittitur will be
sent as required by Rule 221(b), SCACR.

Columbia, South Carolind

FOR THE COURT

cc:
Clayton B. McCullough, Esquire

Ross A. Appel, Esquire '

James L. Ward, Jr., Esquire

Susan Ranee Saunders, Esquire

Gray Thomas Culbreath, Esquire F! LED

Amy L.B. Hill, Esquire |
eouvions D, Qoia

16



Janice Holmes, Esquire

James Atkinson Bruorton, IV, Esquire
David G. Jennings, Esquire

Timothy James Wood Muller, Esquire

17



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, )
Inc., Individually and on Behalf of those )
Similarly Situated, )
)
Plaintiff, )
) ORDER DESIGNATING CASE
VS. ) AS COMPLEX
)
The Commissioner of Public Works of the )
Town of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina d/b/a )
Mount Pleasant Waterworks, )
)
Defendants. )
)

IT IS ORDERED that this case be designated complex. Discovery deadlines and a trial
date will be determined after the parties have consulted with the judge designated below.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this case be assigned to the Honorable Roger M. Young

to hear and handle all pre-trial motions, trial, and other matters pertaining to this case.

IT IS SO ORDERED!

The Honorable Jennifer B. McCoy

This 8th day of April, 2020
Charleston, South Carolina

18
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Charleston Common Pleas

Case Caption: Snee Farm Lakes Homeowners Association Inc VS Commission of
Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant Th

Case Number: 2018CP1002764

Type: Order/Complex Case Designation

So Ordered

s/Jennifer B. McCoy #2764

Electronically signed on 2020-04-09 10:46:17 page 2 of 2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s

Association, Inc., individually and on

behalf of those similarly situated,
Plaintiff,
Vs.
The Commissioners of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount

Pleasant Waterworks,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Defendant. )
)

ORDER AMENDING CLASS DEFINITION AND APPROVING FORM OF NOTICE
AND NOTICE PLAN

This matter is before the Court on Plaintiff’s motion to amend the Class definition and to
approve its proposed form of notice of class certification and notice plan. For the reasons set forth,
the Court grants Plaintiff’s motion.

On June 14, 2019, this Court granted Plaintiff’s motion for class certification pursuant to
Rule 23, SCRCP, certifying the following Class:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid

excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average

daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service

inception) to present being less than that customer’s assigned REU.
Because the Class period “to present” does not provide a date on which Class membership can be
finally determined, the parties have agreed to set December 31, 2019 as the end of the Class period.
Accordingly, the Class definition is amended as follows:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid

excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average
daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service

20
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inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that customer’s
assigned REU.

All other aspects of the Court’s June 14, 2019 Order granting Plaintiff’s motion for class
certification remain in effect.

To enable Class counsel to provide notice of class certification in accordance with this
Order, Defendant has produced customer data necessary to identify those customers that meet the
amended Class definition. Class counsel and their agents, including Epiq Class Action & Claims
Solutions, Inc. and its other divisions and subsidiaries, such as Hilsoft Notifications, will use the
Class Member contact data Defendant produced only for the purpose of providing notice to Class
Members, will maintain the confidentiality of the data for so long as the data are in their possession,
and will not distribute the data to other persons. The parties will agree on the disposition of the
data upon the conclusion of the action, but in no event shall the data be used for purposes other
than providing notice to Class Members.

The Court further orders notice be provided in the manner set forth in Plaintiff’s motion.
Specifically, Class counsel will send notice to each Class Member by mailing the notice to the last
known address of each Class Member as determined from Defendant’s records. In addition to
providing direct mailed notice, Class counsel will establish a dedicated website on which the notice
and other pertinent case documents will be available.

The notice period will extend 60 days from the date on which notice is mailed. The
notice will explicitly advise the Class Members on how to exclude themselves from the Class
by submitting the request for exclusion form. Those Class Members who have not excluded
themselves by requesting exclusion will be included in the Class and will be bound by the

proceedings.
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ELECTRONICALLY FILED - 2020 Sep 17 2:24 PM - CHARLESTON - COMMON PLEAS - CASE#2018CP1002764

Roger M. Young, Sr.
Circuit Court Judge

y:

IT IS SO ORDERED.
, 2020

Charleston, South Carolina




Charleston Common Pleas

Case Caption: Snee Farm Lakes Homeowners Association Inc VS Commission of
Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant Th

Case Number: 2018CP1002764

Type: Order/Amend

It is so ordered.

/s Roger M. Young, Sr. S.C. Circuit Judge 2134

Electronically signed on 2020-09-16 14:51:49 page 4 of 4
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s CIVIL ACTION NO. 2018-CP-10-2764

Association, Inc., Individually and on
Behalf of those Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff, ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT’S
V. MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

The Commission of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount

Pleasant Waterworks,

Defendant.

Plaintiff Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., Individually and on Behalf of
those Similarly Situated (“Plaintiff” or “Snee Farm”) initiated this litigation on June 1, 2018
complaining of the manner in which Defendant the Commission of Public Works for the Town of
Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“Defendant” or “MPW”) charged certain of its
commercial customers. MPW assesses commercial customers a portion of their monthly bill based
on the number of Residential Equivalency Units (“REUSs”), representing a reservation of water
capacity, assigned to the commercial customer’s account. Specifically, Plaintiff complained that
it was charged excess Basic Facility Charges (“BFC”) because it had unused Residential
Equivalency Units (REUs) assigned to its account. In essence, Plaintiff ‘s claim is based on a
theory that MPW violated state statutes by basing its rates on assigned REUs that at times reflect
a greater reservation of water capacity than the actual water usage by a particular commercial
customer.

Plaintiff filed an Amended Summons and Complaint on September 1, 2020 alleging five
different causes of action against MPW: 1) Declaratory Judgment, 2) Breach of Contract, 3)

Conversion, 4) Unjust Enrichment/Money Had and Received, and 5) Constructive Trust. Plaintiff

1
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seeks a refund on behalf of the entire class from MPW for what Plaintiff claims are excess BFC
payments from January 1, 2014 through December 31, 2019. On March 9, 2021, MPW filed a
Motion for Summary Judgment asking the Court to dismiss Plaintiff’s claims.

Plaintiff’s action was certified as a class action on June 14, 2019, with the following class
definition:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid
excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average
daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service
inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that customer’s
assigned REU.

The Court heard arguments in support and opposition to MPW’s Motion for Summary
Judgment on April 16, 2021 (“Hearing”). Prior to the Hearing, Snee Farm submitted a
Memorandum in Opposition and MPW submitted a Reply Memorandum in addition to MPW’s
Motion for Summary Judgment. After considering MPW’s Motion for Summary Judgment, the
pleadings, memoranda and exhibits submitted by both parties as well as the oral arguments and
facts presented during the Hearing, this Court grants Summary Judgment in favor of MPW and
dismisses Plaintiff’s case in total with prejudice for the reasons set forth below.

SUMMARY OF FACTS

While there are some disputed facts, which this Court considered in the light most favorable
to Plaintiff, the most significant facts presented to this Court are undisputed. The undisputed facts
are as follows:

1. MPW is a municipal water and sewer authority established pursuant to ordinance of the

Town of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina and state law. (See Plaintiff’s Response, p. 1).

2. Titles 5 and 6 of the Code of Laws of South Carolina of Joint Acts and Resolutions of the

General Assembly of the State of South Carolina provides the authority and responsibility

25
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10.

for MPW to conduct its fiscal affairs, fix rates, collect fees for services, and dispose of
these revenues for purposes germane to MPW ‘s functions.

MPW’s rates are set by its elected commissioners. (See Plaintiff’s Response, p. 2).
MPW’s monthly invoice to customers is made up of two different types of charges: the
volumetric charge based on the volume of water used by a commercial customer during
the billing cycle and the BFC, a consistent rate charged each month regardless of water
usage. (See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit G, Snee Farm Water Bill).

MPW bases its BFC on the total number of Residential Equivalency Units (“REUSs”)
assigned to the commercial property associated with MPW’s customer’s account such that
the BFC is determined by calculating the rate times the account’s number of REUs. (See
Plaintiff’s Response, p. 2).

MPW defines BFCs as a charge for reservation of capacity based on the total active REUs
assigned to a property and a fixed charge to recover an amount equal to or greater than the
sum of annual Renewal and Replacement (R&R). (See Plaintiff’s Response, Exhibit B,
MPW Cost Recovery Policy 7.2, pp. 4-5).

One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day or approximately 9,200 gallons per month. (See
Plaintiff’s Response, p. 2).

MPW has calculated its BFC based on REUs since the early 1990s.

A customer’s initial REU determination is assessed based on an engineering formula and
capacity assumptions made at the inception of service. (See Plaintiff’s Response, p. 2).

A commercial customer is required to pay impact fees at the initiation of their account
based on the number of REUs assigned to their account. (See Plaintiff’s Response, pp. 2-

3).

26
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

MPW’s water bills sent to each of their commercial customers includes both the number
of REUs assigned to that particular account as well as the number of gallons consumed for
the particular billing cycle. (See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit G, Snee Farm Water Bill).
The BFC provides for MPW’s fixed costs including but not limited to Renewal and
Replacement, debt service, capital costs, operating and maintenance costs, and general
administrative costs. (See Plaintiff’s Response, p. 2).

BFC are used to finance MPW’s general operations and maintenance, which will confer
benefits generalizable to all customers. (See Plaintiff’s Response, p. 13).

MPW allows customers to petition to decrease their REUs in order to reduce a customer’s
BFC. There are no out-of-pocket expenses for an MPW customer wishing to reduce its
REUs. In so doing, a customer must give up their REUs, which could subject the customer
to excessive use charge if the customer exceeds the capacity reservation relative to its new,
lower number of REUs. (See Plaintiff’s Response, p. 5; Motion for Summary Judgment p.
3; MPW Policies 5.3.2 Assessment of Impact Fees and 5.3.3 Impact Fee Management.)

If a commercial customer’s water needs change in the future, the commercial customer
may later increase its REUs by paying the applicable current impact fee per REU at the
time of increase or the back BFC charges from the time the REU was reduced until
increase, whichever is less. (See MPW Policy 5.3.3 Impact Fee Management.)

Snee Farm is a horizontal property regime for a mutli-family residential unit. (See
Plaintiff’s Response, Exhibit A.)

Snee Farm established an account with MPW in 1982 and was assigned 148 REUs, which
is equal to the number of units at Snee Farm. (See Amended Summons & Complaint, p. 3;

Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit F, Lona Vest Deposition p. 42, 11. 20-23.)
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Snee Farm paid significantly less for its impact fees based on 148 REUs in 1982 than today.
In fact, it appears that Snee Farm paid no water impact fees in 1982 and only paid roughly
$39,088.35 in sewer impact fees. (See Defendant’s Answer and Counterclaim to the
Amended Complaint, Exhibit A.) According to impact fee rates in 2019, Snee Farm would
pay $1,103,932.00 in impact fees.! (See Plaintiff’s Response, Exhibit Y, Mantz Draft
Questions and Answers p. 16).

Going back years, Snee Farm actual water usage was less than the amount of water
represented by its assigned REUs or approximately 1,332,000 gallons per month. (See
Amended Summons & Complaint, p. 3).

Snee Farm has maintained the same level of REUs originally assigned to its account.

Snee Farm never sought to reduce the number of REUs assigned to its account.

Snee Farm employs a professional property management company that manages Snee
Farm’s expenses and homeowners’ fees for the Snee Farm property owners. (See
Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit F, Lona Vest Deposition p. 12, 11. 13-21).

The professional property manager employed by Snee Farm knew that MPW charged a
basic facility charge for the reservation of capacity or demand for a certain amount of water.
(See Defendant’s Reply Memorandum, Exhibit F, Lona Vest Deposition p. 12, 1I. 1-12).
In 2018, MPW sent a letter to certain of its commercial customers, including Snee Farm,
suggesting that the customer reduce their REU number based on the customer’s apparent
water needs as shown by their recent consumption (“the 2018 Letter””). The suggested
REU reduction would result in a reduced monthly BFC for the customer. (See Plaintiff’s

Response, Exhibit H).

! Based on rates listed in Mantz’ Draft Questions and Answers, Water Impact Fees were $2,295 and Sewer Impact
Fees were $5,164 in 2019.
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25. MPW sent the 2018 Letters to 288 commercial customers and of those recipients,
approximately 80 commercial customers responded and reduced their REUs. (See Motion
for Summary Judgment, p. 3).

26.  Snee Farm received a 2018 Letter from MPW suggesting that Snee Farm consider reducing
its REUs from 148 to 76 based on Snee Farm’s “average monthly consumption for [its]
highest quarter.....” (See Plaintiff’s Response, Exhibit H).

217. Snee Farm did not contact MPW regarding the 2018 letter and, again, never tried to reduce
its REUs.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Rule 56(c), SCRCP, provides that a circuit court may grant a motion for summary judgment
“if the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with
affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving
party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.” A moving party must meet its burden of showing
there is “an absence of evidence to support the non-moving party’s case.” Lord v. D.&J
Enterprises, Inc., 407 S.C. 544, 553, 757 S.E.2d 695, 699 (S.C. 2014) citing Baughman v. Am.
Tel. & Tel. Co., 306 S.C. 101, 115,410 S.E.2d 537, 545 (S.C. 1991). Once the moving party has
met its burden, “the opposing party must do more than rest upon the mere allegations or denials of
his pleadings, but must, by affidavit or otherwise, set forth specific facts to show that there is a
genuine issue for trial.” /d. In reviewing a summary judgment motion, the facts and circumstances
must be viewed in the light most favorable to the non-moving party. Holmes v. E. Cooper Cmty.
Hosp., Inc., 408 S.C. 138, 154, 758 S.E.2d 483, 492 (2014). In order to withstand a motion for
summary judgment, though, the nonmoving party must come forward with specific facts showing

there is a genuine issue for trial, meaning that the evidence presented “must meet the prerequisite
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of being probative.” Lemmons v. Macedonia Water Works, Inc., 431 S.C. 186, 847 S.E.2d 471
(Ct. App. 2020) citing Bass v. Gopal, Inc.,384 S.C. 238,246 1.6, 680 S.E.2d 917,921 n.6 (Ct.App.
2009), aff’d, 395 S.C. 129, 716 S.E.2d 910 (S.C. 2011). “’[A]ny evidence, even a scintilla, that is
useful to withstand a summary judgment motion must meet the prerequisite of being probative.’”
Id. “A court considering summary judgment neither makes factual determinations nor considers
the merits of competing testimony; however, summary judgment is completely appropriate when
a properly supported motion sets forth facts that remain undisputed or are contested in a deficient
manner.” David v. McLeod Reg’l Med. Ctr.,367 S.C. 242,250, 626 S.E.2d 1, 5 (S.C. 2006). Here
the undisputed facts when applied to the applicable law justify a grant of summary judgment.

FINDING OF FACT

I. MPW’s ratemaking methodology does not violate South Carolina statutes.

Plaintiff ‘s claim is based on a theory that MPW violated state statutes by basing its rates
on assigned REUs that at times reflect a greater reservation of water capacity than the actual water
usage by a particular commercial customer. Plaintiff asserts MPW has a duty to unilaterally right-
size a commercial customer’s REUs for purposes of the BFC calculation. The question that must
be answered 1s whether MPW’s BFC rate structure based on REUs reflecting reservation of water
capacity rather than actual water usage violates South Carolina law.

S.C. Code Ann. § 5-31-250 grants a “board of commissioners of public works or any city
or town” the authority to create, operate and manage a waterworks and “require payment...of such
rates, tolls and charges as it may establish for the use of water....” Further, S.C. Code Ann. § 5-
31-670 requires only that the charge for use of the water to be “reasonable compensation and
charge a minimum and reasonable sewer charge for maintenance and construction of such

sewerage system....”
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The court has the ability to review a municipality’s current rate system to determine
whether such a rate system violates the municipality’s authority or statutory requirement. If the
court finds that the rate structure does not violate applicable South Carolina statute, it is not for the
court to supplant the General Assembly or MPW’s elected commissioners and invalidate MPW’s
rate methodology. Thus, in reviewing MPW s rate structure, the court can only determine whether
or not the rate structure is permitted pursuant to South Carolina statute rather than condemn a rate
structure because it is not optimal. After an in depth analysis of MPW’s rate structure, this court
finds that MPW’s rate structure does not violate any South Carolina statute.

Here, the Town of Mount Pleasant, empowered by the statutes supra, has chosen to
empower MPW to administer and orchestrate Mount Pleasant’s water and sewer systems. S.C.
Code Ann § 5-3-210 and 215 enables MPW governance by five elected commissioners as well as
two additional commissioners: the Mayor of the Town of Mount Pleasant and the Chair of the
Town’s Water Supply Committee. MPW’s commissioners chose the rate structure in order to
collect money from its customers to run the water and sewer system. As a part of that rate structure,
MPW’s commissioners chose a BFC rate structure based on a commercial customer’s assigned
REUs. If MPW’s chosen rate structure is “reasonable” pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 5-31-670, the
rate structure is permissible.

Thus, ultimately, the question is whether MPW’s rate structure of basing BFC on a
customer’s number of REUs is reasonable pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 5-31-670. In general,
“water rates are entitled to a presumption of reasonableness, and a reviewing court will defer to
the municipal corporation as long as the rates are nondiscriminatory, and are not arbitrary and
capricious.” 12 McMillian Mun. Corp. § 35:57 (3d ed.) (citation omitted). “Generally speaking,

water rates as set by a municipality are presumed to be valid and reasonable until the contrary has
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been established; and the burden of overcoming the presumption of validity and reasonableness
rests with the challenging party.” /d. In South Carolina the “test of the reasonableness of rates
established by a public service district is the service received.” H.A. Sack Company, Inc. v. Forest
Beach Public Service District 272 S.C. 235,238, 250 S.E.2d 340, 341 (1978) citing Simons v. City
Council of Charleston et al., 181 S.C. 353, 187 S.E. 545 (1936). “The burden of proof of the
unreasonableness or arbitrariness of rates is upon the person attacking the rate schedule.” Id. citing
Shirk v. City of Lancaster,313 Pa. 158, 169 A. 557 (1933). In this litigation, Plaintiff has presented
no allegations regarding the quality of service it has received or continues to receive. For this
reason Plaintiff has not met the burden of showing MPW’s BFC rate structure is unreasonable.
Plaintiff argued S.C. Code Ann § 6-1-300(6) and the case, Azar v. City of Columbia, 414
S.C.307,778 S.E.2d 315, (2015) support its claim that MPW’s rates violate South Carolina statues
because allegedly the rates are not paid in return for a particular government service or program
made available to the Plaintiff. However, both the S.C. Code Ann. § 6-1-300(6) and Azar relate
to the way the funds collected are “spent,” not the rate structure or method of collection. In this
case there are no allegations that the amounts collected were spent on anything other than water
and sewer related expenses.? In fact, Plaintiff admits in its Response that, “the BFC are used to
finance MPW’s general operations and maintenance, which will confer benefits generalizable to
all customers [including Plaintiff]....” (See Plaintiff’s Response p. 13). Plaintiff states, “...the
payers of excessive BFC are garnering no more or different benefit.” Id. Plaintiff’s share of BFC
is higher than Plaintiff believes it should be, but Plaintiff’s receipt of services has not been

diminished and there are no allegations that the money collected is spent on anything other than

2 Plaintiff’s expert, Bryan Mantz, testified that he took no issue with the collection of the funds, rather he believes
charges should be allocated differently among MPW’s customer base according to actual customer use. (See
Deposition of Bryan Mantz, 1/20/21 pp. 57-58, 11. 25-25).

9
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water and sewer related services and expenses. S.C. Code Ann. § 6-1-300(6) and any related
statutes are not applicable to the facts in this case.

Even if the court were to review the actual rate structure beyond the service provided,
Plaintiff has presented no reliable evidence that MPW’s rate structure is unreasonable. Plaintiff
asserts that S.C. Code Ann. § 5-31-250, which gives utilities the ability to “require payment of
such rates, tolls and charges as it may establish for the use of water and light,” must be interpreted
to require rates to be associated with actual volumetric use.®> However, in order to accept Plaintiff’s
interpretation, the court must add the words and meaning to the statute to require volumetric or
some measured amount of usage. If Plaintiff’s interpretation were accepted, South Carolina
utilities would be required to tie their entire rate to the amount of water or electricity a customer
uses each month, ignoring the utilities’ requirement to make the water or electricity available at
the flip of a switch or the turning of a tap by covering fixed costs that do not decrease when a
customer’s actual volumetric use decreases. Such a rate structure is contrary to the
recommendations by Plaintiff’s own expert. Bryan Mantz, Plaintiff’s expert, testified that he
recommends a fixed charge as a part of a utility’s rate system in order to support revenue stability
because salaries and benefits as well as debt service, are all fixed costs for the utility regardless of
customer usage. (See Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 90-91, 11. 7-9, 12-25, pp. 116-117, 11. 5-8, 20-
4). This court does not accept Plaintiff’s position as to the interpretation of S.C. Code Ann. 5-31-
250. The word “use” cannot mean the literal volumetric use of a water or electricity and ignore

the ability to use; availability of ready service; the reservation of capacity or on-demand service.

3 Section 5-31-250 of the South Carolina Code reads as follows: “[The utility] may supply and furnish water to citizens
of the city or town and also electric, gas or other light and may require payment of such rates, tolls and charges as it
may establish for the use of water and light.”
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Accepting that the statute does not per se deem a rate structure unreasonable simply
because it is based on something other than actual volumetric use, the analysis turns to whether
there are some other issues with MPW’s BFC rate structure that render it unreasonable. For
purposes of summary judgment, this court again looks to Plaintiff’s own expert’s analysis
regarding the MPW’s REU rate structure as compared to other BFC rate structures.

Many water utilities, including the City of Charleston, use a commercial customer’s water
meter size to determine a BFC charge. (See Hearing Transcript p. 14, 1l. 19-22; Plaintiff
presentation). Different size water meters are provided to customers according to anticipated use.
Generally speaking, the greater the anticipated use, the larger the water meter size. The water
meter size systems do not consider the commercial customer’s actual volumetric water usage in
determining the BFC. Rather, the only measure for the BFC calculation is the anticipated water
demand when determining pre-service the water meter size. After service is established, the BFC
is not dependent on whether any water flows through the water meter. Rather the BFC rate is
determined based on the size of the water meter alone.

When Plaintiff’s own expert was asked about a BFC based on a water meter size, Mantz
testified that a water meter size BFC is reasonable even though such a system: 1) is unrelated to a

customer’s actual volumetric water or sewer use, 2) a customer is required to initiate procuring a

new water meter if they want to reduce their BFC, 3) a customer must pay to have an old water
meter removed and a new water meter installed if the customer wishes to reduce their REUs, and
4) if a customer wishes to someday increase their water capacity, the customer must pay for
reinstallation of their old significantly larger water meter.

Water meter size BFC rates calculate a customers fixed rate based on the size of the water

meter. Mantz testified that in a water meter size rate structure, the initial assignment of a particular

11
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water meter size is based on “potential of the [customer’s] demand”.... (See Defendant’s Reply,
Exhibit C, Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 23-25, 1l. 14-25, pp. 45-46, 11. 12-6). The assignment of
a larger water meter size is necessary for larger intended water usage. If the customer’s fixed rate
is based on the size of the customer’s water meter, the fixed rate is necessarily based on future
potential demand. In fact, Mantz testified that in a water meter size rate structure, if the customer
does not use the water, their BFC charge remains the same. (See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit C,
Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 30-31, 1l. 5-20). Similarly, the number of REUs assigned to a
customer at the time an account is established or a property is developed is based on the projected
amount of water a customer may use in the future. (See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit C, Mantz
Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 66-67, 11. 20-5). Thus simply because the BFC is based on potential future
demand or a reservation of capacity rather than actual use does not prove the rate system is
unreasonable. *

Also, like the REU rate structure, Mantz testified that the customer, not the utility, must
initiate a change in their water meter size in order to reduce the calculated BFC. (See Defendant’s
Reply, Exhibit C, Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 29-30, 11. 3-4, pp. 31-32, 11. 21-4, pp. 45-46, 11.
12-2, pp. 55-56, 11. 7-6, pp. 100-101, 11. 14-6, pp. 103-104, 11. 24-9, p. 173, 1. 14-23). Mantz also
affirmed that the utility has no responsibility to alert the customer to the possibility of reducing

their water meter size. (See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit C, Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 31-32,

* Plaintiff’s characterization that there was “quite a bit of dispute, even within MPW itself, how this idea of capacity
reservation fits into the BFC calculation and whether MPW’s utilization is reasonable” is not supported by the
evidence. Plaintiff cites to an email thread by Joe Crea from Raftelis Financial Consultants (MPW’s rate consultant
at that time) as evidence that Crea disagreed with the BFC as some type of capacity reservation fee. However, a close
reading of the entire document and conversation of emails makes it clear that there is no dispute. Rather, there was
simply some discussion about what to call a fee required to be paid when a customer seeks to reinstate their REUs
after decreasing the same. (See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit E). Regardless, the name of the method is not as important
as what it actually stands for, which is an assumption of future water use.
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1. 1-4). Water utilities using the water meter size rate structure do not unilaterally right size a
customer’s water meter size based on the customer’s water usage. Id.

Clearly, Plaintiff’s own expert does not believe that a rate system is unreasonable simply because
the charges are based on something (such as a water meter size) other than the customer’s actual
volumetric use. Plaintiff has failed to show that MPW’s REU BFC system is unreasonable such
that it would violate the South Carolina statutes.

Further, there is no case law that indicates MPW’s rate structure is unreasonable. In
support of Plaintiff’s claims, Plaintiff cites Simons v. City Council of Charleston, 181 S.C. 353,
187 S.E. 545 (1936), one of two South Carolina cases that discusses reasonableness in the context
of water utility rates.’ In Simons, the Supreme Court analyzed “whether a municipality has the
power to make a pledge of income derived from a revenue producing project in the absence of a
specific statutory grant of authority.” Id. at 546. The plaintiff in that case, a taxpayer, alleged that
the municipality did not have the authority to use revenues derived from its waterworks system to
repay the costs of a project to increase the town’s water supply. Id. While the court did note that a
municipality is bound by the rule of reasonableness, it further elaborated that the proposed method
in which the city chose to allocate those funds was within the discretion of the city council and ““so
long as the revenues it uses for the purposes named are derived from “reasonable” rates, the court
will not interfere with the discretion sought to be exercised. Id. (emphasis added). In support of
this contention the court added that “it is incumbent upon a municipal corporation to exercise its
judgment in a manner that will inure to the greatest benefit of the city and its inhabitants.” Id.

Further, as mentioned previously in this brief, “[t]he service received is the test” as to

3 The other case, Sloan v. City of Conway, 347 S.C. 324, 555 S.E.2d 684, (2001), discusses S.C. Code Ann. § 5-31-
670 in determining the reasonable rate requirement for water service to nonresidents — an issue that is not present in
this case.
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reasonableness, not the profit or amount collected by the utility. Id. at 547 and 45, citing 67 C.J.
1243.

Here, Plaintiff is not alleging that MPW is setting the rates in order to pay off bonds for a
project like the municipality in Simons - it is alleging that MPW’s rate structure is unreasonable.®
And, as a result of those rates, Plaintiff believes that MPW’s commercial customers have been
overcharged and Plaintiff is entitled to a refund. Yet, again, Plaintiff has not alleged any
complaints regarding the quality of service received, only that they believe they have paid too
much for said service or “water rent” as the Simons court describes it. 1d.

Plaintiff also cites to City of Commerce v. Duncan & Godfrey, Inc., 277 S.E.2d 266
(Ga.Ct.App. 1981) for the position that the city has a legal duty to disclose to the customer the
availability of a more favorable rate. However, the case cited is a Georgia case and there are no
similar South Carolina cases creating such a duty.

For all the reasons stated above, there is no genuine dispute of material fact as to the
reasonableness of MPW’s rates and rate structure pursuant to South Carolina law, and therefore
summary judgment is granted in favor of MPW and all of Plaintiff’s claims are dismissed with
prejudice.’

1I. Plaintiff’s causes of action should be dismissed due to Plaintiff’s failure to
mitigate damages.

Snee Farm initiated this lawsuit because it has more REUs assigned to its account than its
actual water usage. Ignoring the fact that REUs represent reservation of capacity rather than actual

usage, Snee Farm failed to correct this perceived inaccuracy even though it had the opportunity to

® When asked if he believed MPW has collected too much revenue over all, Plaintiff’s expert responded in the negative.
(See Exhibit C, Mantz Deposition 1/13/21, p. 129 11. 7-24).

7 All of Plaintiff’s causes of action are reliant on a finding that MPW s rate structure violates South Carolina statutory
law.
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do so. Snee Farm never tried to reduce the 148 REUs assigned to its account, either before the
filing of this lawsuit or after. Snee Farm is a corporate entity with a professional property manager.
Prior to 2018, Snee Farm’s professional property manager could have determined that Snee Farm
had more REUs assigned to its account when compared with Snee Farm’ actual water usage. (See
Defendants Reply, Exhibit G). Other commercial customers reduced their REUs during this time.
For instance, Plaintiff attached to the Response a confidential exhibit including a 2014 settlement
agreement with a commercial customer whereby the customer had allegedly contacted MPW and
sought to reduce its REUs. Because MPW did not reduce this customer’s REUs in a timely
fashion, MPW reimbursed the customer for BFC paid on the account. (See Plaintiff’s Response,
Exhibit G). Clearly, the particular commercial customer involved in the settlement was able to
discern in 2014 that it had more REUs assigned to the MPW account that it needed based on its
actual water usage.

In 2018, MPW completed an audit of its commercial customer accounts. At that time,
MPW identified certain commercial customer accounts with a large number of unused REUs.
MPW identified Snee Farm as one of those commercial customers. In an effort bring the unused
REUs to the attention of those commercial customers, MPW sent a letter to 288 commercial
customers recommending a reduction in the assigned REUs. Even after receiving the 2018 letter,
Plaintiff chose not to contact MPW to reduce its REUs. Instead Plaintiff initiated this lawsuit. By
failing to take action to reduce its REUs, Plaintiff has failed to mitigate its alleged damages.

Plaintiff’s claim that reducing its REUs would require Plaintiff to prejudice itself by
complying with illegal practices is not persuasive. Plaintiff takes issue with MPW’s policy of
requiring a customer to surrender its REUs when that customer seeks to reduce its REUs for

purposes of BFC. Plaintiff asserts that having to give up something it previously paid for is
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“illegal.” However, again, this situation is akin to the water meter right sizing, which Plaintiff’s
expert deems reasonable. Not unlike the customer who is required to replace its larger water meter
in order to reduce its BFCs based on water meter size, MPW’s requirement that a customer give
up assigned REUs in order to reduce its BFC is reasonable pursuant to the applicable statutes.

Mantz testified that in a water meter size rate structure if the customer chooses to right size,
the customer is responsible for paying for and installing a new water meter. (See Defendant’s
Reply, Exhibit C, Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 31-32, 1l. 21-15). Thus, the customer must
immediately come out of pocket in order to right size a water meter that is larger than the
customer’s current water needs. Mantz further testified that the utility should not have to pay for
the customer’s smaller water meter because it is costly — an even greater deterrent to the customer
who wishes to reduce its BFC charge in a water meter rate structure. (See Defendant’s Reply,
Exhibit C, Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 33, 1. 1-11).

Pursuant to MPW’s policies, MPW’s customers are required to give up REUs they
previously paid impact fees for in order to right size. Unlike a water meter size customer, MPW’s
customers have no out of pocket expense upon deciding to right size their REUs. The only
expense MPW’s customer may have occurs if they later determine they wish to increase the
number of REUs assigned to their property. In that case, MPW requires customers to repurchase
REUs at the current impact fee rate or back pay unpaid BFC in order to have the REUs reinstated
(whichever is less). (See MPW Policy 5.3.3). If the water meter size rate structure is reasonable
and legal, as testified to by Plaintiff’s expert, then MPW’s system cannot be the basis for Plaintiff’s
refusal to mitigate its alleged damages.

If someone purchases something but then decides to give up that asset, it cannot be illegal

for the person to then be required to pay to repurchase the same asset. Similarly, it cannot be
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illegal to require a water meter customer who may chose in the future to go back to a larger water
meter, to purchase the larger meter. These are all business decisions that sophisticated commercial
customers, like Plaintiff with the help of its retained professional property manager, must make in
order to determine what is best for their own business and individual future needs. Giving up REUs
would presumably benefit the business by reducing their BFC. So, determining whether to reduce
REUSs even if it means possibly repurchasing the same in the future is not an illegal choice, but
rather a business decision similar to the accepted policy of paying to purchase and install a smaller
water meter. Yet, Plaintiff complains because it wants the benefits of both retaining its REUs and
having its BFC reduced. This court will not penalize MPW because Plaintiff never made the
decision as to whether it wanted to maintain its REUs. Plaintiff failed to mitigate its damages that
it seeks to be reimbursed in this lawsuit and for that reason MPW’s Motion for Summary Judgment
is granted as to all of Plaintiff’s causes of action with prejudice because of Plaintiff’s failure to

mitigate damages.

III.  Plaintiff’s Claims are barred by the Voluntary Payment Doctrine.

In South Carolina, “[1]t is well-settled law that money voluntarily paid with full knowledge
of all material facts and without any fraud, duress, or extortion cannot be recovered, although there
was no legal obligation to make such payment.” Shockely v. Wickliffe, 148 S.E. 476, 477 (S.C.
1929) (citing Hardaway v. S.Rey., 73 S.E.1020, 1025 (S.C. 1912)). Plaintift’'s MPW water bills
included the number of REUs assigned to the particular account as well as the number of gallons
used for each particular billing cycle. Further, the back side of each bill states: “[o]ne REU equals

9,200 gallons per month” and that “[a] Basic Facility Charge for residential and commercial
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customers is a monthly base charge on the number of Residential Equivalency Units assigned.”
The back of the bill also includes a further reference to MPW’s website and phone number to call
for more information on other rates, fees and charges. (See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit G). Finally,
Plaintiff at all times employed and relied upon a professional property manager who manages
multi-family units throughout the Charleston area, admits that she had access to the information
and could have calculated how many REUs were being used by Plaintiff. (See Defendant’s Reply,
Exhibit F, Lona Vest Deposition pp. 12, 1l. 1-25, pp. 47-48, 11. 3-16). Thus Plaintiff was aware of
and had access to all material facts and yet voluntarily paid their bill without questioning the same.

Certainly, after receiving the 2018 Letter, Plaintiff was well aware of unused REUs
assigned to their account, yet many, including Plaintiff made no effort to reduce their REU
assignments. Finally, Plaintiffs have made no allegations of fraud, duress or extortion that might
impact the application of the voluntary payment doctrine. It is Plaintiff’s burden to allege and
prove that the money at issue was paid under fraud, duress, or extortion. Hardaway v. Southern
Ry. Co., 90 S.C. 475, 488-89, 73 S.E.1020, 1025 (S.C. 1912). Plaintiff’s claims regarding
voluntary payment doctrine fail because Plaintiff cannot meet this burden.

Plaintiff’s response that “you can’t live without water and sewer,” is unpersuasive. This
point misconstrues the principals behind the voluntary payment doctrine. The point is not that
Plaintiff is paying for a service it needs, but rather that Plaintiff paid without ever asking that its
rate be lowered or its REUs be reduced.

For the reasons stated, this court dismisses Plaintiff’s complaint with prejudice due to the
voluntary payment doctrine.

IV. Plaintiff’s claimed damages are barred by the Statute of Limitations.
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Even assuming MPW’s rates violated state law, Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the statute
of limitations because Snee Farm knew or should have known that it had a claim against MPW
more than three years prior to initiating this lawsuit. As noted earlier, each bill contains the number
of REUs assigned to the customer’s account as well as the gallons consumed in the particular
billing cycle. The back of each bill notes that “one REU equals 9,200 gallons per month.” (See
Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit G). Plaintiff employs a professional property manager who received
Plaintiff’s water bills and reviews the same. Plaintiff claims that it has been “overcharged” for
excessive REUs for years, yet Plaintiff had all necessary information before it to discover this
claimed inequity simply by looking at its bills. Plaintiff’s professional property manager testified
that she knew that MPW charged a basic facility charge based on the bill, but she had never
attempted to calculate the BFC and compare it to the total water gallon usage listed on the bills.
(See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit F, Lona Vest Deposition pp. 12, 1l. 1-25, pp. 47-48, 11. 3-16). As
was discussed earlier, other commercial customers as early as 2014 sought out reductions in their
REUs based on their volumetric water usage. Simply put, Plaintiff had all necessary information
to start asking questions and determine whether or not it had “unused REUs” assigned to its
account. For this reason, the statute of limitations bars Plaintiff’s claims even assuming MPW’s
rates violate applicable statutes.

CONCLUSION

Many of the facts in this case are undisputed. All parties agreed as to the structure of
MPW’s BFC rate structure and the ability of the Plaintiff to reduce their REU assignments, but the
parties did not agree as to the implications of the rate structure or the ideal method by which
Plaintiff could reduce its REUs. However, after performing a detailed analysis and comparison of

the facts with the applicable law, this Court finds MPW’s rate structure does not violate the
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standards set by the applicable statutes. The General Assembly granted municipalities wide
ranging freedom to determine how municipal utilities will set rates and which rate methodology
they will employ. It is not for this court to supplant the General Assembly and invalidate MPW’s
rate methodology. Rather, this court’s review of MPW’s rate methodology is limited to a
determination as to whether it violates the applicable statutes. It is not for this court to determine
the optimal rate structure, but only if the rate structure in place meets the statutory requirements.
This court finds that considering all of the facts, and specifically Plaintiff’s expert testimony, in
the light most favorable for the Plaintiff, summary judgment should be granted to MPW because
Plaintiff cannot meet its burden of showing that MPW’s rate system violates South Carolina law.

However, even if this court were to find MPW’s BFC rate system violated South Carolina
law, summary judgment should still be granted in MPW’s favor because Plaintiff’s claims are
barred by the voluntary payment doctrine, the failure to mitigate damages, as well as the statute of
limitations.

For these reasons, the Court grants MPW’s motion for summary judgment and dismisses

Plaintiff Class’ claims in total with prejudice.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

The Honorable R. Markley Dennis, Jr.

This _ day of July, 2021
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s CIVIL ACTION NO. 2018-CP-10-2764

Association, Inc., Individually and on
Behalf of those Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff, ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF’S
V. MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND
PURUSANT TO RULE 50(e) SCRCP
The Commission of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount
Pleasant Waterworks,

Defendant.

Plaintiff Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., Individually and on Behalf of
those Similarly Situated (“Plaintiff”) filed a Motion to Alter or Amend Pursuant to Rule 59(e)
(“Motion”), SCRCP this Court’s Order granting summary judgment and dismissing the lawsuit in
favor of Defendant the Commission of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount
Pleasant Waterworks (“Defendant” or “MPW?”). The basis of Plaintiff’s Motion is that this Court’s
Order contains the following mistakes of law: 1) failure to address the law on service and user
fees; 2) misstating the relevant legal framework on reasonableness; 3) misapplying the standard of
review; and 4) misunderstanding the affirmative defenses. The Court denies the Motion and
upholds its initial grant of summary judgment in favor of Defendant for the reasons described
below.

1. This Court addressed the applicable law on service and user fees.

For purposes of this analysis, the Court will assume that MPW’s BFC charge is a service

fee or user fee, and S.C. Code Ann. § 6-1-300(6) and 6-1-330(B) apply. Thus, the BFC fee must

be paid “in return for a particular government service or program made available to the payer that
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benefits the payer in some manner different from the members of the general public not paying the

fee.” S.C. Code Ann. § 6-1-330(6).

According to the Plaintiff citing Burns v. Greenville County Council, the statute “requires
that a service or user fee provide some special benefit to the members of the public paying that
fee.” See Motion p. 3 and Burns, 861 S.E.2d 31, 33 (2021). The Burns court invalidated road
maintenance fees and telecommunication fees because they did not provide the payers with a
special benefit. Burns, 861 S.E.2d 31 (2021). The Burns facts are distinguishable from the facts
in this case, and for that reason the Burns ruling does not impact this Court’s grant of summary
judgment. In summation, the BFC charge based on assigned REUs provides Plaintiff with a special
benefit not available to the general public, including but not limited to the use of the water and
sewer system, which is not available to the general public. Further, the BFC collected is used to
maintain and keep the water and sewer system running. There are no allegations that the funds
collected should not be collected or that the revenues are being used improperly. The ability to
have water flow through a customer’s faucets at any time on demand is a real benefit that must be
paid for regardless of how much water a customer uses. Deposition of Bryan Mantz 1/13/21, p.
37 -38, 1. 8-11.  This Court has addressed the law on service and use fees and finds that the law

supports a grant of summary judgment in favor of Defendant.

2. This Court did not misstate the relevant legal framework on reasonableness.

The “test of the reasonableness of rates established by a public service district is the service
received.” H.A. Sack Company, Inc. v. Forest Beach Public Service District, 272 S.C. 235, 238,
250 S.E. 2d 340, 341(1978), citing Simons v. City Council of Charleston et al., 181 S.C. 353, 187
S.E.545 (1936). In this case, Plaintiff reserved a certain level of service capacity or potential

demand of service on the system, and MPW provided service to Plaintiff for that reserved capacity
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or reserved demand of service. By calculating a BFC based on Plaintiff’s reserved capacity, MPW
has fixed a rate “reasonably proportionate to the value of the service rendered or bearing some
relationship to the present or future cost of providing service.” 94 C.J.S. Waters § 730. Plaintiff
has not presented any facts to support a finding that MPW did not or was unable to provide the

level of reserved service if and when Plaintiff demanded the same.

Instead, Plaintiff complains that it did not need the entire reserved capacity. Plaintiff,
argues BFC based on the reserved capacity is “completely divorced from [Plaintiff’s] demands on
the system (what it costs to serve Snee Farm Lakes HOA, for example) and thereby subsidizing
other ratepayers.” See Motion p. 7. Plaintiff argues that the BFC must be periodically “rightsized
to reflect actual use records over time.” Id. So, although Plaintiff readily agrees MPW is allowed
to charge a base rate!, which by Plaintiff’s own expert’s definition is a fixed rate unrelated to a
customer’s volumetric use, Plaintiff seeks to have this Court require BFC to be tied to actual
volumetric use. In essence, if Plaintiff believes that the concept of BFC is acceptable and

reasonable, then a BFC based on reserved capacity is certainly reasonable.

Plaintiff tellingly argues the Court’s conclusion would allow “a municipality to charge
whatever rates it may fancy provided the water is clear and free-flowing.” The question before the
Court is not whether MPW has charged “whatever rates it may fancy” but instead whether the rates
charged are reasonable, which they are based on the facts presented and the applicable legal
standard. The Court cannot and will not dictate exactly how a municipality sets its rates so long as

those rates meet the legal parameters, which they do in this case.

! “To be clear, Plaintiff has never argued that MPW is not allowed to charge a base rate.” Motion p. 7.

3
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3. This Court applied the correct standard of review in considering the merits of

Plaintiff’s claims.

Plaintiff argues the Court misapplies the standard of review when it considered the merits
of the case, because the Court relied on Plaintiff’s own expert. Plaintiff identified Bryan Mantz
as an expert in his field, but now asks the Court to ignore Mr. Mantz’s clear testimony that
contradicts Plaintiff’s position. Plaintiff accuses the Court of ignoring other evidence indicating
of MPW’s ratemaking practices are unreasonable, but Plaintiff fails to identify such evidence that
would trump Plaintiff’s own expert. The problem Plaintiff has is that Mr. Mantz testified 1) that
a water system should charge a BFC based on something other than actual volumetric use —that to
do so is the recommended best practice and 2) that a system whereby the BFC is based on a water
meter size is reasonable and acceptable. See Mantz Deposition 1/13/21 pp. 90-91, 11. 7-9, 12-25,
pp. 116-117, 11. 5-8, 20-4, p. 49, 11. 16-19. Plaintiff offered Mr. Mantz up as an expert and thus is

tied to his opinions.

Again, the Court is not entitled to review and criticize a municipalities’ rate making unless
such rate making falls below a legal standard. In this case, the evidence, including Plaintiff’s own

expert support a finding that MPW’s rates meet a basic legal standard of reasonableness.

4. This Court correctly addressed the affirmative defenses.

The Court, reviewing the facts, pleadings, law and importantly, Plaintiff’s own expert, in
the light most favorable to Plaintiff, finds that Plaintiff’s claims are barred for a variety of reasons,
including the applicable statute of limitations, Plaintiff’s failure to mitigate its damages and
Plaintiff’s voluntary payment of the funds it claims are damages. Plaintiff claims the Court

incorrectly analyzed these defenses.

Statute of Limitations

48

79.200TdO8T0¢#3ASVI - SYA1d NOWINOD - NOLSITIVHD - WV Zv7:6 ¥Z AON T20Z - d311d ATIVOINOYLO3 13



Plaintiff argues that each bill issued by MPW caused a new injury. This argument does
not change this Court’s ruling that the statute of limitations bars Plaintiff’s claim. A cause of
action accrues at the time a plaintiff has a legal right to sue on it. Brown vs. Finger, 240 S.C. 102,
124 S.E.2d 781 (1962). The genesis of Plaintiff’s claim is that MPW assigned excessive REUs to
each customer prior to establishing service or at a change in use and that these assignments were
incorrect. See Amended Summons & Complaint § 9. Plaintiff claims that because of the alleged
incorrect REU assignments, MPW charged Plaintiff excessive BFC each month. But the charge
was set at the time the REU assignment was made, not as of a calculation made each month. In
fact, the BFC, based on the REU assignment, is the exact same every month. So, the statute of
limitations began to run when Plaintiff knew or should have known that it had been assigned
allegedly excessive REUS. As a result, Plaintiff’s claim is barred by the applicable statute of

limitations.

Further, it is relevant that Plaintiff employed a professional property manager, who
testified she knew that MPW charged a basic facility charge based on the assigned REUs, but she
had never attempted to calculate the BFC and compare it to the total water gallon usage listed on
the bills. See Defendant’s Reply, Exhibit F, Lona Vest Deposition pp. 12, 1l. 1-25, pp. This
admittance illustrates Plaintiff’s lack of regard for the issue. Simply put, it appears Plaintiff never
took the time to calculate its bill versus Plaintiff’s volumetric usage. Plaintiff had all necessary
information and professional staff to start asking questions and determine whether it had “unused

REUs” assigned to its account.

Plaintiff also argues that the bills did not provide an explanation as to how Plaintiff could
reduce its assigned REUs. However, again, Plaintiff had the information at its fingertips to

determine that it was being allegedly overcharged for the BFC — its’ assigned number of REUs
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and the volume of water used each month. Most importantly though, Plaintiff never made an
inquiry as to how it could reduce its assigned REUs. Plaintiff knew or should have known that it

had a claim but failed to initiate the claim within three years from the date of being put on notice.

Voluntary Payment

Plaintiff asserts that the voluntary payment doctrine does not apply because “South
Carolina has never found this doctrine applicable in a case involving a local government in a tax,
fee, or rate dispute.” See Motion p. 14. In fact, in Self Storage Ass’n vs. City of Aiken, WL
10862806 (Ct. App. 2012), the Court of Appeals affirmed a trial court ruling that the voluntary
payment doctrine bar provided the grounds for summary judgment in favor of the City of Aiken
regarding paid taxes. While this is an unpublished opinion that did not discuss the merits of the
voluntary payment doctrine decision, the Court of Appeals did not strike down the voluntary

payment doctrine application simply because it was asserted by a government entity.

Plaintiff also seems to distinguish payment for water service from some other type of
voluntary payment because Plaintiff asserts that failure to pay the water bill could “result in the
suspension of ...a basic need.” See Motion, p. 15. Plaintiff cites a case from Illinois regarding
phone service. However, again, there are no South Carolina cases, which distinguish between the
services for which the voluntary payment doctrine applies. Even assuming Plaintiff had no option
but to purchase water from MPW, Plaintiff has not addressed why it never sought to reduce its
REUs except to assert that it didn’t want to give them up. Plaintiff was not forced to maintain its

level of REUs at its current level, the same level that was assigned to Plaintiff in 1982.
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Plaintiff can lower its REUs, but Plaintiff has chosen not to. This is the definition of
voluntary payment, which bars Plaintiff’s claims against MPW. The Court properly granted

summary judgment on the voluntary payment doctrine.

Failure to Mitigate Damages

Plaintiff claims that if it had reduced its REUs and thus reduced its claimed damages, as
Plaintiff agrees it is able to do, it would incur an “expense” by giving up its REUs. Plaintiff’s
argument is not new. The Order addresses the fact that Plaintiff has made a business decision to
keep its REUs and thus continue to pay BFC based on the number of REUs assigned. All parties
agree there is a value to maintaining unused REUs. This Court will not allow Plaintiff to go

forward seeking “damages” from MPW that Plaintiff chose to incur.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated herein, Plaintiff’s Motion to Alter or Amend Pursuant to Rule 59(e),

SCRCP is denied in its entirety.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

The Honorable R. Markley Dennis, Jr.

November , 2021

Charleston, South Carolina
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) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
)
SNEE FARM  LAKES HOMEOWNER’S ) CIVIL ACTION COVERSHEET
ASSOCIATION, INC,, INDIVIDUALLY AND ON )
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FOR THE TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT )
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to Supreme Court Order dated November 12, 2015.
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DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS, UNLESS OTHERWISE EXEMPT.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s

Association, Inc., individually and on

behalf of those similarly situated,

VS, SUMMONS
The Commission of Public Works for the

Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount

Pleasant Waterworks,

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

Plaintiff, )
)

)

)

)

)

)

)

Defendant. )
)

TO: THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANTS:

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Complaint in this action,
a copy of which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your pleading to said
Complaint upon the subscribers at their offices at 359 King St., Suite 200, Charleston, South
Carolina 29401, within 30 days after the service hereof, exclusive of the day of such service, and
if you fail to answer the Complaint within the time aforesaid, Plaintiff will apply to the Court for

judgment by default for the relief demanded in the Complaint.

[SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW]
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Charleston, South Carolina

McCULLLOUGH KHAN, LLC

Cfayfon B A4ZCullough (SC Bar #13722)
S A. el (SC Bar #79149)
9 King St., Ste. 200
Charleston, SC 29401
Telephone: 843.937.0400
Facsimile: 843.937.0706

clay@mklawse.com
ross@mklawsc.com

James L. Ward, Jr. (SC Bar #13453)
Ranee Saunders (SC Bar #100073)
McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LL.C
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

MLt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Telephone: 843.388.7202

Facsimile: 843.388.3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com
rsaunders@mecgowanhood.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s )
Association, Inc., individually and on )
behalf of those similarly situated, ) o,
)
Plaintiff, ) \\
) \
V8. ) COMPLAINT
)
The Commission of Public Works for the )
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount ) Jury Trial Demanded
Pieasant Waterworks, ) \
)
Defendant, )
)

TO: THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT:
The above-named Plaintiff, individually and on behalf of those similarly situated,
complaining of the above-named Defendant alleges and states as follows:

STATEMENT OF THE PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. (“Plaintiff”) is a non-
profit homeowners’ association formed pursuant to South Carolina law. Among other things,
Plaintiff owns, manages, and maintains the common elements established pursuant to Snee Farm
Lakes’ restrictive covenants on file with the Charleston County RMC Office.

2. Defendant the Commission of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a
Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW”) is a municipal water and sewer authority established
pursuant to ordinance of the Town of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina and state law. MPW
provides water and wastewater services to businesses and residents in Mount Pleasant, South

Carolina. MPW is a local governing body and/or a governmental entity under South Carolina law.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. Plaintiff and members of the plaintiff class have standing to bring their claims
pursuant to South Carolina law.
4, Plaintiff has been a MPW customer since its formation in 1982 and is a MPW

commercial customer as of this filing,

5. Jurisdiction and venue are proper in this Court pursuant to South Carolina law.
NATURE OF THE ACTION
6. This case involves Plaintiff's refund claim for excessive Basic Facility Charges

(“BFC”) charged by MPW to its commercial customers in MPW’s service area.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

7. Pursuant to contract and South Carolina law, MPW charges its commercial
customers, including Plaintiff, monthly BFC in addition to traditional water and sewer fees based
on metered (volumetric) usage. According to MPW’s Cost Recovery Policy, BFC are designed to
recover “fixed costs” for providing services to its customers including, but not limited to, Renewal
and Replacefnent (“R&R”) debt service, capital costs, operating and maintenance costs, and
general administrative costs.

8. BFC are calculated based on the number of Residential Equivalent Units (“REU")
assigned to each account. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day. Therefore, an account assigned
one REU is estimated to use approximately 9,000 gallons per month.

9. The REU assigned to each customer is calculated prior to es_tablishing service or

upon a customer’s change in use. It is based on engineering formula and assumptions designed
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and administered by MPW. The customer pays MPW a one-time “impact fee”" based on the initial
REU assignment. Thereafter on a monthly basis, each customer pays a BFC calculated based on
its REU assignment.

10.  Plaintiff and similarly situated MPW commercial customers actually use far less
water and wastewater on an ongoing monthly basis than their assigned REU, resulting cumstomers
paying (and MPW unlawfully collecting) excessive BFC (hereafter “excessive BFC”).

11. For example, MPW assigned Plaintiff 148 REU, or approximately 1,332,000
gallons per month. Plaintiff’s actual monthly consumption going back years was almost always
much less than 1,332,000 gallons per month. Each month Plaintiff's usage fell below 1,332,000
gallons, it was forced to pay excessive BFC because the BFC assumed 1,332,000 gallons were
being used, which was almost always never the case. Thus, Plaintiff has been overcharged
thousands of dollars going back years.

12. Despite this discrepancy and at all times knowing or having the means to know of
Plaintiff’s actual monthly usage relative to its REU assignment, MPW charged excessive BFC to
Plaintiff and the plaintiff class, MPW never adjusted Plaintiffs’ or other customers’ REU
assignment,

13.  Plaintiff and the plaintiff class have been financially damaged by MPW’s collection
of excessive BFC.

14, Access to water and sewer services is a fundamental necessity to human health,

sanitation, and welfare as recognized by South Carolina law.

! According to MPW, impact fees are charges assessed against new development to recover major
capital costs associated with expanding water and wastewater service facilities, including but not
limited to: water treatment plants, storage facilities, pumps and distribution mains, wastewater
collection, transmission, storage and treatment facilities, and other capital equipment.
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15.  Plaintiff and the plaintiff class had no choice but to pay excessive BFC for years or
risk service interruption or disconnection.

16. MPW provides no formal administrative process for resolving the excessive BEC
collections at issue in this case. Specifically, MPW’s policy expressly prohibits refunds for past
BFC overcharges under all circumstances.

17. MPWisa hlghly regulated governmental utility, which enjoys a monopoly in its
service area.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

18. Pursuant to Rule 23, SCRCP, Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of itself and the

plaintiff class, initially defined as:
All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid BFC but whose
metered water and wastewater usage in any month was less than that customer’s
number of agsigned REUs,

Excluded from the plaintiff class are:

a. Defendant, its legal representatives, elected officials, officers,
directors, assigns, and successors;

b. The judge, magistrate, and any special master to whom this case is
assigned, and any member of their immediate families; and

c. To the extent the class certification order permits exclusion, all
account holders that timely submit proper requests for exclusion
from the plaintiff class,
19. Upon information and belief, the plaintiff class consists of several hundred or
thousands of MPW commercial account holders, making individual joinder impracticable, in

satisfaction of Rule 23(a)(1), SCRCP. The disposition of the claims of the class members in a

single class action will provide substantial benefits to all parties and to the Court.
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20.  There are questions of law and fact common to Plaintiff and the class, thereby
satisfying Rule 23(a)(2), SCRCP. These questions include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. Whether, under the facts and circumstances of this case, state law
prohibits MPW from imposing and collecting excessive BFC,

b. Whether Plaintiff and the class members have suffered financial
damages and MPW owes refunds associated with its imposing and
collecting excessive BFC.

C. Whether MPW can continue charging excessive BFC, as it has
traditionally done.
21, Resolution of these common questions in a single action will eliminate the risk of

inconsistent and varying adjudications, and it will allow class members to present their claims
efficiently and share the costs of litigation, experts, and discovery.

22.  Plaintiff's claims are typical of the claims of the members of the class, thereby
satisfying Rule 23(a)(3), SCRCP. Plaintiff’s claims arise from the same nucleus of operative facts
and are intended to correct and prevent the same improper conduct that has impinged identically
upon Plaintiff and members of the class,

23.  Plaintiff will fairly and adequately represent and protect the interests of the class as
required by Rule 23(a)(4), SCRCP. Plaintiff'is a business located within MPW?’s service area that
for years unwittingly paid excessive BFC. Plaintiff and its counsel are committed to vigorously
prosecuting this action on behalf of the plaintiff class, and they have the financial resources and
intellectual wherewithal to do so. Neither Plaintiff nor its counsel have any interests adverse to
those of the plaintiff class.

24, Plaintiff and the class members have each suffered damages that exceed $100.00
per person as required by Rule 23(a)(5), SCRCP.

FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT
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25. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein,

26.  Forthe purpose of determining a question of actual controversy between the parties,
Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a declaration of their rights pursuant to section 15-53-30 of the
South Carolina Code.

27.  Under section 15-53-30, a party whose rights, status, or other legal relations are
affected by contract, state statute, municipal ordinance, or other instrument may have those rights
determined by a declaratory judgment.

28. Plainﬁff and the plaintiff class are MPW commercial customets that for years
unwittingly paid excessive BFC because their assigned REU accounted for more than their actual
average monthly usage.

29. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class are entitled to refunds, with interest, for the excessive
BFC unlawfully collected by MPW,

30. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class thus seek a declaration of rights under South
Carolina law, specifically the following declarations:

a. Under the facts and circumstances of this case, state law prohibits MPW
- from imposing and collecting excessive BFC,

b. Plaintiff and the class members have suffered financial damages and
MPW owes refunds associated with its imposing and collecting
excessive BFC,

c. MPW cannot continue charging excessive BFC, as it has traditionally
done.

31. BFC paid by Plaintiff and the plaintiff class, as outlined above, violate South
Carolina constitutional, statutory, municipal, and case law as follows: (1) they are not paid in return

for a particular government service or program made available to the payer that benefits the payer
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in some manner different from the members of the general public not paying the fee; (2) they are
neither just nor reasonable; (3) they violate the used and useful doctrine; (4) they constitute an
unconstitutional and unlawful tax; and (5) they constitute an unconstitutional and unlawful fee to
include, but not be limited to, user fee and impact fee.

32. Plaintiff and the class hereby request a declaratory judgment from this Court
regarding the aforementioned matters.

FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
BREACH OF CONTRACT

33. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous pmagaphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

34. Plaintiff and each member of the plaintiff class pays for and receives municipal
water and wastewater services from MPW pursuant to contract.

35. MPW breached its contracts with Plaintiff and the plaintiff class by, among other
things, charging excessive BFC and maintaining and expending these funds for improper purposes
in violation of South Carolina Iéw.

36. MPW further breached its implied contractual obligations to Plaintiff and the
plaintiff class by charging excessive BFC and maintaining and expending these funds in violation
of South Carolina law,

37. MPW further breached its covenant of good faith and fair dealing with Plaintiff and
the plaintiff class by charging excessive BFC and maintaining and expending these funds in
violation of South Carolina law,

38. To the extent MPW’s contracts with Plaintiff and the plaintiff class called for the
payment of excessive BFC, these contractual provisions should be struck as unconstitutional,

violative of South Carolina law, unconscionable, and contrary to public policy.
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39. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class have been damaged because of the these breaches.

40.  Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a judgment against MPW for actual, special,
consequential, and other available damages plus pre-judgment and post:judgment interest
associated with the excessive BFC unlawfully collected by MPW.

FOR A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
CONVERSION

41. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

42. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class have a constitutionally protected property interest in
their money,

43.  MPW wrongfully appropriated money belonging to the Plaintiff and the plaintiff
class in the form of excessive BFC in violation of South Carolina law,

44, Each excessive BFC collection constitutes a separate “occurrence” under the South
Carolina Tort Claims Act.

45. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a judgment against MPW for actual, special,
consequential, and other available damages plus pre-judgment and post-judgment interest
associated with the excessive BFC unlawfully collected by MPW.

FOR A FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
UNJUST ENRICHMENT / MONEY HAD AND RECEIVED

46. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

47, Plaintiff and the plaintiff class conferred a non-gratuitous benefit on MPW in the
form of excessive BFC.

48, MPW realized value from said benefit.
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49. 1t would be iﬁequitable for MPW to retain the benefit without paying Plaintiff and
the plaintiff class for it.

50. “Equity follows the law.” MPW charged excessive BFC and expended these funds
in violation of South Carolina law. Therefore, regardless of the circumstances surrounding these
collections or what MPW did with these funds, it is inequitable for MPW to retain and continue to
charge excessive BFC. Simply put, governmental entities, including municipal utilities, should not
be allowed under any circumstances to impose, collect, and spend wrongful, exceséive, and
ﬁnreasonable fees,

51, Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a judgment against MPW for the fair value of
the benefit wrongfully conferred by Plaintiff and the plaintiff class on MPW, namely the excessive

BFC.

FOR A FIRTH CAUSE OF ACTION
CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST

52.  Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

53.  The circumstances under which MPW acquired from Plaintiff and the plaintiff class
the excessive BFC at issue in this case make it inequitable that they should be tetained by MPW.

54.  The constructive trust further arises from MPW’s violation of its legal obligations
to Plaintiff and the plaintiff class arising under South Carolina law, the coniracts at issue in this
case, and other authorities,

55. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek an order from this Court declaring the excessive
BFC unlawfully collected by MPW to be a constructive trust for the benefit of Plaintiff and the
plaintiff class. The establishment of said constructive trust shall be for the payment of the damages

sought by Plaintiff and the plaintiff class in this case,
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JURY TRIAL DEMAND AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, on behalf of itself and all others similarly situated, demands a

jury trial and prays that the Court enter judgment against MPW and award the following relief:

a.

b.

Certification of the proposed class under Rule 23, SCRCP.;

Appointment of Plaintiff as class representative;

Appointment of the undersigned attorneys as class counsel;

Granting the declaratory judgment requests as to the matters set forth above;
Granting Plaintiff and each class member a judgment for all damages
allowed by law and equity;

Granting the undersigned attorneys a reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs;
Ordering the establishment of a “common fund” out of which the
aforementioned damages and attorneys’ fees shall be paid; and

Such other and further judiciary determinations and relief as may be

appropriate in this proceeding.

[SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW]
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G/I , 2018

Charleston, South Carolina

Respectfully submitted,

McCULLOUGH KHAN, L1.C

.

Clgyfon B. McCillough (SC Bar #13722)
sA A (SC Bar #79149)
359 King St., Ste. 200

Charleston, SC 29401

Telephone: 843.937.0400

Facsimile: 843.937.0706
clay@mklawsc.com

ross@mbklawsc,.com

James L. Ward, Jr. (SC Bar #13453)
Ranee Saunders (SC Bar #100073)
McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Telephone: 843.388.7202

Facsimile: 843.388,3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com

rsaunders@mcgowanhood.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. CASE NO.
Plaintiff 2018-CP-10-2764
V. MOTION AND ORDER INFORMATION

FORM AND COVER SHEET
The Commission of Public Works for the Town of
Mt. Pleasant, et al. Defendants.

Bar No.: 74601
phone: 843.577.6726 fax: 843.724.8036
e-mail: tmuller@rrhlawfirm.com

Submitted By: Timothy J.W. Muller
Address: 151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston, SC 29401

X MOTION HEARING REQUESTED (attach written motion and complete SECTIONS I and III)
[] FORM MOTION, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS 1I and III)
[[1PROPOSED ORDER/CONSENT ORDER (complete SECTIONS II and III)

SECTION I: Hearing Information
Nature of Motion: Motion to Dismiss
Estimated Time Needed:15 mins Court Reporter Needed: [X] YES / [ ]NO

SECTION II: Motion/Order Type
[X] Written motion attached
[] Form Motion/Order
I hereby move for relief or action by the court as set forth in the attached proposed order.

7/5/2018
Date submitted

s
Ml%ﬁ(ttomey for Condemnor

SECTION IIT: Motion Fee
PAID — AMOUNT: $25.00
[ ] EXEMPT: []Rule to Show Cause in Child or Spousal Support
(check reason) [_] Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect
[] Indigent Status [ ] State Agency v. Indigent Party
[] Sexually Violent Predator Act [] Post-Conviction Relief
[] Motion for Stay in Bankruptcy
[ ] Motion for Publication [ ] Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCP)
[] Proposed order submitted at request of the court; or,
reduced to writing from motion made in open court per judge’s instructions
Name of Court Reporter:

[ ] Other:
JUDGE’S SECTION
[ ] Motion Fee to be paid upon filing of the attached
order. JUDGE
[] Other:
CODE: Date:
CLERK’S VERIFICATION
Collected by: Date Filed:
[ ] MOTION FEE COLLECTED:

[] CONTESTED ~ AMOUNT DUE:

SCCA/233 (1/2003)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association,

Inc., Individually and on Behalf of those "%/ LN
Similarly Situated, “ ‘f_’, {j,
DEFENDANT’S M,(_)TI?@\T(? <a
Plaintiff, DISMISS ‘o o 'l
\"\ ’f;-y‘ Q0 {x;
x\'%, =
V. ‘
b &
<X ;
o, o
The Commission of Public Works for the Town \ /\‘{,j1
of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant L

Waterworks,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

CASE NO. 2018-CP-10-2764

COMBES NOW, Defendant The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount
Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW”), pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the South
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, and hereby requests dismissal of Plaintiffs’ Complaint on the
grounds that Plaintiffs have failed té state facts sufficient to constitute a claim against MPW.,
For the reasons set forth herein, MPW is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

Plaintiffs® June 1, 2018 Complaint seeks a refund for claimed excessive Basic Facility
Charges (“BFC”) charged by MPW to its commercial customers in MPW’s service area.

[1] Plaintiffs are not similarly situated, do not have claims arising from the same

nucleus of operative facts, and have not each suffered damages alleged to be
in excess of $100.00;

[2] This Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction of Plaintiffs’ claims pursuant to

South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) as the Public Service
Commission of South Carolina has exclusive jurisdiction concerning the

regulation of utility rates based on arguments of unreasonableness;

69



[3] Plaintiffs’ claim for conversion is barred by the South Carolina Tort Claims
Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-60 (4) & (5), among others;

[4] Plaintiffs’ claim for money had and received is barred by the South Carolina
Tort Claims Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-60 (4) & (5), among others;

[5] Plaintiffs cannot maintain a cause of action for both Breach of Contract and
Unjust Enrichment based on the same set of facts and alleged damages where
all of MPW’s commercial customers’ exclusive remedy is prescribed and
limited by contract;

[6] Defendant MPW has not violated any legal obligation to Plaintiffs concerning
water and wastewater charges. A basic principle in setting rates for utilities is
the determination of the rate base methodology which provides a regulated
public utility with an opportunity to earn a fair and reasonable return.

Southern Bell Telephone and Telegraph Company v. Public Service Comm’n

of South Carolina, 270 S.C. 590, 244 S.E.2d 278 (1978). MPW’s

establishment of its basic facilities charge is governed by the rate base
methodology, which is a rational basis for the rate being charged. See

Converse Power Corp. v. South Carolina Department of Health and

Environmental Control, 350 S.C. 39, 564 S.E.2d 341 (2002).

[7] Plaintiffs have, and always have had, the right to request a reduction in the
number of REUs assigned to their account based on MPW’s Policy 5.3.2 and
5.3.3. Plaintiff has failed to make such a request at any time.

[8] The Basic Facilities Charge (BFC) is a charge for the reservation of capacity

(an asset) based on the total active Residential Equivalent Units assigned to a
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property. To ensure the purchased capacity remains available to the customer,
all BFCs must be paid.

MPW’s motion is supported by MPW’s published operating policy, resolutions,
ordinances, statutes and South Carolina law governing MPW’s operations and authorities. This
motion is further supported by a memorandum of law to be filed at a later date, along with the
pleadings on file in this matter and any such legal arguments this Court may entertain during a
hearing of this matter.

For the reasons stated above, MPW respectfully requests that this Court enter an order in
its favor, granting MPW’s Motion to Dismiss and dismissing all claims against it in this matter

with prejudice, along with any further relief this Court deems appropriate.

ROSEN, ROSEN & HAGOOD, LLC

pa{xf @ Jennings, Esquire
James A. Bruorton IV, Esquire
Timothy J.W. Muller, Esquire
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
P.O. Box 893
Charleston, SC 29402
(843) 577-6726

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
COMMISSIONERS OF PUBLIC WORKS OF
THE TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT, SOUTH
CAROLINA

July 5, 2018
Charleston, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
)
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASENO. 2018-CP-10-2764
) -
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, ) %
Inc., Individually and on Behalf of those ) “‘:\; <
Similarly Situated, ) = g i
) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE‘%_Q/ n
Plaintiff, ; \\ %'% ,%
\ /\¢
The Commission of Public Works for the Town ) \ @
of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant ) 3
Waterworks, )
)
Defendants. )
)

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss upon all

parties to this matter by electronic mail and/or U.S. Mail to the following:

Clayton B. McCullough, Esquire
Ross A. Appel, Esquire
McCullough Khan, LLC

359 King Street, Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29401
clay@mklawsc.com
ross@mbklawsc.com

AND

James L. Ward, Jr., Esquire
Ranee Saunders, Esquire
McGowan, Hood & Felder, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464
jward@mcgowanhood.com
rsaunders@mcgowanhood.com
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF

Awura §.C1H

ot 7

Laura S. Croft, Paralegal Y

Charleston, South Carolina
July 5, 2018
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
)  NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASENO.: 2018 -CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., )
individually and on behalf of those similarly )
situated, )
)
Plaintiff, ) MOTION AND ORDER INFORMATION
) FORM AND COVERSHEET
V. )
The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town )
of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant )
Waterworks, ‘ )
Defendant. )
)
Plaintiff’s Attorney: Defendants’ Attorney:
Ross A. Appel James A. Bruorton IV
McCullough Khan, LLC, 359 King Street, Suite 200, 151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston, SC 29401 Charleston, SC 29401
Phone: (843) 937-0400 Fax (843) 937-0706 Phone: (843) 577-6726
E-mail: ross@mklawsc.com E-mail: cbruorton@rrhlawlirm.com

XIMOTION HEARING REQUESTED (attach written motion and complete SECTIONS I and I1I)
[JFORM MOTION, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS II and III)
[[JPROPOSED ORDER/CONSENT ORDER (complete SECTIONS II and IIT)

SECTION I: Hearing Information
Nature of Motion: Motion for Class Certification
Estimated Time Needed: 30 mins. Court Reporter Needed: [ ]YES/[X] NO

SECTION II: Mgtion/Order Type
X}Written motion attached
[JForm Motion/Order
[ hereby move for refief or gktjon by the cplirt as set forth in the attached proposed order.

1/21/2019
Signatufe of Aftofney foy [X] Plaintiff /[ ] Defendant Date submitted

\5/ SECTION III: Motion Fee
[X] PAID - AMOUNT: 25.00

[] EXEMPT: ] Rule to Show Cause in Child or Spousal Support
(check reason) [ ] Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect

[] Indigent Status  [_] State Agency v. Indigent Party

[] Sexually Violent Predator Act [_] Post-Conviction Relief

[] Motion for Stay in Bankruptcy

] Motion for Publication (1 Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCP)

(] Proposed order submitted at request of the court; or,
reduced to writing from motion made in open court per judge’s instructions
Name of Court Reporter:

[] Other:
JUDGE’S SECTION
[[] Motion Fee to be paid upon filing of the attached order. | JUDGE CODE
[] Other:
Date:
CLERK’S VERIFICATION
Collected by: Date Filed:

[] MOTION FEE COLLECTED: $
[C] CONTESTED - AMOUNT DUE: $
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, )
Inc., individually and on behalf of those )
similarly situated, ) -2
) PLAINTIFF’S NOTICE OF MO’&)N ~ L%
Plaintiff, ) AND MOTION FOR QL%/SS ‘{,2 -»;;'.
) CERTIFICATION<™ %5 §
A S I«
VS. ) ) s 5 .
The Commission of Public Works for the ) DL =
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount ) Y (’:’/:53 {a
Pleasant Waterworks, ) \ z
Defendant. )

Plaintiff, by and through its undersigned counsel, hereby moves this Court for entry of an
Order certifying this case as a class action pursuant to Rule 23, SCRCP. A memorandum of law
that sets forth in greater detail the grounds supporting this Motion for Class Certification will be
filed and served prior to the hearing of this Motion.

In support of its Motion for Class Certification, Plaintiff hereby submits the following:

1. Plaintiff seeks certification of the following Class:

All current and former MPW customers who paid excessive BFC, defined as a
customer’s average daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service
inception) to present being less than that customer’s assigned REU.

2. The Class is so numerous that joinder of all members is impracticable. Upon information
and belief, and as confirmed by Defendant MPW’s internal 2017 audit, the Class consists of
hundreds of MPW customers who paid excessive BFC, making individual joinder impracticable
in satisfaction of Rule 23(a)(1), SCRCP.

3. There are questions of law or fact common to the Class. The claims of Plaintiff and the

proposed Class present a number of common questions of law and fact, including but not limited

to:
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a. Whether, under the facts and circumstances of this case, state law prohibits
MPW from imposing and collecting excessive BFC based on REU estimates that
exceed actual usage.

b. Whether Plaintift and the Class members have suffered financial damages and
MPW owes refunds associated with its imposing and collecting excessive BFC
based on REU estimates that exceed actual usage.

c. Whether MPW can continue charging BFC, based on REU estimates that exceed
actual usage, as it has traditionally done.

The factual and legal bases of Plaintiff’s claims are common to all Class members and represent a
common injury to Plaintiff and the Class as required by Rule 23(a)(2), SCRCP.

4. The representative Plaintiff’s claims are typical of the Class. Like the members of the
Class, Plaintift is an MPW customer that paid excessive BFC charges. Plaintiff’s claims arise from
the same nucleus of operative facts and are intended to correct and prevent the same improper
conduct that has impinged identically on Plaintiff and members of the Class.

5. The representative Plaintiff will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class.
This requirement is satisfied in large part by the absence of any disabling antagonism or intra-class
conflict. All members of the Class sustained damages arising out of Defendant MPW’s uniform
conduct toward Plaintiff and all members of the Class. Plaintiff is committed to pursuing this
action, and Plaintiff’s claims benefit all Class members and are coextensive with those of
remaining Class members. Moreover, Plaintiff’s counsel has extensive experience in class action
and other complex litigation and are well-suited to prosecute the claims.

Class counsel and Plaintiff share the same interest as Class members in maximizing relief for
the Class, and this Court should therefore find the proposed representation is in the best interest of
the Class in satisfaction of Rule 23(a)(4), SCRCP.

6. The amount in controversy requirement of Rule 23(a)(5) is satisfied in that Plaintiff and

the Class members have each suffered damages that exceed One Hundred Dollars ($100.00).
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court issue an Order certifying this
action pursuant to Rule 23, SCRCP, appointing the named Plaintiff as Class representative, and
appointing the undersigned counsel as Class counsel.

Plaintiff’s counsel hereby certify that consultation with counsel for Defendant prior to the
filing of this Motion would serve no useful purpose.

Respectfully submitted,

McCULLOU?AN LLC

Ojton IB. McCullough (SC Bar #13722)
Ro ppel (SC Bar #79149)

359 King St., Ste. 200
Charleston, SC 29401
Telephone: 843.937.0400
Facsimile: 843.937.0706
clay@mklawsc.com
ross@mklawsc.com

James L. Ward, Jr. (SC Bar #13453)
Ranee Saunders (SC Bar #100073)
McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Telephone: 843.388.7202

Facsimile: 843.388.3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com
rsaunders(@mcgowanhood.com

/ . ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
i 1T ,2019

Charl‘eston, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, )
Inc., individually and on behalf of those )
similarly situated, )
) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE_,
Plaintiff, ; 3 % «‘E:t
Vs. ) A ‘?/\/ﬁ Z Q‘fﬁ
) NS T
The Commission of Public Works for the ) %’% -g}’ ?’:%
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount ) %%: =
Pleasant Waterworks, ; ';eg:/%t/ {o
Defendant. ) \ !
)

[ hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the Plaintiff’s Notice of Motion and Motion
for Class Certification has been served upon the following by electronic delivery or by mailing a
copy, properly addressed and with sufficient postage aftixed thereto, on this ll day of January,
2019.

David G. Jennings, Esq.
James A. Bruorton, IV, Esq.
Timothy J.W. Muller, Esq.
Rosen, Rosen & Hagood, LLC
Post Office Box 893
Charleston, SC 29402
djennings@rrhlawfirm.com
cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com
tmuller@rrhlawfirm.com

Attorneys for the Defendant

L |-

Katie wacy, Paralegz}l U

Charleston, South Carolina
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Katie B. Nacy
Phone: (843) 937-0400
Fax: (843) 937-0706

katie(wmklawsc.com

McCULLOUGH = KHAN, LLC
|[ATTORNEYS AT LAW|

January 21, 2019

The Honorable Julie J. Armstrong
Charleston County Clerk of Court
100 Broad Street, Suite 106
Charleston, SC 29401

Re: Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., individually and on behalf
of those similarly situated v. The Commission of Public Works for the Town
of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks
Case No.: 2018-CP-10-2764

Dear Ms. Armstrong:

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced matter, please find Plaintiff’s Notice of Motion
and Motion for Class Certification as well as a motion slip and our firm’s check in the amount of
$25.00 to cover the filing fee. By copy of this correspondence to counsel for the Defendant, we
are serving them with the same.

Thanks in advance for your assistance with this matter and please do not hesitate to contact
me if you have any questions or need anything further. With kind regards, I remain

Sincerely yours,

McCULLOU@GH KHAN, LLC

Khtie B. Nacy, Paralggal to
Ross A. Appel

RAA:kbn

Enclosures

cc: David G. Jennings, Esq. (via e-mail & U.S. mail)
James A. Bruorton, 1V, Esq. (via e-mail & U.S. mail)
Timothy J.W. Muller, Esq. (via e-mail & U.S. mail)
James L. Ward, Jr., Esq. (via e-mail only)
Ranee Saunders, Esq. (via e-mail only)

259 (KING STREEE SUITE 200 » CHARUSTONSGE 29401 © BESE7.0900 > vndMIUSWSGeen .




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
)
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. ) CASE NO.
Plaintiff ) 2018-CP-10-2764
)
V. ) MOTION AND ORDER INFORMATION
) FORM AND COVER SHEET
The Commission of Public Works for the Town of )
Mt. Pleasant, et al. Defendants. )
Submitted By: James A. Bruorton, IV Bar No.: 74601
Address: 151 Meeting Street, Suite 400 phone: 843.577.6726 fax: 843.724.8036
Charleston, SC 29401 e-mail: cbruorton@rosenhagood.com

MOTION HEARING REQUESTED (attach written motion and complete SECTIONS I and III)
[ ] FORM MOTION, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS II and IIT)
[ 1PROPOSED ORDER/CONSENT ORDER (complete SECTIONS II and IIT)

SECTION I: Hearing Information
Nature of Motion: Motion Pursuant to Rule 59(e) and Rule 60
Estimated Time Needed: 30 mins Court Reporter Needed: [X] YES / [ ]NO

SECTION II: Motion/Order Type
X] Written motion attached
[] Form Motion/Order

I hereby move for relief i? %onh in the attached proposed order.
June 20, 2019

/ Signature of Attorney for Defendant Date submitted

SECTION III: Motion Fee
PAID — AMOUNY; $2540
[ 1EXEMPT: [_]Ruleto Show Cause in Child or Spousal Support
(check reason) [_] Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect
[ ]Indigent Status  [_]-State Agency v. Indigent Party
[] Sexually Violent Predator Act  [_] Post-Conviction Relief
[] Motion for Stay in Bankruptcy
[ ] Motion for Publication [ ] Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCP)
[] Proposed order submitted at request of the court; or,
reduced to writing from motion made in open court per judge’s instructions
Name of Court Reporter:

[] Other:

JUDGE’S SECTION
[[] Motion Fee to be paid upon filing of the attached

order., JUDGE
[] Other:
CODE: Date:
CLERK’S VERIFICATION
Collected by: Date Filed:
[ ] MOTION FEE COLLECTED: '

[ ] CONTESTED — AMOUNT DUE:

SCCA/233 (1/2003) 2o




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s CIVIL ACTION NO. 2018-CP-10-2764

Association, Inc., Individually and on
Behalf of those Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff,

\2 DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF MOTION

AND MOTION PURSUANT TO RULE
The Commission of Public Works for the 59(e) AND RULE @ SCRCP =
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount [ PC &
Pleasant Waterworks, ] . =
| T nNo
Defendant. L o =
| 3¢ =

YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Defendant, The Comm1ssmn o‘fdPubho

ef

Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks' by and through its
undersigned attorneys, moves pursuant to Rules 59(e) and Rule 60 of the South Carolina Rules

of Civil Procedure for an order altering or amending the judgment entered by this court on June

14, 2019 granting Class Certification.
Defendant’s grounds for this motion are as follows:

1. The court erred in finding that the Plaintiff had standing to pursue this Class
action by ignoring or failing to consider the fact that the homeowners’ association which Plaintiff
purports to represent did not vote to bring the lawsuit. The evidence and testimony referenced
by Defendant demonstrates that the Master Deed and Bylaws of the Plaintiff are silent as to
whether or not the Board has the authority to file a lawsuit on behalf of the homeowners’
association without a vote. The Master Deed is attached as an exhibit to the Deposition of Lona

Vest and is also a matter of public record.

2. The court erred in finding that the Plaintiff had standing to pursue this Class
action by ignoring the fact that Plaintiff simply passes along any water and wastewater charges
to the homeowners. As a result, Plaintiff has suffered no monetary damages and has no “injury-
in-fact”. Plaintiff charges homeowners each month a set amount based on an estimated bill from
MPW for water and wastewater service. As such, it is possible that Plaintiff receives each month
more money from the homeowners for “water” than Plaintiff has actually pays to MPW. The
court failed to consider or evaluate the fact that the Plaintiff has suffered no injury in fact, which
is a necessary element to Plaintiff’s ability to bring a claim, making Plaintiff’s claim moot.

80



3. The court failed to consider all arguments presented by Defendant against
commonality including, but not limited to, the presence of multiple individualized questions of
fact existing as to the assignment and reduction of REUs and the fact that a commercial
customer’s decision associated with the same is an individualized question which cannot be
resolved on a class-wide basis.

4. The court failed to consider Defendant’s arguments as to the absence of typicality
existing among the Plaintiff and potential Class members as it relates to the decision to use and
maintain REUs.

5. The court failed to consider or otherwise misapprehended the numerous conflicts
existing among Plaintiff and the potential Class members which affects Plaintiff’s adequacy as a
class representative.

6. The court erred in not recognizing that the affidavit of Jason Ward defeats class
certification.

This motion is based upon the pleadings, prior motions and memoranda, filed in this
matter as well as the deposition testimony cited within Defendant’s Memorandum in Opposition
to Class Certification and complete deposition testimony transcript with exhibits of Lona Vest.
Defendant further relies upon any such memoranda as may be submitted prior to the hearing on
this motion, as well as the applicable South Carolina jurisprudence, statutes and Rules of Civil
Procedure.

WHEREFORE, Mount Pleasant Waterworks respectfully requests this court enter an
order pursuant to Rule 59(e) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure altering or amending

the judgment.

[Signature Page to Follow]
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Charleston, South Carolina
June 20, 2019

. Culbreath, Esq.

Amy/L. B. Hill, Esq.

GALLIVAN, WHITE & BOYD, P.A.
01 Main Street, Suite 1200

P. O. Box 7368 (29202)

Columbia, SC 29201

803-779-1833 (Ofc)

803-779-1767 (Fax)

and

James A. Bruorton, IV, Esq.
David G. Jennings, Esq.
Timothy J.W. Muller, Esq.
ROSEN HAGOOD, LLC

151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
P.O. Box 893 (29402)
Charleston, SC 29401

(843) 577-6726

(843) 724-8036

Attorneys for Defendant
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
)
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASENO. 2018-CP-10-2764
, )
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, )
Inc., Individually and on Behalf of those )
Similarly Situated, )
) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Plaintiff, ) E
) o L S
v. ) =
) | o &
The Commission of Public Works for the Town ) | = -
of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant ) | o
Waterworks, ) | o -
) | 24 =
Defendants. ) | S22 @
) 3 op \—(:;

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of Defendant’s Notice of Motion and
Motion Pursuant to Rule 59(e) and Rule 60 upon all parties to this matter by electronic mail and/or
U.S. Mail to the following:

Clayton B. McCullough, Esquire
Ross A. Appel, Esquire
McCullough Khan, LLC

359 King Street, Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29401
clay@mklawsc.com
ross@mbklawsc.com

AND

James L. Ward, Jr., Esquire
Ranee Saunders, Esquire
McGowan, Hood & Felder, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464
jward@mcgowanhood.com
rsaunders@mcgowanhood.com
ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF

g b (-

Lauta S. Croft, Paralegal

Charleston, South Carolina
June 20, 2019
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s CIVIL ACTION NO. 2018-CP-10-2764
Association, Inc., Individually and on
Behalf of those Similarly Situated,

Plaintift,
2 DEFENDANT’S MEMORANDUM OF
LAW IN SUPPORT OF MOTION
The Commission of Public Works for the PURSUANT TO RULE 59(e) AND RULE
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount 60 S.C.R.C.P.

Pleasant Waterworks, i
Defendant. \0 o

The Defendant, The Commission of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleéé?

Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW”) submits this Memorandum of Law in SL\l‘ppOiTtA-‘-‘Q.f its;(\’)
Motion to Alter or Amend the judgment entered by this court on June 14, 2019.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On June 14, 2019, this court entered an order granting Plaintiff’s Motion for Class
Certification. On June 20, 2019, MPW filed its Motion to Alter or Amend the Order Granting
Class Certification. This Memorandum is offered in support of that motion.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

MPW adopts and incorporates by reference the facts set forth in its Memorandum of Law
submitted in opposition to the Plaintiff’s Motion for Class Certification which was filed with this
court on May 30, 2019.*

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

As set forth in its motion, MPW submits that the court erred by ignoring or failing to

consider certain facts related to the Plaintiff’s standing, the commonality of the Plaintiff’s claim,

1 The court was previously provided with a binder which contained the Memorandum and all of its exhibits
including the deposition of the 30(b)(6) deponent of the Plaintiff, Lona Vest.
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the typicality of the Plaintiff’s claim and whether or not the Plaintiff could serve as an adequate
representative of the purported class given the numerous conflicts which exist. Further, the court
failed to consider the affidavit of Jason Ward which illustrated why the Plaintiff lacked standing
to serve as the class representative and why the Plaintiff’s claims lacked the requisite
commonality and typicality for a class action suit. Further, the Ward affidavit demonstrated the
conflicts which exist between this class which Plaintiff seeks to represent and the conflicts

among the punitive members of that class.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The purpose of Rule 59(e) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure is to request
the trial judge to reconsider matters properly encompassed in a decision on the merits. See e.g.
Pye v. Estate of Fox, 369 S.C. 555, 633 S.E.2d 505 (2006).

Further, in Elam v. S.C.D.O.T., 361 S.C. 9, 602 S.E.2d 772, 778-779 (2004) the court

held:

[1]t is proper to view a Rule 59(e) motion not only as a vehicle to request the trial
court “alter or amend the judgment,” but also as a vehicle to seek
“reconsideration” of issues and arguments. A motion under Rule 59(e) has long
been viewed as “motion for reconsideration” despite the absence of those words
from the rule. Consequently, a party is usually allowed to ask the court to
reconsider its decisions even if it means rehashing all or part of an argument
previously presented. ...There is nothing inherently unfair in allowing a party
one final chance not only to call the court’s attention to a possible
misapprehension of an earlier argument, but also to revisit a previously raised
argument. It is inherently unfair to disallow such an opportunity.

See also Home Medical Systems, Inc. v. South Carolina Department of Revenue, 382 S.C.
556, 677 S.E.2d 582 (2009). Here, given the magnitude of the decision and the impact on
MPW and its commercial customers, the court should reconsider and vacate the Order

Granting Class Certification.
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ARGUMENT

A. The Plaintiff lacks standing to pursue this class action.

While the Plaintiff Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association is the punitive class
representative in this case, the members of that association have never voted to bring or maintain
this lawsuit. In fact, as evidenced by the deposition testimony of Plaintiff’s property manager,
Lona Vest, this lawsuit and this class action is a creation of the property manager and her
company and not the homeowner’s association. The record is clear that Ms. Vest brought the
lawsuit to the three members of the governing board of the HOA who unilaterally gave Ms. Vest
carte blanche to bring this action. To date, there has been no vote of the board of Snee Farm
Lakes to pursue this matter. In fact, the master deed and bylaws of the Plaintift are silent as to
this and as a result, there is no mechanism for a homeowner to even protest or challenge the
decision of Ms. Vest and the three board members to bring this action. Of course, Ms. Vest, who
is not a resident of Snee Farm Lakes has no personal stake in the outcome and is not a member of
the class that she seeks to represent. However, for all intents and purposes, Ms. Vest is the class
representative as no one has come forward from Snee Farm Lakes to speak on its behalf other
than her.

While the court’s order cursorily concludes that the Plaintift suffered injury in fact, the
decision ignores the jurisprudence which establishes the elements for standing. Under the
Seminal case of Lujan v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555 (1992), the United States Supreme
Court set forth a constitutional minimum for standing, which consists of three elements all of
which must be present. Among the three, a Plaintiff must have suffered an injury in fact.
Interpreting the injury in fact test, the court held that it “requires more than an injury to a

cognizable interest. It requires that the party seeking review be himself among the injured.” Id.
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at 563. Here, the Plaintiff is not among the injured. While it is true that it is the entity which
receives the bill, the Plaintiff HOA pays nothing towards that bill. Instead, as reflected in the
deposition of Ms. Vest, it collects the amount of the water bill from the members of the
homeowner’s association and then simply pays it. The homeowner’s association has suffered no
injury and no out of pocket loss. The court’s order summarily dismisses this issue in footnote 3
of its opinion by concluding that associational standing is sufficient. Notwithstanding the fact
that associational standing was not argued as a basis upon which the Plaintiff could pursue this
action, in either briefing or at oral argument, the conclusion reached in footnote 3 supports a
finding that standing does not exist. The court relies on Carnival Corporation v. Historic
Ansonborough Neighborhood Association, 407 S.C. 67, 753 S.E.2d 846 (2014) to conclude that
associational standing exists where the association members otherwise have standing to sue in
their own right. As set forth in the court’s order and as argued here, the members of the Plaintiff
homeowner’s association do not receive water bills from MPW. As held by this court, “[T]he
individual unit owners in the Snee Farm Lakes development, however, are not MPW customers,
have no direct relationship with MPW, and therefore have no standing to bring this case.” This
holding undermines the finding of standing based on established precedent. As held by now
Justice Kavanaugh in Public Citizen, Inc. v. National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, 489
F.3d 1279 (D.C. Cir. 2007):

An organization has standing to sue on behalf of its members when, among other

things, its members would otherwise have standing to sue in their own right.

Hunt v. Wash. State Apple Adver. Comm’n., 432 U.S. 333, 343,97 S. Ct. 2434, 53

L. Ed. 2d 383 (1977). Accordingly, an organization must show based on the

administrative record or other evidence (such as affidavits filed in court) that at

least one member has suffered injury in fact. See eg. Sierra Club, 292 F.3d at
899-900, 902.
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Because no resident of Snee Farm Lakes has the right to sue in their own right, the Plaintiff lacks

standing and accordingly this action should fail.

B. The class which the court certified lacks commonality based on the operative
facts.

In moving to certify this matter as a class action, Plaintiff re-characterized the nature of
its claim to only a “refund action”. Previously, the Plaintitf sought to have this court in essence
judicially intervene and rewrite the operating parameters of MPW as to how REUs would be
calculated and under what circumstances an excess REU would be allowed. No matter the
reason for the Plaintiff’s walk back of those claims, they remain in the background and
demonstrate the absence of commonality.

The court’s order highlights three issues which purportedly arise from a uniform course
of conduct. This conclusion ignores the fact that the origin of REUs for a customer is
individualized and are selected based on the customer’s requested level of water use capacity.
The REUs assigned are somewhat unique to a particular customer and that customer’s
circumstances and are the result of discussions between the customer or an engineer
representative of the customer and MPW. See Duffie Deposition Transcript pp. 45-47. The
question of the amount of the REUs is one of reasonableness not only for MPW but also the
individual customer who is a class member. See Duftie Deposition Transcript p. 37. The
number of REUs that are reasonable for one customer may be unreasonable for another customer
and their intended use of their property. Customers, at the time of construction, bring their own
engineer to provide an estimation of use and to work with Mount Pleasant Waterworks to allow
that customer enough capacity so that it will not have to pay an excessive use fee. See Duffie

Deposition Transcript pp. 45-47. As noted by Lewis and Sullivan on Class Actions, 2005 South
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Carolina Bar, class actions which implicate issues of reasonableness do not possess
communality.

Here, the court’s order presumes and holds that the setting of REUs is solely the conduct
of MPW and that MPW has the burden of monitoring the same. This ruling ignores all of the
factual evidence in the record to suggest that it is often a deliberate choice of a consumer (which
in fact was the case with the Plaintiff) or a collaborative effort of the consumer and MPW. Even
if a single common issue exists, and MPW does not concede one does, the court’s order is based
on a false premise presented by the Plaintiff that MPW is solely responsible for setting REUs and
thus MPW has the burden of unilaterally adjusting the same. Rather, the evidence presented
contradicts the premise. Mr. Wards’ affidavit shows that at least some customers do not want
any adjustment. In fact, Plaintiff has made no effort itself to adjust its own REUs. But for this
ongoing lawsuit, MPW would be under the impression that Plaintiff has chosen not to adjust its
REUs.  These facts defeat commonality and consequently, the class certification motion.

For these reasons, commonality does not exist and class certification should be reversed.

C. The court’s order fails to recognize the absence of typicality present in this
case.

The court failed to consider MPW’s arguments as to the absence of typicality among the
Plaintiff and class members as it relates to the decision to use and maintain REUs. In essence,
the court ignored the evidence in the record which demonstrated the origin of REUs and how that
may differ from customer to customer. Of course, the Plaintift selected 148 REUs through its
engineer when it was founded. As evidenced by the affidavit of Jason Ward, the REUs which
his business selected were solely their choosing and not that of MPW. In fact, the evidence in

the record is that REUs are set through a variety of means. These factual differences which are
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ignored in the court’s order, invalidate a finding of typicality. Typicality is not met when the
named Plaintiff’s claims did not arise out of the same course of events as the other class
members. If the purported class member “did not suffer a cognizable injury similar to the injury
suffered by the other class members”, then the Plaintiff’s claims are not typical. MacLaine v.
South Carolina Nat’l. Bank, 105 F.3d 898, 903 (4‘h Cir. 1997).

The court’s order and findings are based on two conclusions. First the REUs are
excessive and two, basic facility charges (BFC) should not be charged based on those REUs.
However, the evidence in the record is that class members are aware of both of those things and
voluntarily paid those charges as a cost of doing business. This class seeks to force adjustments
in the REUs notwithstanding the individual intent or motivation of class members.? Because
typicality does not exist, this court should reverse its finding of class certification.

D. The Plaintiff is not an adequate representative of the class it seeks to
represent because of the numerous conflicts that exist among class members.

Notwithstanding the existence of conflicts among class members, the court either
misapprehended or otherwise failed to consider these conflicts in certifying the class. The record
is replete with testimony from the Plaintiff’s representative Ms. Vest about the facts and
circumstances surrounding individual customers’ decisions related to the setting of REUs or a
decision in this case. Notwithstanding this, the court concluded that it was proper to allow Ms.
Vest and the Plaintiff to move forward in an action to affect them all.

The case of Valley Drug Company v. Geneva Pharmaceuticals, 350 F.3d 1181 (1 1" Cir.
2003) illustrates the problem with the court’s finding of adequacy under the facts of this case. In

that case, a fundamental conflict existed among the class members where some benefited from

2 The order uses the term “implicated customer” but nowhere does it define who or what is an implicated
customer.
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the conduct which was the subject of the lawsuit and others were harmed. Ultimately, the 1
Circuit concluded that certification under those circumstances was inappropriate. In so finding,
the court held:

A fundamental conflict exists where some party members claimed to have been

harmed by the same conduct that benefited other members of the class. In such a

situation, the named representatives cannot vigorously prosecute the interests of

the class through qualified counsel because their interests are actually more

potentially antagonistic to, on conflict with the interests and objectives of other

class members. Id. at 1189 (citations omitted). The court then went on to cite to

other decisions which prohibited a finding of adequacy where the “class collapses

into distinct groups of winners and losers” id. The 11" Circuit noted as well that

it was “not alone in interpreting Rule 23(a)(4) to preclude class certification with

the economic interests and objectives of the named representatives difter

significantly from the economic interests and objectives of the unnamed class

members.” Id. at 1190; see also Pickett v. lowa Beef Processors, 209 F.3d 1276

(11" Cir. 2000).

Additionally, fundamental conflicts exist between current commercial customers and former
customers members of the class as a former customer has no interest in the impact on MPW or
the impact on the current customers’ REUs. Such a conflict makes class certification
inappropriate. See Pipes v. Life Investors Insurance Company of America, 254 F.R.D. 544, 550
(Ed. Ark 2008).

E. The court’s order ignores the import of Jason Ward’s affidavit.

As discussed briefly above, the court’s order ignores the impact of Jason Ward’s affidavit
on typicality, commonality and adequacy. Instead, the affidavit and the analysis of the same is
relegated to a three line footnote in the order. The court makes certain assumptions on the
impact of a company reserving additional REUs at the beginning of its relationship with MPW
and simply concludes that is for another day. This is simply not enough and failure to consider

that affidavit is a fundamental flaw with the court’s order and the strength of that order.

Accordingly, class certification should be reversed.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the court should rescind its order of June 14, 2019 and issue an

order denying class certification to the Plaintiff.

La/y/T/ eLfeath, SC Bar # 11907
my L. B. Hill, SC Bar # 68541
GALLIVAN, WHITE & BOYD, P.A.
1201 Main Street, Suite 1200
P. O. Box 7368 (29202)
Columbia, SC 29201
803-779-1833 (Ofc)
803-779-1767 (Fax)

And

David G. Jennings, Esquire
James A. Bruorton IV, Esquire
Timothy J.W. Muller, Esquire
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston, SC 29401
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Columbia, South Carolina
August 23,2019
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A Yes.

Q What does "reservation of capacilty™ mean?

A When we assign capacity to a property, it
is done so based on the customer's request for service
and the volume of service that is necessary. That is
called capacity.

So there's capacity in the walter sysltemn
and there's capacity in the wastewater system. So in
order to -- in order to develop and calculate that
capacity, that is ecuivalent to the capacity that's
been assigned to the property. The basic facilities
charges are defined as the recovery of those costs
hased on their pro rata share of the capacity within
Lhe system.

0 Okay. And is capacity from a system

standpoint reflected by this REU --

0 -— metric?

A Yes.

0) Okay. What is an REU?

A Residenlial equivalenl unil.

Q I'm sorry. What does that mean? Like
what is that? What's the value of it? What's the

value of an REU?

43)729.8190 WATERMARK REPORTING Watermarkcr€gmail.com
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develop, part of that is for the customer to define to
us what they anticipate the demand that they're going
to place on the system, typically done by their
engineer.

0 So eszentially 1t's the customer that is
supposed to tell Mount Pleasant Waterworks how much
water it intends to use?

A Yes, that's how it stavts.

0 Okay. Well, so the letter of intent
comes in based upon these engineering assumptlons
called out by the SC DHEC guidelines. What happens
next from a Mount Pleasant Waterworks perspoctive?

A We verify those.

@ And to verify those, what is done?

A We can use the guidelines as definsd in
here by the South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control unit to contributory loading
gquidelines, or we can use our own guidelines that we
may have developed over time.

@) Okay. And are these the gulidelines for
development?

A Yes.

Q Do the guidelines for development ever
trump or supersede the DIEC guidelines?

A Yes, Lhey do.

(843)729.8190 WATERMARK REPORTING Watermarkcrigmail.com
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46

Q They do? So if 1'm a new account tying
into the system and I'm putting together a letiter of
intent, should 1 base it on the guidelines for
development or the DHEC regulations or the guidelines?

MR. MOLLER: Object to the [form.

A T don't know what they use for their
basis. They're submitting that information to us, and
it can vary. They could use either/or, or they can
come up with their own calculation.

Q Who normally performs these calculaticons

for customers?

A T just stated that their engineer does

0 Engineer, is it like a civil englineer, or
is 1t some other type of engineer?

A Professional engineer.

0 Okay. All right. So letter of intent
comes in. Mount Pleasant Waterworks performs its
review. How is the final REU assignment determined?

A In some cases where there's an agreement
in how it's calculated, it's pretty simple. Lf
Lhere's a disagreement in whalt Lhe cuslomer has
submitted is relative to what they think their demand
is going to be and what we think their demand is going

Lo be, Lhen Lhere's some negotialtions Lhalt go on.

(843)729.8190 WATERMARK REPORTING Watermarkcr@gmail
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47

1 Sometimes we ask for additional information. More
2 times than not it's the customer 1s asking for less
3 capacity than we believe they need, which cbviously

4 lowers theilr impact fees.

|

O Right .

[e))

A And they underestimate the demand on the
7 system.
) Q And that's when —- and that's why Mount
9 Pleasant Waterworks performs its own review, 1t checks
10 the math to make sure that the REU assignment 1is
11 accurate, right?
12 A So that we do not under recover the cost
13 of the facilities that the customer will be using.
14 Q Understood. 1'm going to hand you what's
15 been marked as Plaintiff's Exhibit 4. We may end up
16 bouncing back and forth between some of these
17 documents. But I just wanted to make sure you had
18 what I was looking at. Do you recognize this
19 document?
20 (Plaintiff's Exhibit 4 is marked for
21 identification.)
22 A Yes,
23 0 What 1s this document?
24 A It's our annual rate schedule.

25 Q Does Lthis document include the amounbt of

(343)729.8190 WATERMARK REPORTING Watermarkcrfgmail . com
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Bentley D. Price, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2018-CP-10-2764  SC 0py,

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc.,
Individually and on Behalf of those Similarly Situated..........ccccoeviivininnnennn. Respondent

V.

The Commission of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks, ..........ccocovvvvieininen. Appellant

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Appellant The Commission of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a
Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW?”) appeals the Orders of the Honorable Bentley D. Price
filed June 14, 2019 and August 27, 2019. MPW received notice of the entry of the Order
denying MPW’s Motion to Reconsider with regard to the Court’s grant of the Motion for Class
Certification filed by Respondent Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., Individually
and on Behalf of those Similarly Situated on August 26, 2019. Copies of the trial court’s Orders

are attached.

September 4, 2019
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s )
Association, Inc., individually and on )
behalf of those similarly situated, )
)
Plaintiff, ) ORDER GRANTING PLAINTIFF’S
) MOTION FOR CLASS
VS. ) %RTIFICATION
3 | » RECEIVE]
The Commissioners of Public Works for the )
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount ) r~n " = :
Pleasant Waterworks, ) & SEP 04 23'9 r
) SC Court of Aninn Ly
Defendant. ) urt of 'l o als
)

This matter came before the Court May 31, 2019 on Plaintiff Sne

. , . S o . . o e
Homeowner’s Association, Inc.’s Motion for Class Certification. After consxderatlol#l of the parti€s

arguments, including their briefs in support and opposition, and as set forth more fully below and

herein, this Court now grants Plaintiff’s Motion for Class Certification and certifies the Plaintiff

Class.
INTRODUCTION

This case involves Plaintiff’s refund claim for excessive Basic Facility Charges (“BFC”)
charged by Defendant Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a
Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW”). MPW is a municipal water and sewer authority
established pursuant to ordinance of the Town of Mount Pleasant and governed by Sections 5-31-
210-270 of the South Carolina Code. It is a government entity that enjoys a monopoly in its
service area for providing water and sewage services to Plaintiff and other commercial customers.

Plaintiff is a non-profit homeowners’ association that owns, manages, and maintains the

common elements identified in Snee Farm Lakes’ restrictive covenants. The Snee Farm Lakes
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development has a single water meter, and MPW bills Plaintiff monthly for water and sewage
service. Plaintiff is the MPW customer, not the individual owners in the Snee Farm Lakes
development.

MPW charges its customers, including Plaintiff, monthly BFC in addition to traditional
volumetric rates based on meter readings. According to MPW’s Cost Recovery Policy 7.2 (April

3

2015 version), BFC “provide equity and stability” by recovering MPW’s “fixed costs” including,
but not limited to, renewal and replacement debt service, capital costs, operating and maintenance
costs, and general administrative costs.'

BFC are calculated based on the number of Residential Equivalent Units (“REU”) assigned
to each account. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day (9,000 gallons per month). MPW
assigns each customer a certain number of REU prior to establishing service based on consumption
demand assumptions administered and ultimately accepted by MPW. The customer pays MPW a
one-time “impact fee” based on the number of REU assigned to the account. MPW then uses this
same consumption demand estimate (the REU assignment) to calculate BFC on an ongoing
monthly basis thereafter. Specifically, MPW calculates each customer’s BFC charge by
multiplying the number of .assigned REU by the prevailing BFC rate ($X per REU).

Plaintiff alleges its and the Class’s actual water use has for many years been much less than
their assigned REU projections, and as a result, they have paid excessive BFC. And Plaintiff

contends Defendant knew of these overcharges since at least November 2014, when it received a

memorandum from an outside consultant, CDM Smith, Inc., which concluded “approximately 700

! Policy 7.2 was amended in June 2018, after this lawsuit was filed, by adding the following
language: “The BFC is a charge for the reservation of capacity based on the total active REUs
assigned to a property. To ensure the purchased capacity remains available, all BFCs must be
paid.” Nowhere does Policy 7.2 (April 2015 version) speak to the concept of “reservation of
capacity,” a concept discussed extensively by MPW in its opposition to class certification.
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customers used less than their allocated REUs in 2013” and there were 4,400 REU (or 475.2
million gallons) allocated to commercial accounts that were “unused.” Although shortly thereafter
MPW notified 60 customers they had insufficienr REU in 2014 (and were underpaying BFC),
MPW did not notify customers with excessive REU (who were overpaying BFC) until early 2018
when it notified 288 accounts with excessive REU based on an internal 2017 audit. These
notification letters offered no refund of any kind, only an administrative process whereby
customers could request a REU reduction prospectively.

The thrust of Plaintiff’s claims is that MPW owes a non-delegable duty to charge just and
reasonable rates based on actual use, and its practice of overcharging customers based on
inaccurate, outdated REU assignments is unlawful. See S.C. Code Section 5-31-250 (“The board
of commissioners of public works of any city or town . . . may supply and furnish water to citizens
of the city or town . . . and may require payment of such rates, tolls and charges as it may establish
for the use of water . . ..”") (emphasis added); Simons v. City Council of Charleston, 181 S.C. 353,
187 S.E. 545 (1936) (holding municipal water rates must at all times be “reasonable”).

Besides failing to notify customers of these overcharges until 2018, Plaintiff alleges MPW
never periodically adjusted Plaintiff’s and other customers’ REU assignments to ensure they
remain consistent with actual use. According to Plaintiff, this caused the overcharges at issue in
this case. MPW contends it is the customer’s responsibility to petition MPW for REU reductions
if the customer wants to be charged only for the water it actually uses. Plaintiff responds by
claiming, as a matter of law, MPW cannot skirt its obligation to charge just and reasonable rates
based on actual use by delegating the duty to adjust REU assignments to customers; MPW is better
positioned than customers to perform this function based on its possession of the data, technical

expertise, and incentive to project accurate demand; and customers face paying excessive use
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charges and expensive impact fees if REU are dropped too low. Set forth below are the findings

of fact and conclusions of law in favor of class certification.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

Rule 23(d)(1), SCRCP provides: “As soon as practicable, after the commencement of an
action brought as a class action, the court shall determine by order whether it is to be so maintained.
An order under this subdivision may be conditional, and may be altered or amended before the
decision on the merits.” The Supreme Court of South Carolina “has expressed the viewpoint that
class actions are favored in this state[.]” Grazia v. S.C. State Plastering, LLC, 390 S.C. 562, 576,
703 S.E.2d 197, 204 (2010). Undergirding this sentiment is the rationale that “the class action
device saves the resources of both the courts and the parties by permitting an issue potentially
affecting every [class member] to be litigated in an economical fashion under Rule 23.” Jd.
(quoting Califano v. Yamasaki, 442 U.S. 682, 701 (1979)).

A party seeking class certification must demonstrate:

1) the class must be “so numerous that joinder of all members is

impracticable;” 2) there must be “questions of law or fact common

to the class;” 3) the “claims or defenses of the representative parties

[must be] typical of the claims or defenses of the class;” 4) “the

representative parties [must] fairly and adequately protect the

interests of the class;” and 5) “the amount in controversy [must]

exceed[] one hundred dollars for each member of the class.
Gardner v. S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 353 S.C. 1, 20-21, 577 S.E.2d 190, 200 (2003) (alterations in
original) (quoting Rule 23(a), SCRCP). “The first four criteria are often referred to as the
requirements for numerosity, commonality, typicality, and adequacy of representation.” /Id.
Whether a class should be certified rests in the discretion of the trial court. King v. Am. Gen. Fin.,

Inc., 386 S.C. 82, 88, 687 S.E.2d 321, 324 (2009). In reviewing a motion to certify a class, the

Court should accept the allegations in the pleadings as true and may not look to the merits of the
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claims. Anselmo v. West Paces Hotel Grp., LLC, 2011 WL 1049195 at *19 (D.S.C. 2011);

Middleton v. SunStar Acceptance Corp., No. CIV.A. 98-CP-07-1131, 2000 WL 33385388, at *3

(S.C. Ct. Comm. Pleas Jan. 13, 2000).

Class Definition

The Class is defined as all current and former MPW commercial customers who paid
excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average daily usage from January 1,
2014 (or any later date of service inception) to present being less than that customer’s assigned

REU. Excluded from the Class are:

a. Defendant, its legal representatives, elected officials, officers, directors,
assigns, and successors;

b. The judge, magistrate, and any special master to whom this case is assigned,
and any member of their immediate families; and

c. To the extent the class certification order permits exclusion, all account holders
that timely submit proper requests for exclusion from the plaintiff class.

Rule 23 Requirements Are Met

As a threshold matter, Defendant asserts Plaintiff lacks standing to bring this claim
because it has suffered no injury. I find this contention wholly without merit.

A party bringing suit may acquire standing by statute, through the rubric of Article III
standing, or under the public importance exception.? ATC S., Inc. v. Charleston Cnty., 380 S.C.
191, 195, 669 S.E.2d 337, 339 (2008). Under a constitutional standing analysis: (1) a party must
“have suffered an injury-in-fact which is a concrete, particularized, and actual or imminent

invasion of a legally protected interest[,]” (2) “a causal connection must exist between the injury

2 There is no suggestion Plaintiff has standing pursuant to statute or under the public importance
exception; therefore, the Court’s analysis is confined to Article Il standing.

5
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and the challenged conduct[,]”and (3) “it must be likely that a favorable decision will redress the
injury.” Youngblood v. S.C. Dep't of Soc. Servs., 402 S.C. 311, 317-18, 741 S.E.2d 515, 518
(2013).

Defendant claims Plaintiff has not suffered an “injury-in-fact” because the cost of water
is allegedly passed on to the unit owners through regime fees. However, this assertion misses the
point. Plaintiff is a MPW customer that receives monthly water bills. According to Plaintiff’s
lawsuit, the bills it received—and paid—included excessive BFC for years and therefore it is
entitled to a refund for this overcharge. The individual unit owners in the Snee Farms Lake
development, however, are nor MPW customers, have no direct relationship with MPW, and
therefore, have no standing to bring this case. Whatever other contractual agreements Plaintiff
may have with its members do not undermine Plaintiff’s standing as an overcharged MPW
customer for purposes of this case and class certification.?

1. Numerosity
The Class is so numerous that joinder of all members as plaintiffs is impracticable. No
specific number of potential class members is required to satisfy numerosity. Brady v. Thurston

Motor Lines, 726 F.2d 136, 145 (4th Cir. 1984). However, “[g]enerally, classes consisting of forty

3 Furthermore, even if [ were to accept Defendant’s analysis, Plaintiff would have associational
standing to bring suit for its member owners. “The three part test for
associational standing requires that an association's members would otherwise have standing to
sue in their own right, the interests at stake are germane to the organization's purpose, and neither
-the claim asserted nor the relief requested requires the participation of individual members in the
lawsuit.”” Carnival Corp. v. Historic Ansonborough Neighborhood Ass’n, 407 S.C. 67, 76, 753
S.E.2d 846, 851 (2014). Here, Defendant asserts the homeowners would possess any potential
claim. As to the interests at issue, Plaintiff’s purpose is to provide amenities to its owners,
including water and wastewater services, and therefore the claims are aligned with its function.
Finally, the claims asserted do not require the involvement of any owner, because the issue raised
is the charge relative to Plaintiff’s overall usage rather than use by a single owner.

6
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or more members are considered sufficiently large to satisfy the impracticability requirement.”
Am. Sales Co., LLC v. Pfizer, Inc., 2017 WL 3669604 (E.D. Va. 2017) (citing Meijer, Inc. v.
Warner Chilcott Holdings, Co., Ltd., 246 F.R.D. 293, 301 (D.D.C. 2007)).

“[Tthe size of the class is not the only consideration relevant to the impracticability
inquiry.” Am. Sales Co., LLC., 2017 WL 3669604 at *9-10. Instead, courts should consider other
factors such as judicial economy, financial resources of class members, the overlapping or
duplicative nature of the potential claims, and, given the economics of litigation, whether class
members would be effectively barred from pursuing their claims absent certification. /d.

The Class includes all commercial customers who paid excessive BFC based on their
average daily usage records since January 1, 2014. Plaintiff’s definition of “excessive” mirrors
the average daily use methodology MPW uses when calculating impact fees and assigning REU
at service inception. Plaintiff claims that, as defined, the Class includes over 400 accounts.
Defendant argues that each customer’s claims are factually distinct and render the numerosity
requirement impossible for Plaintiff to meet. This Court disagrees. As discussed more fully infra,
the Class and its attendant claims are addressed to commercial customers charged excessive BFC.
MPW’s own 2017 Audit, which used a more conservative highest quarter average definition of
“excessive,” found 288 accounts had excessive REU based on the last three years of actual use
records. Consequently, I find the number of members makes joinder impracticable in satisfaction
of Rule 23(a)(1).

IL Commonality

Common questions of law and fact exist as to all members of the Class. Rule 23(a)(2)

requires that a party seeking to certify a class demonstrate that “there are questions of law or fact

common to the class.” Practically, “this means the party must articulate the existence of significant
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common, legal, or factual issues which bind the proposed class together.” Gardner v. S.C. Dep’t
of Revenue, 353 S.C. 1, 21, 577 S.E.2d 190, 200 (2003) (internal quotation marks omitted).
However, commonality does not demand that every issue in the case be common to all class
members, but instead would be met where the class shares a determinative issue. /d. at 21, 577
S.E.2d at 200-01. “In fact, a single common issue will suffice if it 1s important enough.” McGann
v. Mungo, 287 S.C. 561, 568, 340 S.E.2d 154, 158 (Ct. App. 1986) (citing H. Lightsey & J.
Flanagan, South Carolina Civil Procedure 198 (2d ed. 1985)).

In this case, Plaintiff alleges the Class’s claims arise from a uniform course of conduct
involving common questions of law and fact. These issues include, but are not limited to:

a. Whether under the facts and circumstances of this case, state law prohibits MPW
from imposing and collecting excessive BFC based on REU estimates that exceed

actual usage.

b. Whether Plaintiff and the Class members have suffered financial damages and
MPW owes refunds associated with its imposing and collecting excessive BFC
based on REU estimates that exceed actual usage.

¢. Whether MPW can continue charging BFC based on REU estimates that exceed
actual usage, as it has traditionally done.

The critical issues dominating the claim of every Class member are (1) whether MPW can
legally charge BFC based on REU assignments inconsistent with actual use, and (2) who has the
burden of periodically adjusting each customer’s REU assignment to ensure customers are not
overcharged. MPW argues BFC are “reservation of capacity” charges that do not have to be
connected to actual use. Plaintiff disputes this notion by, among other things, observing the
language “reservation of capacity” was only added to the definition of BFC after this lawsuit was

filed.* MPW further argues it has no legal obligation to monitor usage to ensure accurate REU

* Footnote 1, supra.
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assignments, and customers have the obligation to petition for reductions or increases. Plaintiff
disagrees, arguing state law requires that MPW at all times charge just and reasonable rates based

on the “use” of water.’

Whether Plaintiff or Defendant is right about these two core issues is for another day.
However, f(;r the purposes of class certification, this Court recognizes both questions are
embedded in the claims of every Class member. Resolution of these questions all but resolves
each Class member’s claim. The class action mechanism was designed to efficiently resolve cases
like this where common issues are present amongst hundreds of potential plaintiffs. For these
reasons, 1 find that based upon the common questions presented, Plaintiff has met its burden as to
commonality as required by Rule 23(a)(2).

III.  Typicality.

The tenets of commonality and typicality are often dealt with as one in terms of class
certification. See Gen. Tel. Co. of the Sw. v. Falcon, 457 U.S. 147, 157 n.13 (1982) (“The
commonality and typicality requirements of Rule 23(a) tend to merge.”). “To establish the
typicality requirement, the ‘claims or defenses of the representative parties [must be] typical of

the claims or defenses of the class.”” Pope v. Heritage Cmtys., Inc., 395 S.C. 404,422,717 S.E.2d

765, 774 (Ct. App. 2011) (alterations in original) (quoting Rule 23(a)(3)). Decisions construing

51 also reject Defendant’s argument that possible statute of limitation defenses would vary among
the Class and defeat commonality. Simply stating that a customer may have known that it was
overpaying BFC is not the same as that customer recognizing it had a claim against a municipal
authority. Plaintiff’s case is based on an allegation that MPW has acted illegally and contrary to
its statutory obligations. A customer is allowed to presume the government is acting lawfully. See
S.C. Nat. Bank v. Florence Sporting Goods, Inc., 241 S.C. 110, 115-16, 127 S.E.2d 199, 202
(1962) (“[P]ublic officers are presumed to have properly discharged the duties of their offices and
to have faithfully performed the duties with which they are charged.”). In any event, class
certification is not a ruling on MPW’s defenses, which can be raised and resolved on a class wide

basis as the litigation proceeds.

110



Rule 23(a)(3) have given it a liberal construction, holding that a claim is typical if it arises from
the same events, practices, or course of conduct that gives rise to the claims of other class
members, and if the claims are based on the same legal theories. See H. Newberg, Newberg on
Class Actions § 3:29 (5th ed. 2011) (collecting cases). Generally, “[wlhere the class
representatives’ claims are such that they will have to prove the same elements as the remainder
of the class, then typicality should be found notwithstanding factual differences between various
members of the class.” Brown v. Cameron-Brown Co., 92 F.R.D. 32, 38 (E.D. Va. 1981]).

Defendant focuses much of its attention on how initial REU assignments are processed,
an observation that the Class would potentially include hospitals, restaurants, and other business
that may operate differently than an HOA, and the allegation that some customers may have
decided to maintain excessive REU and pay excessive BFC. I find these distinctions fail to
demonstrate that Plaintiff’s claims are atypical of the Class.

Plaintiff’s case does not involve an attack on the initial REU assignment or seek any
impact fee refunds. Nor do Plaintiff’s claims relate to whether certain Class members decided to
purchase additional REU at the impact fee stage for business purposes.® Rather, Plaintiff
challenges MPW’s practice of basing BFC on the initial REU assumptions and never periodically
adjusting REU assignments to ensure they remain consistent with actual use. Fundamental legal
questions over whether and under what circumstances REU adjustments must be made and who
must make them predominate the Class. Of course, hospitals, restaurants, and HOAs use water
services differently, but that is irrelevant to this case. All implicated customers who comprise the

Class, like Plaintiff, would have a refund claim for past excessive BFC.’

® For this reason, the affidavit submitted by Jason Ward with Landmark Enterprises, Inc. does not
defeat class certification. Notably, Mr. Ward takes no position on whether refunds for past

excessive BFC should be paid.
7 Defendant also attempts to draw distinctions in the fact that Plaintiff never sought a reduction of

10
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Given the foregoing, Plaintiff’s claims arise from the same nucleus of operative facts and
are intended to correct and prevent the same improper conduct that has impinged identically on
Plaintiff and members of the Class. I therefore find Plaintiff’s claims are typical of the Class in
satisfaction of Rule 23(a)(3).

IV.  Adequacy of Representation.

To satisfy the Rule 23(a)(4) requirement that that named plaintiff fairly and adequately
protect the interests of the class, the Court must examine: “(1) whether class counsel are qualified,
experienced, and generally able to conduct the proposed litigation; and (2) whether Plaintiff]’s]
claims are sufficiently interrelated with and not antagonistic to the class claims as to ensure fair
and adequate representation.” Lot v. Westinghouse Savannah River Co., 200 F.R.D. 539, 561
(D.S.C. 2000). “The kind of antagonism that will defeat the maintenance of a class action is the
kind which relates to the subject matter in controversy, as when the named representative has a
claim which conflicts with the economic interests of the class.” Waller v. Seabrook Island Prop.
Owners Ass'n, 300 S.C. 465, 468, 388 S.E.2d 799, 801 (1990).

Defendant does not challenge the adequacy of counsel, and this Court finds counsel for the
Class are professionally competent to conduct this particular litigation. Plaintiff’s counsel have
significant collective experience prosecuting complex and class litigation, and they are qualified
to prosecute the claims of all Class members.

However, Defendant takes issue with Plaintiff as an adequate representative of the Class,
revisiting many of the challenges to commonality and typicality the Court has already rejected

within this Order. Defendant’s assertions that the Class members have distinct claims and interests

its REU and cannot show that other commercial customers chose not to reduce their REU for the
same reasons. As discussed regarding commonality, Defendant’s assertions assume its customers
had the burden of regulating their own rates. This is a core legal question Plaintiff’s suit seeks to
address.
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all assume MPW is not legally required to monitor and regulate REU assignments and make
customary adjustments as part of charging a reasonable rate. It is the validity of this legal
assumption that lies at the heart of Plaintiff’s claims and is typical of the Class—all of whom have
claims predicated on whether the law allows MPW to charge them in this manner, and if not,
whether they are entitled to a refund.

MPW also suggests Plaintiff lacks sufficient understanding of the case to serve as Class
representative. Plaintiff is not required to be so conversant with the facts and legal theories of the
case to brief its own arguments. See Gunnells v. Healthplan Servs., Inc., 348 F.3d 417, 430 (4th
Cir. 2003) (holding as “hornbook law” that “[i]Jn a complex lawsuit, such as one in which the
defendant’s liability can be established only after a great deal of investigation and discovery by
counsel against a background of legal knowledge, the representative need not have extensive
knowledge of the facts of the case in order to be an adequate representative.” (alteration in original)
(internal quotation omitted)). Having reviewed the Rule 30(b)(6) deposition testimony of Plaintiff
submitted by Defendant with its opposition brief, I find that Plaintiff, aided by its experienced
counsel, will adequately represent and protect the interests of the Class. Plaintiff understands the
basis of the BFC refund claim and the Class it seeks to represent. All members of the Class
sustained damages arising out of Defendant’s uniform conduct toward Plaintiff and all members
of the Class. Plaintiff is committed to pursuing this action, and Plaintiff’s claims benefit and are
coextensive with those of all Class members. Contrary to MPW’s argument, Plaintiff need not be
ina positiovn to declare what other Class members’ REU assignments ought to bé. A core legal,
and disputed, issue in this case is whether customers even have this responsibility at all.

V. The Amount in Controversy.

The final prong of Rule 23 requires that each class member have a claim in excess of $100.

{2
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Here, the proposed Class is comprised of MPW commercial customers that have paid excessive
BFC in excess of $100. As a result, this element 1s satisfied.

CONCLUSION

As set forth herein, this Court finds Plaintiff has met its burden of demonstrating that each
requirement for class certification is satisfied. Although Defendant artfully challenges the motion,
focusing on individual customers as evidence that any claims are distinct, I find that the
overarching issues predominating the class are whether (1) MPW can legally charge BFC based
on REU assignments inconsistent with actual use and (2) whether MPW is required to monitor and
adjust REU assignments as part of its duty to charge reasonable BFC. If Plaintiffis right, then any
individual action by Class members regarding REU adjustments are irrelevant. If MPW is right,
then the claims of the Class all but fall apart and this issue will be one decided for all customers
that follow. Accordingly, I find that class certification promotes the intereéts of judicial economy,
efficiency, and fairness to all parties.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. The Class is certified on all causes of action;

2. Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. 1s appointed Class representative;

3. Clayton B. McCullough, Ross A. Appel, James L. Ward, Jr., and Ranee Saunders are

appointed Class Counsel.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED;% /7 r%Z”//d %/@

Berﬁlgy D. Pyice
Presiding Judge
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )  IN THE COURT OF
) COMMON PLEAS UQIE
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )  NINTHJUDICIAL CIREUrF Oy
) 2018-CP-10-2764 %
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner's ) SEP ¢
Association, Inc., Individually and on . Sn { 2019
Behalf of those Similarly Situated, ) “ Court e
Plaintiff, ) - “I Aoy
)  ORDER DENYING s
v. )  DEFENDANTS’ MOTION
)  TORECONSIDER 2
) v, B
The Commission of Public Works for the ) =l =
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount ) o 5 -
Pleasant Waterworks, - ) y,&: oo™
Defendant. ) 94123'{ sk Ot
) o6 *
22
3]

e

’ M ?
This matter initially came before the Court on June 14, 2019 on Plaintiff’s M‘é%on i

for Class Certification. At the conclusion of oral arguments, the Court granted the
Motion. Defendant thereby timely filed a Motion to Reconsider. After thoroughly
reviewing the Motion and after a Hearing, Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider is
DENIED.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Bentley D. Price, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2018-CP-10-2764

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc.,
Individually and on Behalf of those Similarly Situated............ccoeeininnininn.

V.

The Commission of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks, .........cccccocevveiinnnenn, Appellant

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned employee of Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A., do hereby certify that I have
caused the below referenced to be served via U.S. mail, postage prepaid, or by other delivery as
indicated, to all parties of record at the address(es) shown below.

1. Notice of Appeal;

2. Proof of Service of the Notice of Appeal served on Respondent, Charleston
County Clerk of Court, and The Honorable Bentley D. Price;

3 Copy of the Order to be challenged on appeal, which was signed by The
Honorable Bentley D. Price, dated June 14, 2019, filed on June 14, 2019, and
received in our office on June 14, 2019;

4. Copy of Order to be challenged on appeal, which was signed by The Honorable
Bentley D. Price, dated August 27, 2019, filed on August 27, 2019, and received
in our office on August 27, 2019; and

5. A check in the amount of $250.00 for the filing fee.
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The Honorable Bentley D. Price
Circuit Court Judge

100 Broad St., Ste 432
Charleston, SC 29401

September 4, 2019

Other Counsel of Record:

Clayton B. McCullough
McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC
359 King St., Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29401

(843) 937-0400

Attorney for Respondent

Parties of Record

The Honorable Julie J. Armstrong
Charleston County Clerk of Court
100 Broad Street, Suite 106
Charleston, SC 29401-2258

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
SC Court of Appeals

1015 Sumter Street

Columbia, SC 29211

(via hand delivery)

AN, WHITE & BOYD, P.A.
\/___’—‘
y?

Jam 'Holmes, S.C. Bar 75038
Shelley S. Montague, S.C. Bar 68019
1201 Main Street, Suite 1200

Post Office Box 7368

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
Telephone: 803-779-1833
Facsimile: 803-779-1767
jholmes@GWBlawfirm.com
smontague@GWBlawfirm.com

Attorneys for Appellant Nautilus Insurance
Company
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Ross A. Appel
McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC
359 King St., Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29401

(843) 937-0400

Attorney for Respondent

James L. Ward

McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

(843) 388-7202

Attorney for Respondent

Ranee Saunders

McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

(843) 388-7202

Attorney for Respondent
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM Charleston County
Bentley D. Price, Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No.: 2019-001487

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., Individually and on Behalf of those Similarly
STEUAEA. . eve vt Respondent,

V.

The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant
A 11 (0 0« T SO Appellant.

Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss

Limitations on appellate jurisdiction hew to the belief that as a general matter, allegations
of trial court error tﬁat fail to determine any portion of the case with finality should not be
entertained on appeal until the final judgment is rendered. This policy serves the interests of
judicial economy and ensures the reviewing court has the requisite record on which to consider
the issues posed. With these considerations in mind, interlocutory orders addressed to class
certification have routinely been held not immediately appealable.! Yet, without suggesting why

a departure from settled precedent is appropriate, Appellant The Commissioners of Public Works

I It is curious that MPW would seek review of this interlocutory order when the case law is
unequivocal. However, MPW has consistently hindered progress of the case and it appears this
appeal offers another manner to interpose delay. Specifically, it could further delay the already
protracted discovery process. MPW refused to produce the MPW commissioners for deposition
after Respondent moved for class certification—despite the fact that class certification is not a
motion on the merits and will not end the case. And even though the trial court has twice concluded
the case is appropriate for class action, MPW has refused to answer discovery.
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for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/é Mount Pleasant Waterworks (MPW) requests this Court
review the trial court’s grant of class certification.? As discussed herein, a class certification order
is provisional by design and therefore presents a classic example of why interlocutory appeals are
not favored. The trial court may reconsider the order in its discretion at any time prior to a decision
on the merits. It would be injudicious to review an order that may be amended in two months.
Accordingly, Respondent Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., requests this Court
dismiss this appeal pursuant to Rule 240 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules and allow
litigation to proceed. See Rule 221, SCACR.

By way of background, MPW is a municipal water and sewer authority established
pursuant to ordinance of the Town of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina and state law. It is a
government entity that enjoys a monopoly in its area for water and sewage services. Respondent
is a non-profit homeowners’ association that owns, manages, and maintains the common elements
articulated in Snee Farm Lakes’ restrictive covenants. Part of its duties includes the provision of
water and wastewater services, which Respondent obtains through a contract with MPW.

MPW charges its commercial customérs like Respondent monthly Basic Facility Charges

(BFC) in addition to the traditional water and sewer fees based on metered (volumetric) usage.

2 Respondent acknowledges the Court has carved out an exception in special cases—such as where
the class involves minors who may not know they have been adopted—under the rationale that
class notification would “involve[] the disclosure of personal and potentially sensitive information
for which there would be ‘no appellate remedy . . . likely to repair any damage done by an improper
disclosure.”” BLH by Hensley v. S.C. Dep’t of Soc. Servs., 423 S.C. 422,429, 814 S.E.2d 638, 642
(Ct. App. 2018), cert. granted (oral argument set for Oct. 29, 2019) (second alteration in original)
(quoting Ex parte Capital U-Drive-1t, Inc.,369 S.C. 1, 8, 630 S.E.2d 464, 468 (2006)). This case
involves commercial customers and therefore offers no similar threats of exposure. Indeed, MPW
identified and contacted hundreds of customers with excessive REU based on its own internal audit
prior to this litigation’s inception. These customers were never offered refunds and comprise the
Class. This information is public, and these details were obtained through a Freedom of
Information Act Request.
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According to MPW’s Cost Recovery Policy, BFC are designed to recover “fixed costs” for
providing services to its customers including, but not limited to, Renewal and Replacement debt
service, capital costs, operating and maintenance costs, and general administrative costs. BFC are
calculated based on the number of Residential Equivalent‘ Units (REU)? assigned to each account.*
This assignment is calculated prior to establishing service or on a customer’s change in use and
though it is meticulously calculated, it is ultimately a prediction used to calculate the associated
“impact fee.” Once service begins, customers pay a BFC calculated based on these initial REU
assignments.

However, these predictions are not revisited by MPW and Respondent uses significantly
less water and wastewater than its assigned REU. So MPW unlawfully collects excessive BFC
from Respondent each month. Specifically, MPW assigned Respondent 148 REU (approximately
1,332,000 gallons per month), yet Respondent’s actual monthly consumption has almost always
been much less than that assigned amount. Every month, Respondent’s usage failed to reach
1,332,000 gallons, it necessarily paid excessive BFC. Respondent has been overcharged thousands
of dollars by MPW over years. Despite this discrepancy and at all times knowing or having the
means to know of Respondent’s actual monthly usage relative to its REU assignment, MPW
continues this collection.

Based on this illegal practice, Respondent filed the underlying class action Complaint June
1, 2018, seeking to represent a class of similarly situated individuals in requesting declaratory

relief and alleging causes of action for -breach of contract, conversion, and unjust

3 As a general matter, REU is based on the amount of water a residential user would consume in a
month. MPW’s residential customer are automatically assigned a single REU.

4 One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day, so an account assigned one REU is estimated to use
approximately 9,000 gallons per month.
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enrichment/money had and received. MPW filed a motion to dismiss July 5, 2018, and after a
hearing September 27, 2018, before the Honorable Jennifer B. McCoy, the Court denied the
motion by form order November 30, 2018. Respondent moved for class certification January 21,
2019, and after a hearing May 31, 2019, before the Honorable Bentley D. Price, the court granted
Respondent’s motion June 14, 2019. MPW filed a motion to reconsider pursuant to Rules 59(e)
and 60 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure June 20, 2019 and Judge Price conducted a
hearing on the matter August 26, 2019. He denied the motion from the bench and by written order
the following day. MPW then filed this notice of appeal.
Argument

Section 14-3-330 of the South Carolina Code establishes appellate jurisdiction over cases
arising at law and dictates which judgments and orders are appealable. TheAstatute provides, in
pertinent part:

The Supreme Court shall have appellate jurisdiction for correction of error of law
in law cases, and shall review upon appeal:

(1) Any intermediate judgment, order or decree in a law case involving the merits
in actions commenced in the court of common pleas and general sessions, brought
there by original process or removed there from any inferior court or jurisdiction,
and final judgments in such actions; provided, that if no appeal be taken until final
judgment is entered the court may upon appeal from such final judgment review
any intermediate order or decree necessarily affecting the judgment not before
appealed from; '

(2) An order affecting a substantial right made in an action when such order (a) in
effect determines the action and prevents a judgment from which an appeal might
be taken or discontinues the action, (b) grants or refuses a new trial or (c) strikes
out an answer or any part thereof or any pleading in any action.
§ 14-3-330(1)-(2). “An order which does not finally end a case or prevent a final judgment from

which a party may seek appellate review usually is considered an interlocutory order from which

no immediate appeal is allowed.” Hagood v. Sommerville, 362 S.C. 191, 195, 607 S.E.2d 707,
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709 (2005). “The provisions of Section 14-3-330, including subsection (2), have been narrowly
construed and immediate appeal of various orders issued before or during trial generally has not
been allowed.” Id at 196, 607 S.E.2d at 709. “The basic policy behind denying immediate review
of pretrial motions is avoidance of piecerﬁeal litigation where the rights of the parties have not
been substantially impacted.” Watson v. Underwood, 407 S.C. 443,458, 756 S.E.2d 155, 163 (Ct.
App. 2014).

It is well-settled a class certification order is, as a general matter, not immediately
appealable. E.g., Salmonsen v. CGD, Inc., 377 S.C. 442, 448, 661 S.E.2d 81, 85 (2008) (“The
general rule established by this Court is that class certiﬁcatic;n orders are not immediately
appealable.”); Eldridge v. City of Greenwood, 308 S.C. 125, 127, 417 S.E.2d 532, 534 (1992)
(“Orders under Rule 23, SCRCP are interlocutory and thus, immediately appealable only in certain
circumstances.”). This conclusion draws in part from the fact that “[c]lass certification, essentially
procedural m nature, does not involve substantial or essential legal rights which require attention
prior to final judgment [nor does it] reach the ‘merits’ of the underlying cause of action.” Knowles
v. Standard Sav. & Loan Ass’n, 274 S.C. 58, 59, 261 S.E.2d 49, 49 (1979). In addition to failing
to touch the merits or implicate substantial rights, a class certification order is uniquely—and
expressly—provisional. Rule 23 invites the trial court’s discretion to revisit orders issued pursuant
to that Rule, whether on motion by a party or sua sponte. See Rule 23(d)(1)-(2), SCRCP (“An
order under this subdivision may be conditional, and may be altered or amended before the
decision on the merits. (2) The court may at any time impose such terms as shall fairly and
adequately protect the interest of the persons on whose behalf the action is brought or defended.”);
see Thornton v. S.C. Elec. & Gas Corp., 391 S.C. 297, 305, 705 S.E.2d 475, 479 (Ct. App. 2011)

(dismissing appeal from an order to strike class allegations as interlocutory because it was in effect
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“an order denying class certification which, under Rule 23(d)(1), ‘may be altered' or amended
before the decision on the mefits”’). Accordingly, the now appealed order granting class
certification fails to fall within the ambit of the Court’s appellate jurisdiction under section 14-3—
330 because it is interlocutory, and, as a procedural rule, it decides nothing of the substance of the
matter.

Moreover, allowing this appeal would undermine the policy of efficiency that drives the
scope of appellate jurisdiction and the procedures outlined in Rule 23. As noted above, a hallmark
principle of appellate review is that piecemeal litigation should be avoided absent clear exceptions.
Grounded in this notion is the belief that the path to resolution of a case should not be hindered by
pausing to reconsider each turn. Doe v. Howe, 362 S.C. 212, 216, 607 S.E.2d 354, 356 (Ct. App.
2004) (“The final judgment rule serves the laudatory goal of preventing piecemeal review of
matters that are merely steps toward a final judgment.”). What is more, an opinion of this Court
will not bless a class certification order with the finality Rule 23 itself mandates against. Rule 23
empowers the trial court to revisit the issue of class certification at any time “before the decision
on the merits.” So allowing an appeal now would suggest an order addressed to class certification
could be taken up each time the trial court tweaks it as Rule 23 contemplates. Practically, the class
action procedure works to allow the courts as well as all parties avoid unnecessary expenditures
‘of time and money. E.g., Gen. Tel. Co. of Sw. v. Falcon, 457 U.S. 147, 155 (1982) (“[T]he class-

action device saves the resources of both the courts and the parties by permitting an issue

5 In that way, it is similar to an order denying summary judgment, which is not immediately
appealable because it merely poses issues that may be revisited over the course of litigation. See
Ballenger v. Bowen, 313 S.C. 476, 477, 443 S.E.2d 379, 380 (1994) (“A denial of a motion for
summary judgment decides nothing about the merits of the case, but simply decides the case should
proceed to trial. The denial of summary judgment does not establish the law of the case, and the
issues raised in the motion may be raised again later in the proceedings by a motion to reconsider
the summary judgment motion or by a motion for a directed verdict.” (internal citations omitted)).
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potentially affecting every [class member] to be litigated in an economical fashion under Rule 23.”
(second alteration in original) (quoting Califano v. Yamasaki, 442 U.S. 682, 701 (1979))). These
benefits are exemplified in Rule 23’s flexibility. Because the order is By nature modifiable, Rule
23(d)(1) encourages the trial court to issue a ruling on class certification promptly. See Rule
23(d)(1) (“As soon as practicable, after the commencement of an action brought as a class action,
the court shall determine by order whether it is to be so maintained.” (emphasis added)). The Rule
envisions that as the case pfoceeds and discovery progresses, information may be uncovered that
requires amendment of a class certification order.
Conclusion
Baéed on the foregoing, Respondent requests this Court dismiss the appeal as interlocutory

and allow litigation to proceed.

Respegtfully fubmitted,

. )

Jdmes L. Ward, Jr. (8¢ Bar #13453)
Ranee Saundexs ar #100073)
MtGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC

321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464
Telephone: 843.388.7202
Facsimile: 843.388.3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com
rsaunders@mcgowanhood.com
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM Charleston County
Bentley D. Price, Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No.: 2019-001487

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., Individually and on Behalf of those. Similarly
Situated. .. oooiviiiir s et e r et eeteeeteteaeeaeaeeneeereiraeteaas Respondent,

V.

The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant
WaAtEIWOTKS. .o v ettt e e e Appellant.

PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that on September 16, 2019, she served counsel of record
with the Motion to Dismiss in this matter by mailing a copy of the same by United States Mail
with first class postage prepaid to the following addresses:

James A. Bruorton, IV, Esq.
David G. Jennings, Esq.
Timothy J.W. Muller, Esq.
Rosen Hagood

151 Meeting St., Suite 400
Charleston, SC 29401

Gray T. Culbreath, Esq.

Amy L.B. Hill, Esq.

Janice Holmes, Esq.

Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A.
Post Office Box 7368
Columbia, SC 29202

ATTORNEYS FOR THE APPELLANT

ITee Saun%rs )
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j,{.)/f /éﬂ ,2019

Mof{mt Pleasant, South Carolina

Clayton B. McCullough (SC Bar #13722)
Ross A. Appel (SC Bar #79149)

- McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC

359 King St., Ste. 200
Charleston, SC 29401
Telephone: 843.937.0400
Facsimile: 843.937.0706
clay@mklawsc.com
ross@mklawsc.com

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT
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McGowan, Hood & Felder, LLC

Chad A. McGowan (SC,GANC)
S. Randall Hood
John G. Felder, Jr.

W. Jones Andrews, Jr.
Russell T. Burke
Jordan C. Calloway
Susan F. Campbell

Whitney B. Harrison

Richard A. “Trey” Jones 111

Patrick M. Killen
Daniel W. Luginbill
Anna S. Magann
Robert V. Phillips
Ranee Saunders (SC}

Deborah Casey (NC)* James L. Ward, Jr. (SC,NC)
Ashley White Creech ~ James Stephen Welch (SC,0K)*
Shawn B. Deery Jay F. Wright
Chance M. Farr (SC,NC) Joseph G. Wright, I1I*
Julia M. Flumian *0f Counsel

Eve S. Goodstein

Writer’s e-mail: rsaunders@megcowanhood.com

September 16, 2019 . RECEI%

VIA U.S. MAIL: | SEP 2 P

The Honorable Jenny Kitchings SC COU J
Clerk of South Carolina Court of Appeals it of Ap

PO Box 11629 Péafs
Columbia, SC 29211

Re:  Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., Individually & on Behalf of
Those Similarly Situated v. The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of
Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks
Appellate Case No.: 2019-001482

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

1 hope this finds you well. Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced matter, please find
the original and seven (7) copies of Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss and Proof of Service. Also
enclosed, please find our firm’s check in the amount of $50.00 to cover the filing fee. Please file
the original and return the extra clocked copy to our office in the enclosed, self-addressed, stamped
envelope. By copy of this correspondence to counsel for the Appellant, we are serving them with

the same.
With kind regards, [ am

anee Sa\\%

Enclosures
cc: (via U.S. Mail)

321 Wingo Way, Suite 103, Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464 - Tel: 843-388-7202 Fax: 843-388-3194
Rock Hill - Columbia - Greenville - Sumter - Pawleys Island - Charleston

www.mcgol¥8nhood.com



James A. Bruorton, IV, Esq.
David G. Jennings, Esq.
Timothy J.W. Muller, Esq.
Rosen Hagood

151 Meeting St., Suite 400
Charleston, SC 29401

Gray T. Culbreath, Esq.

Amy L.B. Hill, Esq.

Janice Holmes, Esq.

Gallivan, White & Boyd, P.A.
Post Office Box 7368
Columbia, SC 29202

ATTORNEYS FOR THE APPELLANT

321 Wingo Way, Suite 103, Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464 - Tel: 843-388-7202 Fax: 843-388-3194
Rock Hill - Columbia - Greenville - Sumter - Pawleys Island - Charleston

www.mcgol#8nhood.com
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McGowaN, Hoop & FELDER, LLC
WWW.MCGOWANHOOD.COM

321 Wingo Way, Suite 103 Cos .
Mt Pleasant, SC 29464 . .

The Honorable Jenny Kitchings s i
Clerk of South Carolina Court of Appeals " -

P.O. Box 11629
Columbia, SC 29211 ‘
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s
Association, Inc., individually and on
behalf of those similarly situated,

Plaintiff,
VS.
The Commissioners of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount

Pleasant Waterworks,

Defendant.

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

MOTION TO AMEND CLASS DEFINITION AND TO APPROVE FORM OF NOTICE
AND NOTICE PLAN

Plaintiff, by and through its undersigned counsel, hereby moves this Court to amend the
Class definition and to approve its proposed form of notice of class certification and notice plan
as described below.
L. Background
On June 14, 2019, this Court granted Plaintiff’s motion for class certification pursuant to
Rule 23, SCRCP, certifying the following Class:
All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid
excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average
daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service
inception) to present being less than that customer’s assigned REU.
Because the Class period “to present” does not provide a date on which Class membership can be
finally determined, the parties have agreed to set December 31, 2019 as the end of the Class period.

Accordingly, Plaintiff moves to amend the Class definition as follows:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid
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excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average

daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service

inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that customer’s

assigned REU.
This is the same Class definition that appears in the proposed Amended Complaint filed with the
Consent Motion to Amend the Complaint on August 28, 2020.

Defendant has produced customer data, through December 31, 2019, necessary to identify
those customers that meet the proposed amended Class definition. Class counsel have analyzed
the data and prepared a list of Class Members who should be sent notice of the class certification.

Class counsel and their agents, including Epiq Class Action & Claims Solutions, Inc. and
its other divisions and subsidiaries, such as Hilsoft Notifications, will use the Class Member
contact data Defendant produced only for the purpose of providing notice to Class Members, will
maintain the confidentiality of the data for so long as the data are in their possession, and will not
distribute the data to other persons. The parties will agree on the disposition of the data upon the
conclusion of the action, but in no event shall the data be used for purposes other than providing
notice to Class Members.

II. The Court Should Approve the Proposed Notice and Plan

Class counsel have consulted with Hilsoft Notifications! in crafting the notice plan

attached as Exhibit A. Class counsel propose sending notice to each Class Member by mailing

the proposed notice attached as Exhibit B to the last known address of each Class Member as

determined from Defendant’s records.2 The notice explicitly advises the Class Members on

1 Hilsoft specializes in designing, developing, analyzing, and implementing large-scale, un-biased, legal
notification plans. Hilsoft is a business unit of Epiq Class Action & Claims Solutions, Inc.

» Defendant has reviewed the proposed notice and proposes the addition of the following text at the end of
the first paragraph in the section titled “6. What does MPW say?”. “While MPW believes that the
assignment of the class members REUs is correct, if plaintiff is successful in its lawsuit the REUs assigned
to the class members accounts will necessarily have to be reduced. This may result in those accounts having
excess use charges in the future.” Plaintiff believes this proposed addition is inaccurate and unnecessary.
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how to exclude themselves from the Class by submitting the request for exclusion form attached
as Exhibit C.

In addition to direct mailed notice, the notice plan includes the establishment of a
dedicated website. The notice and request for exclusion form will be available on the website
along with other pertinent case documents.

The notice period will extend 60 days from the date on which notice is mailed. Those
Class Members who have not excluded themselves by requesting exclusion will be included in
the Class and will be bound by the proceedings.

Plaintiff submits that the proposed notice and notice plan are comprehensive, meet all
requirements of South Carolina law, and provide appropriate due process protection to all Class
Members.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court grant this motion and enter
the proposed order amending the class definition and approving the notice and notice plan

attached as Exhibit D.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ James L. Ward, Jr

Clayton B. McCullough (SC Bar #13722)
Ross A. Appel (SC Bar #79149)
McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC

359 King St., Ste. 200

Charleston, SC 29401

Telephone: 843.937.0400

Facsimile: 843.937.0706

clay@mklawsc.com
ross@mklawsc.com
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August 31,2020
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina

James L. Ward, Jr. (SC Bar #13453)
Ranee Saunders (SC Bar #100073)
McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Telephone: 843.388.7202

Facsimile: 843.388.3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com

'saun com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF AND THE CLASS
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NOTICE PLAN

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. v. The Commissioners of Public Works for
the Town of Mount Pleasant, Case No. 2018-CP-10-2764

Hilsoft Notifications: (“Notice Administrator’”) submits the following plan to notify class
members of the certification of a litigation class (“Class” or “Class Member™) in the above-
entitled action.

1. Class Member Data

Defendant has produced customer data necessary to identify those customers that meet
the amended class definition. Class Counsel have analyzed the data and prepared a list of class
members who should be sent notice of the class certification (the “Class Notice List”). The
Notice Administrator will use the data provided by Defendant only for the purpose of providing
notice of the certification of the Class. The Notice Administrator will not distribute the data or
share the data with persons other than Class Counsel.

2. Direct Mail Notice

The principal means of notifying the Class shall be direct notice. As soon as practicable,
but no later than 30 days after approval of this notice plan, the Notice Administrator shall
prepare, print, and mail the court-approved notice (the “Notice”) to all Class Members on the
Class Notice List. The Notice Administrator shall discharge its responsibility by mailing the
Notice via United States Postal Service (“USPS”) first-class mail to each Class Member. The
Notice shall provide information concerning the action and the Class Member’s right to request
to be excluded from the Class.

Prior to mailing, all mailing addresses will be checked against the National Change of
Address (“NCOA™) database maintained by the USPS. In addition, the addresses will be
certified via the Coding Accuracy Support System (“CASS”) to ensure the quality of the zip
code and verified through Delivery Point Validation (“DPV?) to verify the accuracy of the
addresses.

Any Notice returned to the Notice Administrator as non-delivered before the opt-out
deadline shall be sent to the forwarding address affixed thereto via USPS first-class mail. If no
forwarding address is provided, the Notice Administrator shall undertake additional public
record research using ALLFIND, a third-party lookup service maintained by LexisNexis. If an
alternative address is located, the Notice shall be sent to such address via USPS first-class mail.

3. Website

No later than 30 days after approval of this notice plan, the Notice Administrator shall
launch an informational website to which Class Members will be directed in the Class Notice

| Hilsoft specializes in designing, developing, analyzing, and implementing large-scale, un-biased, legal
notification plans. Hilsoft is a business unit of Epiq Class Action & Claims Solutions, Inc.
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and on which relevant documents and information will be posted, including the Request for
Exclusion (“opt-out”) form.

4. Requests for Exclusion

The Request for Exclusion form will be available on the informational website and by
calling Class Counsel. All Requests for Exclusion must be returned to the Notice Administrator
and post-marked no later than 60 days after the date on which Notice is mailed. The precise date
will be included in the Notice and on the Request for Exclusion form.

Cameron R. Azari
Director, Legal Notice
Hilsoft Notifications
10300 SW Allen Blvd.
Beaverton, OR 97005
503-350-5800

caza@legalnotice.com
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IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

If you are a current or former commercial customer of Mount
Pleasant Waterworks, a class action lawsuit may affect your
rights.

A court authorized this notice. This is not a solicitation.

The lawsuit alleges the Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount
Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW?”) charged some commercial customers excessive Basic Facility Charges
(“BFC”). MPW denies all allegations of wrongdoing.

The current lawsuit affects all current and former MPW commercial customers who paid excessive
BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later
date of service inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that customer’s assigned residential
equivalent units (“REU”). Those included are “Class Members,” defined more fully in the answer to
Question 8, below.

This notice is being provided to you in advance of a trial. MPW denies all allegations of wrongdoing,
and no judge or jury has concluded that MPW did anything wrong. For this reason, there is no money
available now, and there is no guarantee there ever will be. If you are a Class Member, however, you
have a choice to make now:

wait the outcome. Give up the right to sue

Stay in this lawsuit.
separately.

DO NOTHING If you are a Class Member and do nothing, you may be entitled to money
and/or benefits that may come from a trial or a settlement of the lawsuit.
But you will never be able to sue MPW separately over the legal claims in
this lawsuit and will be bound by any judgment.

Get out of this lawsuit. Get no benefits from it if any are ultimately awarded.
Keep the right to sue separately.

ASK TO BE If you ask to be excluded from the lawsuit and money or benefits are later
EXCLUDED awarded, you will not be eligible to share in that money or those benefits.
But you will keep any rights to sue MPW separately over the legal claims
in this lawsuit.

e Your options are explained in this notice. To ask to be excluded, you must act before [the date
60 days after mailing].

e To prevail in the lawsuit, the Plaintiff must prove the claims against MPW at a trial. The trial has
not been scheduled. If money or benefits are obtained from MPW, you will be notified if you
must do anything to receive your share, if any.

BASIC INFORMATION cisscsisimssisssncsrisssssssusssivs croassmsmssasasssisasisssssssassssswssass s PAGE 2
1. Why was this notice issued?
2. What is a class action?

QUESTIONS? VISIT WWW.MPWCLASSACTION.COM OR CALL 1-855-917-3598
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3. Is there any money available now?

WHAT THE LAWSUIT IS ABOUT ......ccovininuirenriesnisnssssussessssesssssssssasssssssssssssssssesssssacs PAGE 3
4. What is this lawsuit about and what does the Plaintiff claim?
5. What is the Plaintiff asking for?
6. What does MPW say?
7. Has the Court decided who is right?

WHO IS IN THE CLASS ic.iusissssissssnasssssossassasss sssssssssenssnssssrsssons simsssassasssnassresstpsasapssssonss PAGE 4
8. How do I know if I am part of this?

YOUR RIGHTS AND OPTIONS....ccccvvirinirintirisnisesnssissesessesssssssssmmssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssss PAGE 4
9. What happens if I do nothing at all?
10. What happens if I exclude myself?
11. How do I request to be excluded?

THE LAWYERS REPRESENTING THE CLASS ....covvnninninnnininnissssissssses PAGE 4
12. Do I have a lawyer in this case?
13. How will the lawyers be paid?
14. May I get my own lawyer?

15. How and when will the Court decide who is right?
16. Do I have to come to the trial?
17. Will T get money after the trial?

GETTING MORE INFORMATION......ccccceeereeersneessveessaeeesssecsassssssisossssssssssssssasssesssasssassns PAGE 5
18. Are more details available?

BASIC INFORMATION

| 1. Why was this notice issued?

A Court has established, or “certified,” this case as a class action lawsuit against MPW.

If you are a Class Member, you have legal rights and options before the Court decides whether the
claims being made on your behalf are correct. This notice explains all of these things.

The Honorable Roger M. Young, Sr., South Carolina Circuit Judge (the “Court”), is currently
overseeing this case. The case is known as Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. v. The
Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks,
Case No. 2018-CP-10-2764 (S.C. Ct. Comm. Pleas). The party that sued is called the Plaintiff. The
company the Plaintiff is suing is called the Defendant.

x 2. What is a class action? o :

In a class action, one or more people called “Class Representatives” (in this case, Snee Farm Lakes
Homeowner’s Association, Inc.) sue on behalf of people who have similar claims. All these people
are a “Class” or “Class Members.” One court resolves the issues for all Class Members, except for
those who exclude themselves from the Class.

The Court decided that claims in this lawsuit can proceed as a class action.

QUESTIONS? VISIT WWW.MPWCLASSACTION.COM OR CALL 1-855-917-3598
2
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3 Is there any money avallable now" "

No. The Court has not decided whether MPW did anythmg wrong, or whether any Class Members are
entitled to relief, so there is no money or other benefit available to the Class and no guarantee that
there ever will be. If money or benefits become available, Class Members may have to take other
steps, such as submitting a claim form, in order to get their shares. If so, you will be notified of any
additional steps you must take. You can stay informed of the progress of this case by visiting

www.mpwclassaction.com or by calling 1-855-917-3598.

WHAT THE LAWSUIT IS ABOUT

' 4 What lS thls lawsult about and what does the Plamtlff clalm"

In the Class Action Complaint (the “Complaint”), the Plaintiff asserts against MPW common law
claims arising in tort, contract, and equity related to MPW’s collection of BFC. MPW charges its
customers monthly BFC in addition to traditional volumetric rates based on meter readings. BFC are
designed to recover fixed costs for providing services to its customers. BFC are calculated based on
the number of REU assigned to each account. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day, or roughly
9,000 gallons per month.

REUs are assigned prior to establishing service based on consumption demand assumptions. MPW
then uses this same REU assignment to calculate each customer’s monthly BFC by multiplying the
number of assigned REU by the prevailing BFC. The Plaintiff alleges MPW has overcharged those
customers whose actual use over time is less than the number of assigned REU. The Plaintiff also
alleges that MPW has a duty to periodically adjust each customer’s REU based on actual use. MPW
denies these allegations

‘ 5 What are the Plamtlffs askmg for" A

The Plaintiff is asking the Court to refund to the Plaintiff and the Class excessive BFC charged by
MPW and to prohibit MPW from continuing to charge excessive BFC, together with the costs incurred
pursuing the lawsuit and reasonable attorneys’ fees, and such other and further relief as may be just
and proper under the circumstances.

More information about the lawsuit is in the Complaint, which you may view at

MPW denies all of these allegatlons maintains it did nothmg wrong and/or illegal, and states that it is
not obligated to pay any money to any Class Members. Specifically, MPW contends it does not have
a duty to periodically adjust each customer’s REU based on actual use.

More information about what MPW says is in its Answer to the Complaint, which you may view at
wmp_w_elassaﬂmmm.
7 Has the Court dec1ded who is rnght" 7

No. The Court has not decided whether the Plamtlff or MPW is rlght The Plaintiff must prove its
case at trial.

QUESTIONS? VISIT WWW.MPWCLASSACTION.COM OR CALL 1-855-917-3598
3
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WHO IS IN THE CLASS

' 8 HOW' dO I kllOW lfI am part Of thlS" -

The Court has decided that everyone who fits the followmg descr1pt1on is a Class Member:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid excessive BFC in excess of $100,
defined as a customer’s average daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service
inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that customer’s assigned REU.

You are receiving this notice because Plaintiff’s review of MPW’s records indicate you are a Class
Member.

YOUR RIGHTS AND OPTIONS

If you are a Class Member, you must decide whether to stay in the Class or exclude yourself before a
p0331ble trlal You have to de01de th1s no later than [the date 60 days after mallmg]

If you are a Class Member and do nothmg, you will stay in the Class. If you stay in, you will be legally
bound by all of the orders and judgments in this case, and if the Plaintiff obtains money or benefits,
you may be entitled to a share. Regardless of the outcome of the lawsuit, however, if you do nothing,
and thereby remain in the Class, you will never be able to sue (or continue to sue) MPW about the
legal claims in this case.

‘ 10 What happens lf I exclude myself"

If you exclude yourself from the Class and the Class obtains any money or benefits, you will not be
eligible to claim any of that money or those benefits. You also will not be legally bound by any orders
or judgments in this case. You will be able to sue (or continue to sue) MPW on your own about the
legal claims involved in this case, now or in the future, assuming your claims are not time-barred or
otherwise prohlblted (You should consult your own attomey to make such a determination. )

11 How do I request to be excluded"

To exclude yourself, you must submit the Request for Exclusmn form avallable at
www.mpwclassaction.com.
You must mail your Request for Exclusion postmarked by [the date 60 days after mailing] to:

Snee Farm Lakes v. MPW Exclusions
P.O. Box 3219
Portland, OR 97208-3219

THE LAWYERS REPRESENTING THE CLASS

' 12 Do I have a lawvel m thls case" :

Yes. The Court appointed McCullough Khan, LLC and McGowan Hood & Felder, LLC to represent
you as “Class Counsel.” You do not have to pay Class Counsel out of your own pocket. If you want
to be represented by your own lawyer and have that lawyer appear in court for you in this case, you
may hire one at your own expense.

QUESTIONS? VISIT WWW.MPWCLASSACTION.COM OR CALL 1-855-917-3598
4
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13 HOW Wl“ the lawyers be pald" e

If Class Counsel obtain money or benefits for the Class, they will ask the Court for fees and expenses.

You will not have to pay these fees and expenses out of your own pocket. If the Court grants their
request, the fees and expenses will either be deducted from any money obtained for the Class or paid
separately by MPW.

Ifyou are in the Class, you are not required to hire your own lawyer because Class Counsel are working
on your behalf. However, if you want your own lawyer, you may hire one at your own expense.

A TRIAL

15 HOW mld When Wlll the Court demde who is l’lght" SR e GRS

If the case is not dismissed or settled, the Plaintiff will have to prove its claims at a trial. The trial has
not been scheduled. You should check www.mpwclassaction.com for updates regarding the trial date.
During the trial, the judge and/or jury will hear evidence in order to determine whether the Plaintiff or
MPW is right about the claims in the lawsuit. There is no guarantee that the Plaintiff will win any
money or benefits for the Class.

You will not need to attend the trial unless you choose to do so or you are asked to attend by the Court.
You and/or your own lawyer are welcome to come at your own expense. If you are interested in
attending, please check www.mpwclassaction.com or call 1-855-917-3598 and ask to be kept informed
of the trial schedule

If the Plaintiff obtains money or benefits as a result of the trial, you will be notified if you must do
anything to participate. We do not know how long this will take. Information will be posted at
www.mpwclassaction.com as it becomes available. You can access the website whether you stay in
the lawsuit or exclude yourself.

GETTING MORE INFORMATION

| 18 Are more detalls avallable"

VlSlt Mmpﬂdassaﬂmnmmwhere you will find the Plaintiff’s Complamt MPW’s Answer, and
other information. You may also call 1-855-917-3598 or write to Snee Farm Lakes v. MPW Class
Action, P.O. Box 3219, Portland, OR 97208-3219.

QUESTIONS? VISIT WWW.MPWCLASSACTION.COM OR CALL 1-855-917-3598
5
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REQUEST FOR EXCLUSION FORM

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. v. The Commissioners of Public Works for
the Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks, Case No. 2018-CP-10-2764
(S.C. Court of Common Pleas)

YOU MUST COMPLETE THIS FORM IF YOU DO NOT WISH
TO BE PART OF THE CLASS ACTION.

By signing and returning this form, I confirm that I do not want to be included in the class action
lawsuit referenced above.

[understand that by requesting exclusion, I will not participate in this lawsuit and will not be bound
by any resolution, positive or negative, of this lawsuit.

By requesting exclusion, I understand that I retain the right to file my own individual lawsuit
against the defendant named in the lawsuit.

By providing the following information, I affirm that I want to be excluded from this class:

Mount Pleasant Waterworks Customer Name

Current Address

Mount Pleasant Waterworks Service Address (if different than Current Address)

Telephone E-Mail Address

Account Number (if known)

Sign Here Date

To be effective as a request for exclusion, this form must be completed, signed, and sent by
mail, postmarked no later than [the date 60 days after mailing], to the following address:

Snee Farm Lakes v. MPW Exclusions

P.O. Box 3219
Portland, OR 97208-3219
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s
Association, Inc., individually and on
behalf of those similarly situated,

Plaintiff,
VS.
The Commissioners of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount

Pleasant Waterworks,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Defendant. )
)

ORDER AMENDING CLASS DEFINITION AND APPROVING FORM OF NOTICE
AND NOTICE PLAN

This matter is before the Court on Plaintiff’s motion to amend the Class definition and to
approve its proposed form of notice of class certification and notice plan. For the reasons set forth,
the Court grants Plaintiff’s motion.

On June 14, 2019, this Court granted Plaintiff’s motion for class certification pursuant to
Rule 23, SCRCP, certifying the following Class:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid

excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average

daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service

inception) to present being less than that customer’s assigned REU.
Because the Class period “to present” does not provide a date on which Class membership can be
finally determined, the parties have agreed to set December 31, 2019 as the end of the Class period.
Accordingly, the Class definition is amended as follows:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid

excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average
daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service
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inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that customer’s
assigned REU.

All other aspects of the Court’s June 14, 2019 Order granting Plaintiff’s motion for class
certification remain in effect.

To enable Class counsel to provide notice of class certification in accordance with this
Order, Defendant has produced customer data necessary to identify those customers that meet the
amended Class definition. Class counsel and their agents, including Epiq Class Action & Claims
Solutions, Inc. and its other divisions and subsidiaries, such as Hilsoft Notifications, will use the
Class Member contact data Defendant produced only for the purpose of providing notice to Class
Members, will maintain the confidentiality of the data for so long as the data are in their possession,
and will not distribute the data to other persons. The parties will agree on the disposition of the
data upon the conclusion of the action, but in no event shall the data be used for purposes other
than providing notice to Class Members.

The Court further orders notice be provided in the manner set forth in Plaintiff’s motion.
Specifically, Class counsel will send notice to each Class Member by mailing the notice to the last
known address of each Class Member as determined from Defendant’s records. In addition to
providing direct mailed notice, Class counsel will establish a dedicated website on which the notice
and other pertinent case documents will be available.

The notice period will extend 60 days from the date on which notice is mailed. The
notice will explicitly advise the Class Members on how to exclude themselves from the Class
by submitting the request for exclusion form. Those Class Members who have not excluded
themselves by requesting exclusion will be included in the Class and will be bound by the

proceedings.
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Roger M. Young, Sr.
Circuit Court Judge

By:
2020

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Charleston, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s

Association, Inc., individually and on

behalf of those similarly situated,
Plaintiff,

V8. AMENDED SUMMONS

The Commissioners of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount
Pleasant Waterworks,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Defendant. )
)

TO: THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANTS:

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Amended Complaint in
this action, a copy of which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your pleading to
said Amended Complaint upon the subscribers at their offices at 359 King St., Suite 200,
Charleston, South Carolina 29401, within 30 days after the service hereof, exclusive of the day of
such service, and if you fail to answer the Amended Complaint within the time aforesaid, Plaintiff

will apply to the Court for judgment by default for the relief demanded in the Amended Complaint.

[SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW]
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September 1, 2020
Charleston, South Carolina

s/Ross A. Appel

Clayton B. McCullough (SC Bar #13722)
Ross A. Appel (SC Bar #79149)
McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC

359 King St., Ste. 200

Charleston, SC 29401

Telephone: 843.937.0400

Facsimile: 843.937.0706
clay@mklawsc.com

ross@mklawsc.com

James L. Ward, Jr. (SC Bar #13453)
Ranee Saunders (SC Bar #100073)
McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LL.C
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Telephone: 843.388.7202

Facsimile: 843.388.3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com

rsaunders@mcgowanhood.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s

Association, Inc., individually and on

behalf of those similarly situated,
Plaintiff,

V8. AMENDED COMPLAINT

The Commissioners of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount
Pleasant Waterworks,

Jury Trial Demanded

Defendant.

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

TO: THE ABOVE-NAMED DEFENDANT:
The above-named Plaintiff, individually and on behalf of those similarly situated,
complaining of the above-named Defendant alleges and states as follows:

STATEMENT OF THE PARTIES

I. Plaintiff Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc. (“Plaintiff”) is a non-
profit homeowners’ association formed pursuant to South Carolina law. Among other things,
Plaintiff owns, manages, and maintains the common elements established pursuant to Snee Farm
Lakes’ restrictive covenants on file with the Charleston County RMC Office.

2. Defendant the Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant
d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW?”) is a municipal water and sewer authority established
pursuant to ordinance of the Town of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina and state law. MPW
provides water and wastewater services to businesses and residents in Mount Pleasant, South

Carolina. MPW is a local governing body and/or a governmental entity under South Carolina law.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. Plaintiff and members of the plaintiff class have standing to bring their claims
pursuant to South Carolina law.

4. Plaintiff has been a MPW customer since its formation in 1982 and is a MPW
commercial customer as of this filing.

5. Jurisdiction and venue are proper in this Court pursuant to South Carolina law.

NATURE OF THE ACTION

6. This case involves Plaintiff’s refund claim for excessive Basic Facility Charges
(“BFC”) charged by MPW to its commercial customers in MPW’s service area.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

7. Pursuant to contract and South Carolina law, MPW charges its commercial
customers, including Plaintiff, monthly BFC in addition to traditional water and sewer fees based
on metered (volumetric) usage. According to MPW’s Cost Recovery Policy, BFC are designed to
recover “fixed costs” for providing services to its customers including, but not limited to, Renewal
and Replacement (“R&R”) debt service, capital costs, operating and maintenance costs, and
general administrative costs.

8.  BFC are calculated based on the number of Residential Equivalent Units (“REU”)
assigned to each account. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day. Therefore, an account assigned
one REU is estimated to use approximately 9,000 gallons per month.

9. The REU assigned to each customer is calculated prior to establishing service or

upon a customer’s change in use. It is based on engineering formula and assumptions designed
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and administered by MPW. The customer pays MPW a one-time “impact fee”! based on the initial
REU assignment. Thereafter on a monthly basis, each customer pays a BFC calculated based on
its REU assignment.

10. Plaintiff and similarly situated MPW commercial customers actually use far less
water and wastewater on an ongoing monthly basis than their assigned REU, resulting in customers
paying (and MPW unlawfully collecting) excessive BFC (hereafter “excessive BFC”).

11. For example, MPW assigned Plaintiff 148 REU, or approximately 1,332,000
gallons per month. Plaintiff’s actual monthly consumption going back years was almost always
much less than 1,332,000 gallons per month. Each month Plaintiff’s usage fell below 1,332,000
gallons, it was forced to pay excessive BFC because the BFC assumed 1,332,000 gallons were
being used, which was almost always never the case. Thus, Plaintiff has been overcharged
thousands of dollars going back years.

12.  Despite this discrepancy and at all times knowing or having the means to know of
Plaintiff’s actual monthly usage relative to its REU assignment, MPW charged excessive BFC to
Plaintiff and the plaintiff class. MPW never adjusted Plaintiffs’ or other customers’ REU
assignment.

13. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class have been financially damaged by MPW’s collection
of excessive BFC.

14. Access to water and sewer services is a fundamental necessity to human health,

sanitation, and welfare as recognized by South Carolina law.

! According to MPW, impact fees are charges assessed against new development to recover major
capital costs associated with expanding water and wastewater service facilities, including but not
limited to: water treatment plants, storage facilities, pumps and distribution mains, wastewater
collection, transmission, storage and treatment facilities, and other capital equipment.

3
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15. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class had no choice but to pay excessive BFC for years or
risk service interruption or disconnection.

16. MPW provides no formal administrative process for resolving the excessive BFC
collections at issue in this case. Specifically, MPW’s policy expressly prohibits refunds for past
BFC overcharges under all circumstances.

17. MPW is a highly regulated governmental utility, which enjoys a monopoly in its
service area.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

18. Pursuant to Rule 23, SCRCP, Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of itself and the
plaintiff class, initially defined as:
All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid excessive BFC in
excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or
any later date of service inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that
customer’s assigned REU.

Excluded from the plaintiff class are:

a. Defendant, its legal representatives, elected officials, officers,
directors, assigns, and successors;

b. The judge, magistrate, and any special master to whom this case is
assigned, and any member of their immediate families; and

c. To the extent the class certification order permits exclusion, all
account holders that timely submit proper requests for exclusion
from the plaintiff class.
19. Upon information and belief, the plaintiff class consists of several hundred or
thousands of MPW commercial account holders, making individual joinder impracticable, in

satisfaction of Rule 23(a)(1), SCRCP. The disposition of the claims of the class members in a

single class action will provide substantial benefits to all parties and to the Court.
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20. There are questions of law and fact common to Plaintiff and the class, thereby
satisfying Rule 23(a)(2), SCRCP. These questions include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. Whether, under the facts and circumstances of this case, state law
prohibits MPW from imposing and collecting excessive BFC.

b. Whether Plaintiff and the class members have suffered financial
damages and MPW owes refunds associated with its imposing and
collecting excessive BFC.

21.  Resolution of these common questions in a single action will eliminate the risk of
inconsistent and varying adjudications, and it will allow class members to present their claims
efficiently and share the costs of litigation, experts, and discovery.

22.  Plaintiff’s claims are typical of the claims of the members of the class, thereby
satisfying Rule 23(a)(3), SCRCP. Plaintiff’s claims arise from the same nucleus of operative facts
and are intended to correct and prevent the same improper conduct that has impinged identically
upon Plaintiff and members of the class.

23. Plaintiff will fairly and adequately represent and protect the interests of the class as
required by Rule 23(a)(4), SCRCP. Plaintiff is a business located within MPW’s service area that
for years unwittingly paid excessive BFC. Plaintiff and its counsel are committed to vigorously
prosecuting this action on behalf of the plaintiff class, and they have the financial resources and
intellectual wherewithal to do so. Neither Plaintiff nor its counsel have any interests adverse to
those of the plaintiff class.

24. Plaintiff and the class members have each suffered damages that exceed $100.00
per person as required by Rule 23(a)(5), SCRCP.

FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
DECLARATORY JUDGMENT

25. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
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in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

26. For the purpose of determining a question of actual controversy between the parties,
Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a declaration of their rights pursuant to section 15-53-30 of the
South Carolina Code.

27. Under section 15-53-30, a party whose rights, status, or other legal relations are
affected by contract, state statute, municipal ordinance, or other instrument may have those rights
determined by a declaratory judgment.

28. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class are MPW commercial customers that for years
unwittingly paid excessive BFC because their assigned REU accounted for more than their actual
average monthly usage.

29. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class are entitled to refunds, with interest, for the excessive
BFC unlawfully collected by MPW.

30. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class thus seek a declaration of rights under South
Carolina law, specifically the following declarations:

a. Under the facts and circumstances of this case, state law prohibits MPW
from imposing and collecting excessive BFC during the class period.

b. Plaintiff and the class members have suffered financial damages and
MPW owes refunds associated with its imposing and collecting
excessive BFC during the class period.
31. BFC paid by Plaintiff and the plaintiff class, as outlined above, violate South
Carolina constitutional, statutory, municipal, and case law as follows: (1) they are not paid in return
for a particular government service or program made available to the payer that benefits the payer
in some manner different from the members of the general public not paying the fee; (2) they are

neither just nor reasonable; (3) they violate the used and useful doctrine; (4) they constitute an

unconstitutional and unlawful tax; and (5) they constitute an unconstitutional and unlawful fee to
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include, but not be limited to, user fee and impact fee.
32. Plaintiff and the class hereby request a declaratory judgment from this Court
regarding the aforementioned matters.

FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
BREACH OF CONTRACT

33. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

34. Plaintiff and each member of the plaintiff class pays for and receives municipal
water and wastewater services from MPW pursuant to contract.

35. MPW breached its contracts with Plaintiff and the plaintiff class by, among other
things, charging excessive BFC and maintaining and expending these funds for improper purposes
in violation of South Carolina law.

36. MPW further breached its implied contractual obligations to Plaintiff and the
plaintiff class by charging excessive BFC and maintaining and expending these funds in violation
of South Carolina law.

37. MPW further breached its covenant of good faith and fair dealing with Plaintiff and
the plaintiff class by charging excessive BFC and maintaining and expending these funds in
violation of South Carolina law.

38. To the extent MPW’s contracts with Plaintiff and the plaintiff class called for the
payment of excessive BFC, these contractual provisions should be struck as unconstitutional,
violative of South Carolina law, unconscionable, and contrary to public policy.

39. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class have been damaged because of these breaches.

40. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a judgment against MPW for actual, special,

consequential, and other available damages plus pre-judgment and post-judgment interest
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associated with the excessive BFC unlawfully collected by MPW.

FOR A THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
CONVERSION

41. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

42. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class have a constitutionally protected property interest in
their money.

43. MPW wrongfully appropriated money belonging to the Plaintiff and the plaintiff
class in the form of excessive BFC in violation of South Carolina law.

44. Each excessive BFC collection constitutes a separate “occurrence” under the South
Carolina Tort Claims Act.

45. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a judgment against MPW for actual, special,
consequential, and other available damages plus pre-judgment and post-judgment interest
associated with the excessive BFC unlawfully collected by MPW.

FOR A FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
UNJUST ENRICHMENT / MONEY HAD AND RECEIVED

46. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

47. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class conferred a non-gratuitous benefit on MPW in the
form of excessive BFC.

48. MPW realized value from said benefit.

49. It would be inequitable for MPW to retain the benefit without paying Plaintiff and
the plaintiff class for it.

50. “Equity follows the law.” MPW charged excessive BFC and expended these funds
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in violation of South Carolina law. Therefore, regardless of the circumstances surrounding these
collections or what MPW did with these funds, it is inequitable for MPW to retain excessive BFC
charged and collected. Simply put, governmental entities, including municipal utilities, should not
be allowed under any circumstances to impose, collect, and spend wrongful, excessive, and
unreasonable fees.

51. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek a judgment against MPW for the fair value of
the benefit wrongfully conferred by Plaintiff and the plaintiff class on MPW, namely the excessive
BFC.

FOR A FIRTH CAUSE OF ACTION
CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST

52. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class repeat and reallege all of the allegations contained
in the previous paragraphs as if they were repeated verbatim herein.

53. The circumstances under which MPW acquired from Plaintiff and the plaintiff class
the excessive BFC at issue in this case make it inequitable that they should be retained by MPW.

54. The constructive trust further arises from MPW’s violation of its legal obligations
to Plaintiff and the plaintiff class arising under South Carolina law, the contracts at issue in this
case, and other authorities.

55. Plaintiff and the plaintiff class seek an order from this Court declaring the excessive
BFC unlawfully collected by MPW to be a constructive trust for the benefit of Plaintiff and the
plaintiff class. The establishment of said constructive trust shall be for the payment of the damages
sought by Plaintiff and the plaintiff class in this case.

JURY TRIAL DEMAND AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, on behalf of itself and all others similarly situated, demands a

jury trial and prays that the Court enter judgment against MPW and award the following relief:
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September 1, 2020

Certification of the proposed class under Rule 23, SCRCP.;

Appointment of Plaintiff as class representative;

Appointment of the undersigned attorneys as class counsel;

Granting the declaratory judgment requests as to the matters set forth above;
Granting Plaintiff and each class member a judgment for all damages
allowed by law and equity during the class period;

Granting the undersigned attorneys a reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs;
Ordering the establishment of a “common fund” out of which the
aforementioned damages and attorneys’ fees shall be paid; and

Such other and further judiciary determinations and relief as may be

appropriate in this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted,

s/Ross A. Appel

Clayton B. McCullough (SC Bar #13722)
Ross A. Appel (SC Bar #79149)
McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC

359 King St., Ste. 200

Charleston, SC 29401

Telephone: 843.937.0400

Facsimile: 843.937.0706
clay@mklawsc.com

ross@mklawsc.com

James L. Ward, Jr. (SC Bar #13453)
Ranee Saunders (SC Bar #100073)
McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC
321 Wingo Way, Suite 103

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Telephone: 843.388.7202

Facsimile: 843.388.3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com
rsaunders@mcgowanhood.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF

Charleston, South Carolina

10
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
IN THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
Civil Action No.: 2018-CP-10-2764

Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association,
Inc., individually and on Behalf of those

Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff,

VSs. DEFENDANT THE COMMISSIONERS OF
PUBLIC WORKS FOR THE TOWN OF
The Commissioners of Public Works for the MOUNT PLEASAT d/b/a MOUNT
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant | PLEASANT WATERWORKS’ ANSWER
Waterworks, AND COUNTERCLAIMS IN RESPONSE
TO PLAINTIFF’S
Defendant. AMENDED COMPLAINT
(Jury Trial Demanded)

The Defendant, The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant
d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks answers the Amended Complaint of the Plaintiff and alleges
counterclaims as follows:

1. Except as expressly admitted herein, each and every allegation of the Plaintiff’s
Complaint is denied.

2. Answering the allegations of Paragraph 1, insomuch of Paragraph 1 as alleges or
may be construed to allege that Plaintiff owns and maintains the common elements established
pursuant to Snee Farms restrictive covenants on file with the Charleston County RMC office.
The remaining allegations of Plaintiff’s Complaint are denied and strict proof thereof is
demanded.

3. Admits the allegations of Paragraph 2.

4. Denies the allegations of Paragraph 3 and demands strict proof thereof.
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5. Admits the allegations of Paragraph 4.

6. Admits the allegations of Paragraph 5.

7. The allegations of Paragraph 6 are a characterization of the Plaintiff’s claims and
do not require a response. However, to the extent that Plaintiff contemplates a response to
Paragraph 6 the allegations of Paragraph 6 are denied and strict proof thereof is demanded.

8. Answering Paragraph 7, MPW craves reference to its costs recovery policy and
denies any inconsistency therewith.

9. In answering Paragraph 8, MPW craves reference to its published policies and
denies any inconsistency therewith.

10.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 9, MPW craves reference to its published
policies and denies any inconsistency therewith. Further answering the allegations of Paragraph
9, MPW would show that the REU assignment for the Plaintiff was the product of the Plaintift’s
own engineering company requesting that number of REUs.

11.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 10 and demands strict proof thereof.

12.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 11 and demands strict proof thereof.

13.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 12 and demands strict proof thereof.

14.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 13 and demands strict proof thereof.

15.  Admits the allegations of Paragraph 14.

16.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 15 and demands strict proof thereof.

17.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 16 and demands strict proof thereof.

18.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 17, MPW admits that it is a regulated
governmental utility. The remaining allegations of Paragraph 17 are denied and strict proof

thereof is demanded.
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19.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 18, MPW admits that Plaintiff purports to
bring this as a class action but denies that this case is appropriate for class treatment or that the
elements of Rule 23 have been met. All other allegations of Paragraph 18 are specifically denied
and strict proof thereof is demanded.

20.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 19, MPW admits that the Plaintiff class
consists of several hundred commercial account holders but denies the remaining allegations of
Paragraph 19 and demands strict proof thereof.

21.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 20 and demands strict proof thereof.

22.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 21 and demands strict proof thereof.

23.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 22 and demands strict proof thereof.

24.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 23 and demands strict proof thereof.

25.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 24 and demands strict proof thereof.

26.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 25, MPW restates its responses to
allegations 1 through 24 of the Complaint.

27. The allegations of Paragraphs 26 and 27 call for a legal conclusion and
accordingly do not require a response from MPW. However, to the extent Plaintiff contemplates
a response to Paragraphs 26 and 27, the allegations of Paragraphs 26 and 27 are denied and strict
proof thereof is demanded.

28.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 28, MPW would show that Plaintiff
selected the REUs assigned to it and accordingly the allegations of Paragraph 28 are denied and
strict proof thereof is demanded. Further, Plaintiff knew or should have known its water usage
and REU assignment based on its bills and other published MPW policies and rates.

29.  The allegations of Paragraph 29 are denied and strict proof thereof is demanded.
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30. The allegations of Paragraphs 30 and 31 call for a legal conclusion and
accordingly require no response from MPW. However, to the extent that Plaintiff contemplates a
response to Paragraphs 30 and 31 the allegations of those paragraphs are denied and strict proof
thereof is demanded.

31.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 32 and demands strict proof thereof.

32.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 33, MPW restates its responses to
Paragraphs 1 through 32 of the Amended Complaint.

33.  Admits the allegations of Paragraph 34.

34.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 35 and demands strict proof thereof.

35.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 36 and demands strict proof thereof.

36.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 37 and demands strict proof thereof.

37.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 38 and demands strict proof thereof.

38.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 39 and demands strict proof thereof.

39.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 40 and demands strict proof thereof.

40.  Answering the allegations of Paragraph 41, MPW restates its responses to
allegations 1 through 40 of Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint.

41. The allegations of Paragraph 42 call for a legal conclusion and accordingly do not
require a response from MPW. To the extent that Plaintiff contemplates a response to Paragraph
42, the allegations of Paragraph 42 are denied and strict proof thereof is demanded.

42.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 43 and demands strict proof thereof.

43.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 44 and demands strict proof thereof.

44.  Denies the allegations of Paragraph 45 and demands strict proof thereof.
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45.

Answering the allegations of Paragraph 46, MPW restates its responses to

Paragraphs 1 through 45 of the Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

Denies the allegations of Paragraph 47 and demands strict proof thereof.
Denies the allegations of Paragraph 48 and demands strict proof thereof.
Denies the allegations of Paragraph 49 and demands strict proof thereof.
Denies the allegations of Paragraph 50 and demands strict proof thereof.
Denies the allegations of Paragraph 51 and demands strict proof thereof.

Answering the allegations of Paragraph 52, MPW restates its responses to

Paragraphs 1 through 51 of the Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

damages.

59.

Denies the allegations of Paragraph 53 and demands strict proof thereof.
Denies the allegations of Paragraph 54 and demands strict proof thereof.
Denies the allegations of Paragraph 55 and demands strict proof thereof.

FOR A SECOND DEFENSE

The Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the doctrine of estoppel.

FOR A THIRD DEFENSE

The Plaintift’s claims are barred by the doctrine of consent.

FOR A FOURTH DEFENSE

The Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the doctrine of authorization.

FOR A FIFTH DEFENSE

The Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part by its failure to mitigate

FOR A SIXTH DEFENSE

Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part by the doctrine of waiver.
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FOR A SEVENTH DEFENSE

60.  Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part by the doctrine of laches.

FOR AN EIGHTH DEFENSE

61.  Plaintiff’s claims are barred in whole or in part by the applicable statute of
limitations.

FOR A NINTH DEFENSE

62.  Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the economic loss rule.

FOR A TENTH DEFENSE AND CERTAIN PUNITIVE DAMAGES DEFENSE

63.  Defendant denies Plaintiff’s claim for punitive damages.
64.  Defendant asserts entitlement to all benefits, privileges, protections and limitation
on any punitive damages award under the South Carolina Fairness in Civil Justice Act of 2011,
as codified in S.C. Code Ann. Section 15-32-510, 15-32-520, 15-32-530, and 15-32-540,
including, but not limited to, the caps found in S.C. Code Ann. Section 15-32-530(A) and (B).
65.  An award of punitive damages under South Carolina law violates the Fifth, Sixth,
and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution, and Article 1, Section 3 of the
South Carolina Constitution in that:
a) The judiciary’s ability to correct a punitive damage award only upon a finding
of passion prejudice or caprice is inconsistent with due process guarantees;
b) Any award of punitive damages serving a compensatory function is
inconsistent with due process guarantees;
¢) Any award of punitive damages based upon the wealth of a defendant violates

due process guarantees;
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d) The juror’s unfettered power to award punitive damages in any amount it
chooses is wholly devoid of meaningful standards and is inconsistent with due
process guarantees;

e) Even if it could be argued that the standard governing the imposition of
punitive damages exists, the standard is void for vagueness; and

f) Plaintiffs’ claims for punitive damages violate the equal protection clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution and Article I, Section 3
of the South Carolina Constitution in that the amount of punitive damages is
based upon the wealth of the Defendants.

FOR AN ELEVENTH DEFENSE

66.  Plaintiff’s claims are barred because MPW’s policies and calculations for basis
facility charges conform to industry standards and are acceptable practices among municipalities
providing similar services and products.

FOR A TWELTH DEFENSE

67.  Plaintiff’s claims are barred or reduced by the beneficial use doctrine.

FOR A THIRTEENTH DEFENSE

68.  Plaintiff Snee Farms Lakes lacks adequate standing to serve at the class
representative.

FOR A FOURTEENTH DEFENSE

69.  Plaintiff’s claims for conversation are barred or limited in value by the South
Carolina Tort Claims Act, S.C. Code §15-78-60(4) & (5).

FOR A FIFTEENTH DEFENSE

70. Plaintiff’s claims are barred and should be dismissed because MPW has:
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(a) A statutory right to enact all necessary ordinances, rules, policies
and regulations consistent with the law for establishment,
construction, maintenance, operation, protection, use, control in
repairing of system pursuant to Title 5 of the South Carolina Code
of Laws;

(b) A statutory right to enact its service fees pursuant to Article 3 and
Article 9 of the South Carolina Code of Laws;

(©) Enacted assessed residential equivalent units per the South
Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
(SCDHEC) unit flow of the contributory guidelines;

(d) Charge rates in accordance with its budget resolutions establishing
customer charges which are presented for public comment and

approved in open session each year; and

(e) A constitutional right to charge reasonable rates and is afforded the
opportunity to recover its expenses.

FOR A SIXTEENTH DEFENSE

71. The Plaintiff’s claims are preempted by South Carolina law.

FOR A SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE

72. The Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the voluntary payment doctrine.

FOR AN EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE

73. The Plaintiff’s claims are barred because Plaintiff failed to add a necessary party
by not including the owner of the property who owns and has control over the number of
assigned REUs for a particular piece of property.

FOR A NINETEENTH DEFENSE AND BY WAY OF COUNTERLCLAIM

74.  MPW restates its responses to all preceding paragraphs of Plaintiffs’ Amended
Complaint and asserts the following counterclaims pursuant to Rule 13 of the South Carolina
Rules of Civil Procedure against Plaintiff/Counterclaim Defendant Snee Farm Lakes

Homeowners Association, Inc., individually and on behalf of those similarly situated.
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PARTIES AND JURISDICTION

75.  MPW is a municipal water and sewer authority established pursuant to ordinance
of the Town of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina and South Carolina state law. MPW provides
water and wastewater services to businesses and residents of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina.
MPW is a local governing body and governmental entity under South Carolina law.

76.  Plaintiff Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association is a non-profit homeowner’s
association formed pursuant to South Carolina law. Snee Farm Lakes is a commercial customer
of MPW and has been named class representative by an order of this court.

77.  For the purpose of determining a question of an actual controversy between the
parties, MPW seeks a declaration of its rights pursuant to §15-53-30 of the South Carolina Code.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND FOR COUNTERCLAIM

78.  MPW provides water and wastewater services to Snee Farm Lakes and other
commercial customers in Mount Pleasant, South Carolina.

79.  Snee Farm Lakes is a commercial customer of MPW having been established in
1982.

80. As a part of Snee Farm establishing water service with MPW, it had to select and
set a certain number of residential equivalent units (REUs) to be allocated to the property.

81. The REUs are multiplied against the basic facility charges to establish the
customer’s billed amount.

82.  In establishing the number of REUs for a property, MPW looks to the South
Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) unit contributory
loadings, actual consumption records from other like facilities and information provided by the

customer’s engineer calculating anticipated usage.

167

9/200TdD8T0Z#ASYD - SYI1d NOWNOD - NOLSTTIVHO - Wd ZT:T ST d8S 0202 - 3714 ATIVOINOHLO3 13



83.  Inthe case of Snee Farm Lakes, its engineer helped select 148 units as attached as
Exhibit A to this counterclaim. The BFC is a capacity charge, not a usage charge, meaning that
capacity is reserved.

84.  REUs create the maximum number of gallons a customer can use on a monthly
basis before being subject to excessive use charges, which are far greater than the BFC.

85. In Plaintiff’s lawsuit, it seeks a refund of what it believes are excess REUs. It
does not seek to reduce those excess REUs thereby leaving the potential for another set of
customers to later sue MPW for the same claim.

86.  As a result, MPW seeks a declaratory judgment from the court that in the event
Plaintiff is successful, MPW must reduce the assigned REUs to the commercial accounts to the
numbers determined by Plaintiff.

87.  Once REUs are reduced, additional impact fees must be paid to increase the REUs
or back BFC can be paid, whichever is less.

88.  Those impact fees are required to be paid at the current impact fee rate versus the
impact fee rate from when the account was established.

FOR A FIRST COUNTERCLAIM

(Declaratory Judgment)
89.  MPW repeats and realleges all of the allegations contained in the previous
paragraphs as is set forth fully herein verbatim.
90.  For the purposes of determining a question of actual controversy between the

parties, MPW seeks a declaration of its rights pursuant to §15-53-30 of the South Carolina Code.

10
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91.  Under SC Code §15-53-30, a party whose rights, status or other legal relations are
affected by contract, state statute, municipal ordinance or other instrument may have those rights
determined by declaratory judgment.

92.  Plaintiff alleges that it is entitled to refunds for excessive BFC created by
excessive REUs. MPW thus seeks a declaration of its rights under South Carolina law,
specifically the following declaration:

(a) Under the facts and circumstances of this case, if Plaintiff prevails, that

MPW be required to reduce customers’ REUs to the amount claimed by

Plaintiff; and

(b) That customers be given notice of the potential for reduction of their
REUs as a part of the class notice issued by Plaintiff.

93. This declaration is necessary because if Plaintiff prevails but there is no
corresponding reduction of REUs, then MPW is placed in the position of potentially being sued
again for the same alleged conduct which it denies is wrongful but nevertheless could be found
liable for in perpetuity.

94, MPW hereby requests a declaratory judgment from this court regarding the
matters set forth above.

95. Wherefore, having fully answered Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint, having
asserted these affirmative defenses and having asserted the declaratory judgment counterclaim,
MPW respectfully prays that the court enter an order granting the following relief:

(a) That Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint be dismissed with prejudice or
alternatively, judgment awarded in MPW’s favor;

(b) That Plaintiff’s class be decertified; and

(c) And such other and further relief as the court deems just and proper.

11
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Respectfully summited,

By: s/Gray T. Culbreath
Gray C. Culbreath, SC Bar #11907
Amy L.B. Hill, SC Bar #68541
Jessica W. Laffitte, SC Bar #100256
Gallivan White & Boyd, PA
PO Box 7368
Columbia, SC 29202
(803) 779-1833
gculbreath@gwblawfirm.com
ahill@gwblawfirm.com
jlaffitte@gwblawfirm.com

And

David G. Jennings, SC Bar #2986
James A. Bruorton IV, SC Bar #71300
Timothy J.W. Muller, SC Bar #74601
ROSEN, ROSEN & HAGOOD, LLC
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400

P.O. Box 893

Charleston, SC 29402
djennings@rosenhagood.com
cbruorton@rosenhagood.com
tmuller@rosenhagood.com

(843) 577-6726

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT

September 15, 2020
Charleston, South Carolina

12
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MOUNT PLEASANT WATERWORKS AND SEWER COMMISSIOR

Commissioners P. O. Box 336
Charles H. Hindman, Chairman Mount Pleasant, S. C. 29464
Robert S, Bell, Jr.

Charles E. Monigomery , Area Code 803

Phone: 884-9626

Manager
Ronald E. Bycroft

MEMQO OF RECORD

BY: Ronald E. Bycroft,iManager
DATE: February 24, 1982
RE: Snee Farm Lakes

Horizontal Property Regime

The following information received and/or given this date in
meeting with Woody Smith, RAC Enterprises:

- NOLS3TIVHO - IAd ZT:T ST daS 0202 - d31Id ATIVOINOY10313

Plans and specifications were submitted to this Commission for
approval for 148 units on 14.34 acres.

Developers: RAC Enterprises
Contractor: Wayner Parker, Superior Utilities (Water/Sewer lines)
Engineer: E. M. Seabrook, Jr., Inc.

Water Tap Fee: $3,000.00 for 1 - 6" meter; no water agreement required
Sewer Tap Fee: $ 125.00 per unit; sewer agreement required
Permit Fee: $ 5.00 per unit

A Guideline Agreement is required with 2% Guideline money submitted
with agreement.

Sewer Impact Fee: Total hydraulic loading requirement is 44,400 gpd,
7,173 gallons free ==~ 37,227 gallonsix 1.05 = $39.088.35 (Impact Fee)
We have agreed to allow this Sewer Impact Fee to be paid in four
equal payments as follows: When the water tap fee and initial sewer
tap fees are paid the first payment of $9,772.08 is required. The
remaining three payments will be made at guarterly intervals from
that date.

79.200TdO8T0OC#3ASVO - SY31d NONWINOD

We have agreed to allow the sewer laterals on the units which have
three units to be allowed to tie-in one lateral. The remainder will
be no more than two units per lateral. (2 units per lateral; units
1 - 76) (3 units per laterial on 6 buildings--1120, 1130, 1140,
1141, 1151, 1le6l).

sm

cc: Mr. Woody Smith
c/o RAC Enterprises
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Civil Action No.: 2018-CP-10-2764

Association, Inc., Individually and on Behalf
of those Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff, DEFEDANT’S RESPONSE TO
VS. PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO APPROVE
THE CLASS FORM NOTICE
The Commissioners of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount
Pleasant Waterworks,

Defendant.

Defendant The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant D/B/A
Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“Defendant”), by and through the undersigned counsel, hereby
responds to Plaintiff’s Motion to Amend Class Definition and to Approve Form of Notice and
Notice Plan as follows':

Defendant takes issue with the class notice because it fails to meet the requirements set
forth in South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 23(d). Specifically, by failing to notify
potential class members that they may necessarily have their REUs reduced as a result of the
class action, the proposed notices fails to “protect the interests of absent persons who may be

bound by the judgment....” Defendants appeal to the Court to “impose such terms as shall fairly

! Defendant is only responding to the portion of the Motion seeking approval of the form of class
notice. As Defendant has consented to the amended complaint including the new class definition,
and the class definition matches the definition previously certified as a class, Defendant does not
object to the new class definition as proposed. However, Defendant’s position should not be
considered as a waiver by Defendant to object in the future to the certification of this class or to
raise issues in summary judgment or at trial that point out the deficiencies of the class as defined
in Plaintiff’s Motion. If the Court decides to re-evaluate the certification of this class, Defendant
will raise objections to the certification as Defendant maintains its position that the class as
defined by the Plaintiff is not proper for a class action.

1
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and adequately protect the interest of the persons on whose behalf the action is brought or
defended.” SC Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 23 (d).

In this instance, it is misleading to fail to alert potential class members that if they remain
in the class, they face the potential of having the REUs associated with their property reduced.
The Basic Facility Charge (“BFC”), of which Plaintiff complains, is calculated based on the
Residential Equivalent Units (“REUs”) reserved for a particular piece of property based on
information and reports provided by customers to Defendant describing the use for the property.
Plaintiff alleges that “pursuant to contract and South Carolina law, [Defendant] charges its
commercial customers, including Plaintiff, monthly BFC in addition to traditional water and
sewer fees based on metered (volumetric) usage.” See Amended Complaint § 7. The BFC is
designed to recover fixed costs for providing services to its customers, including, but not limited
to, Renewal and Replacement debt service, capital costs, operating and maintenance costs, and
general administrative costs. Id. The basis of Plaintiff’s complaint is that “Plaintiff and
similarly situated...commercial customers actually use far less water and wastewater on an
ongoing monthly basis than their assigned REU, resulting in customers paying (and [Defendant]
unlawfully collecting) excessive BFC.” See Amended Complaint § 10. Plaintiff alleges that
despite Defendant “at all times knowing or having the means to know of Plaintiff’s actual
monthly usage relative to its REU assignment, MPW charged excessive BFC to Plaintiff and
plaintiff class.” See Amended Complaint § 12. Plaintiff complains that “[Defendant] never
adjusted Plaintiff’s or other [commercial] customer’s REU assignment.” See Amended
Complaint 9 12.

Thus, the crux of Plaintiff’s complaint is that Plaintiff and plaintiff class members were

damaged when Defendant failed to adjust, or reduce, Plaintiff’s REUs based on Plaintiff’s actual
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water usage. So, based on Plaintiff’s own, recently-filed allegations, Plaintiff acknowledges that
a necessary part of this litigation is reducing Plaintiff and the plaintiff class members’ REUs.
What Plaintiff has failed to acknowledge is that for a variety of reasons, Plaintiff and some of the
similarly situated commercial customers have chosen not to reduce their REUs.> Commercial
customers have always had the ability to reduce their REUs and some have over the years.
However, Plaintiff has never sought to reduce its REUs.

In February 2018, Defendant sent a letter to some of its commercial customers bringing
to the customer’s attention that their reserved REUs exceeded their water usage and letting them
know that, “if [the commercial customer] does not plan on increasing [their] gallons used per
month in the future, [Defendant] has policies in place that allow a customer to lower their
assigned REUs.” See Letter to Snee Farm Lakes, HOA dated February 2, 2018 attached hereto
as Exhibit A. Yet, many commercial customers who received this letter took no action and
instead chose to keep their reserved REU number at the same amount. In fact, to this day,

Plaintiff has not sought to reduce its REUs even though it was specifically alerted by Defendant

over two years ago that it had unused reserved REUs, choosing instead to file this lawsuit
without ever seeking an adjustment.

As described in the affidavit of Jason Ward, some commercial customers have very valid
reasons for maintaining unused REUs assigned to a particular piece of property. See Jason
Ward’s Affidavit dated May 29, 2019 and attached hereto as Exhibit B. Mr. Ward, who is an
officer for Landmark Enterprises, Inc., notes Landmark’s economic decision to pay for available

REUs it was not using rather than to risk paying for impact fees that will increase in future years.

? One part of Defendant’s defense in this case is that the customers could at any time unilaterally
reduce the REUs reserved for their particular piece of property. In fact, many customers have
made such a reduction. Oddly, Plaintiff, even after being notified of unused REUs on its
account, has never attempted to reduce its reserved REUs.

3
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Id. Additionally, Mr. Ward noted that having the availability of additional capacity via additional
REUs ultimately makes Landmark’s commercial property more valuable for future
marketability. Id.

There are likely other commercial customers, like Landmark who do not want to reduce
their REUs for a variety of business and economic reasons. These customers deserve to know
that there is a possibility that if the commercial customer decides to remain in the class rather
than opt out, there is a chance the commercial customer’s REUs will be reduced. To fail to
include this information in the class notice does not meet the fairness standard required by Rule
23 and could arguably violate the potential class member’s due process as they will be bound by
the outcome of this litigation.

For this reason, Defendant requests that the Court direct the Plaintiff to include in the
class notice information that makes potential class members aware that by continuing in the class

and not opting out, they risk the possibility that their reserved REUs will be reduced.

Respectfully summited,

By: s/Gray T. Culbreath
Gray C. Culbreath, SC Bar #11907
Amy L.B. Hill, SC Bar #68541
Jessica W. Laffitte, SC Bar #100256
Gallivan White & Boyd, PA
PO Box 7368
Columbia, SC 29202
(803) 779-1833
gculbreath@gwblawfirm.com
ahill@gwblawfirm.com
jlaffitte@gwblawfirm.com

And
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David G. Jennings, SC Bar #2986
James A. Bruorton IV, SC Bar #71300
Timothy J.W. Muller, SC Bar #74601
ROSEN, ROSEN & HAGOOD, LLC
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400

P.O. Box 893

Charleston, SC 29402
djennings@rosenhagood.com
cbruorton@rosenhagood.com
tmuller@rosenhagood.com

(843) 577-6726

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT

September 15, 2020
Charleston, South Carolina

177

9/200TdD8T0Z#ASYD - SYI1d NOWNOD - NOLSITIVHO - IWd 82:2 ST daS 0202 - 3714 ATIVOINOYLO3 13



ELECTRONICALLY FILED - 2020 Sep 15 2:28 PM - CHARLESTON - COMMON PLEAS - CASE#2018CP1002764

EXHIBIT A

178



4

5/22/2019 Snee Farm Lakes Letter.docx
EASANT Way, Ex-Officio
Elected ‘ SUBk iy, Will Haynie, Mayor
Rick M. Crosby, Chair i - Joe Bustos, Chair
Susan |. Mellichamp, Vice-Chair = o Water Supply Committee, Town
H. Mac Jenkinson, Secretary-Treasurer Council

Diane D. Lauritsen, Ph.D.

John W. Burn Clay Duffie, General Manager

Snee Farm Lakes HOA
1130 Hidden Cove DR
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464

February 2, 2018
RE: Account #00040158-00353890, Residential Equivalent Unit Audit

Dear Snee Farm Lakes HOA,

Mount Pleasant Waterworks (MPW) is currently conducting an audit to compare the
number of allocated Residential Equivalent Units (REUs) with the number of REUs each
commercial customer is using. An REU is an equivalent assignment of capacity in
gallons per day. An audit of your account has revealed that you are underutilizing your
assigned REUs or assigned capacity. You may want to consider lowering your assigned
REUs which will result in lower monthly Basic Facility Charges (BFC). Below is detailed
information regarding your account and your options.

A Residential Equivalent Unit (REU) is a unit of measurement used to calculate the
amount of water/wastewater a customer uses. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day
(GPD). The proposed water and wastewater demand is divided by 300 GPD to calculate
the REU allocation. In many cases, the allocated REUs to an account is determined
based upon anticipated use data provided by the customer’s own design team. This
allocation tells Mount Pleasant Waterworks how much capacity must be available for our
customers to use each day.

Our records show that your assigned REUs exceed the gallons you are using. You are
currently paying Basic Facility Charges for each REU assigned to your account. If you do
not plan to increase your gallons used per month in the future, MPW has policies in place
that allow a customer to lower their assigned REUs.

You have the following options:

e Make no changes and keep the REUs originally assigned to your account.
e Lower your assigned REUs to the monthly average of your highest
quarter.

Average Consumption

Your average monthly consumption for your highest quarter is 697,383 gallons. You may
want to lower to 76 REUs which are more closely aligned to your usage. Keeping in mind
that if you lower your REUs and exceed the new allocated number of gallons you will pay
excessive use charges. In addition, if you are planning to increase your usage in the
future you may want to keep enough assigned REUs to meet your anticipated future
demand.

COMMISSIONERS OF PUBLIC WORKS OF THE TOWN OF

MOUNT PLEASANT

1619 Rifle Range Road 4 Post Office Box 330 4 Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29465-0330 + Phone 843-884-9626 + FAX 843-849-2227 4
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5/22/2019
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Snee Farm Lakes Letter.docx

Basic Facility Charges per month

You are currently paying $3,418.80 per month in Basic Facility Charges. Lowering your
REUs to the average month of your highest quarter would lower your monthly Basic
Facility Charges to $1,755.60 per month.

To decrease your capacity allocation to 76 REUs

Please visit our website to fill out the Reduction of Residential Equivalent Unit Form and
submit it by email, Please complete this action within two weeks of receiving this
notification.

Steps:

visit mountpleasantwaterworks.com

click on the Customers tab at the top of the page

Look for the section titled Customer Service Forms

Click on the Reduction of Residential Equivalent Unit Form

Fill out the form and submit via email.

Once we receive your form and make the change to your account you will receive
a confirmation email from Account Management confirming this change (this
process may take up to one week).

s ® & & @

The next opportunity to lower your REUs will occur in March of 2019. All future requests
for reduction of REUs must be received in writing (by form submittal) by MPW prior to
March 15th each year. Should the request for reduction be approved, the effective date
of the reduction shall be July 1% of the year the request was submitted.

MPW Policy 5.3.3

MPW's Policy 5.3.3- Impact Fee Management can be found on our website. [t explainsin
detail the management of Impact Fees and REUs,

If you reduced the number of REUs or if the REUs have lapsed you may adjust active
REUs once per year to a number that does not exceed the REUs originally assigned to the
property. To add any reduced or lapsed REUs back to the property, impact fees or back
BFCs must be paid at MPW's current rate in accordance with Policy 5.3.2 (whichever is
less).

We are here to help

If you would like to meet to discuss your account options or we can provide you
additional information please email Kelly Rourk Account Management Supervisor at
kellyrourk@mpwonline.com.

Sincerely,
MOUNT PLEASANT WATERWORKS

Tk Betio

MPW-02272
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s CIVIL ACTION NO. 2018-CP-10-2764

Association, Inc., Individually and on
Behalf of those Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff,
V. AFFIDAVIT OF JASON WARD
The Commission of Public Works for the ik
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount . % %
Pleasant Waterworks, - S
mrn e £
D, =T e
Defendant. - = T
{ oS i e T;’Mi—
% F
‘ % :ég. \9 Ve ,.J‘
PERSONALLY APPEARED before me Jason Ward, who being first duly sworn, -
deposes and says as follows:
1. I, Jason Ward, am over the age of eighteen (18) and am fully competent to testify
as to the matters stated in this affidavit.
2. I am an officer of Landmark Enterprises, Inc. which is a commercial customer of
Mount Pleasant Waterworks.
3. As a part of Landmark's business as a real estate developer, we have pre-purchased
wastewater capacity for our properties.
4. In order to make property more valuable for development or sale, Landmark has

maintained reserve capacity for future development. This was done fully understanding Landmark
did not need wastewater capacity or REUs at the time. Instead the intent as communicated to

MPW was to pay for those unused REUs until the property was developed.
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5. [andmark made the decision it was more economical to pay for available reserve

capacity/BFCs monthly for a number of years instead of having to pay impact fees at current rates.

6. Additionally, Landmark chose to transfer capacity between its properties as the
properties were sold to match the capacity the new owner requested. MPW was then requested by

Landmark to allocate the wastewater capacity/REUs accordingly.

% Landmark knowingly sought extensions from MPW and paid BFC charges to keep
reserved capacity on its property until development was complete and/or the property had been
sold. This was a conscious decision by Landmark to proceed in this manner in order to avoid
paying impact fees at the rates applicable to the date of development versus the day of purchase in

the 1980s.

8. Landmark made a business decision to purchase excess REUs in furtherance of its
business interests. Additional capacity via REUs ultimately makes commercial property more

valuable for future marketability.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

B S

Jason Waxd
1 dent
SWORN to before me this
2—91 day of May, 2019 “‘“m"u”"
.a““v\) RA.2: C’?
- { - e~ 11 i.".:. .- A"".
Notary Public for the State of South Carolina §~ NOTARy Y%
My Commission Expires: z %' PUB.LIC 5_5

) 0, e \;V'
'q',f:'r N CA RO\o\ -~

LT m\“‘
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s CIVIL ACTION NO. 2018-CP-10-2764

Association, Inc., Individually and on Behalf
of those Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff, DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR
V. SUMMARY JUDGMENT

The Commission of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount

Pleasant Waterworks,

Defendant.

TO: CLAYTON B. MCCULLOUGH AND ROSS A. APPEL, ATTORNEYS FOR
PLAINTIFF SNEE FARM LAKES HOMEOWNER’S ASSOCIATION, INC. AND
JAMIE A. KAHN, AS MEMBERS OF MCCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendant The Commission of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW”), by and through
undersigned counsel, will move before the presiding Judge of Charleston County Court of
Common Pleas, on the tenth day of service thereof, or as soon thereafter as this matter can be
heard by the Court, for an Order granting Defendant Summary Judgment and dismissing the
allegations against Defendant pursuant to Rule 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil

Procedure.

On September 1, 2020, Plaintiff filed an Amended Summons and Complaint against
Defendant alleging five different causes of action. The causes of action include 1) Declaratory
Judgment, 2) Breach of Contract, 3) Conversion, 4) Unjust Enrichment/Money Had and
Received, and 5) Constructive Trust. By way of background, Plaintiff’s claims all involve

MPW’s Basic Facility Charge (“BFC”), which is a portion of every customer’s water bill.
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In order to have a reliable and dependable source of revenue, MPW includes a BFC along
with a volumetric charge in its monthly bills. BFCs (or similarly named charges) are customary
in the industry to allow utilities to have a stable source of revenue for fixed costs of providing
services when volumetric charges vary based on the customer’s changes in water usage. In order
to achieve this purpose, BFCs are specifically not tied directly to volumetric water use. For
instance, some water utilities base their BFC charges on the size of the water meter or water pipe
for a particular building. In those instances, the BFC remains the same each month regardless of
whether any water flows through the water meter. Rather, the BFC is calculated simply because

a certain size water meter was installed for a particular piece of property.

In this case, MPW bases its BFC on the number of Residential Equivalency Units
(“REUs”) assigned to a particular piece of property. REUs allow for a capacity assignment for
commercial property pro rata to a single family residential unit, which is the base for the capacity
assignment. In other words, one REU is equivalent to estimated water usage for a single
residence. MPW assigns REUs based on a property owner’s description of the water and
wastewater capacity needed to serve their development now or in the future, which is the
standard practice in the industry. For instance, a property that will be used as a hotel will likely
have a greater number of REUs or capacity assigned versus a piece of property that will be used
as office space. As the REU assignment is a water capacity reservation of sorts and maintains
that the water and wastewater capacity assigned is available when needed, MPW determined
some years ago to base its BFC charge on the REUs assigned to the property, as a fair way to

recover a portion of the cost to maintain capacity for the many different customers.

Because REUs have been assigned to properties in Mount Pleasant for a number of

decades at different times and based on assumptions and proposed property uses that may have
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changed over time, there are instances where the REUs assigned to a particular piece of property
reflect a greater water capacity reservation than the actual water use of the property. MPW
customers (with the agreement of the property owners if the customer is a tenant) have always
been able to apply to reduce the REUs assigned to their property, which if reduced, will in turn
reduce the customer’s BFC monthly charge. Over the years, there are some commercial

customers who have reduced assigned REUs in this manner.

In fact, in February 2018, MPW sent a letter to a number of its commercial customers
alerting them that their actual water use was significantly less than the REUs assigned to the
property (“the 2018 Letter”). The 2018 Letter suggested that the recipients reduce their REU
assignment to a proposed number. The 2018 Letter was sent to 288 commercial customers.
Approximately 80 recipients responded to the 2018 Letter and reduced their REUs. Very few of
the 80 recipients reduced their REU as low as the number suggested by MPW. There are at least
some commercial property owners who do not want to give up REUs believing they may need
them for future development. Further, if water/wastewater use exceeds the allotted REUs, the
customer will incur excess volumetric charges. Plaintiff has never attempted to reduce its
assigned REUs, even upon receipt of the 2018 Letter. Rather, Plaintiff, shortly after receiving
the 2018 Letter, initiated this lawsuit without even contacting MPW to discuss the matter. In fact

as of the filing of this Motion, Plaintiff has never reduced its REUs.

For the reasons set forth below, Plaintiff’s entire complaint should be dismissed in total:

A. MPW:’s billing practices do not violate any state law.

The essence of each of the causes of action against MPW relies on the allegation that

MPW is required to base the BFC charge on actual volumetric water/wastewater usage than
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some other measurement and that MPW is required to periodically and unilaterally reduce (or
increase) its commercial customer’s REUs to reflect the volumetric usage. However, Plaintiff is
unable to site to any statute or case law that bars MPW from setting rates in this manner. For
instance, South Carolina Code § 5-31-670 entitled “Furnishing Water for Compensation;
Sewerage Charge” requires only that water is furnished to “persons for reasonable compensation
and charge a minimum and reasonable sewerage charge for maintenance or construction of such
sewerage system....”  Additionally, South Carolina Code § 5-31-250 grants MPW’s
commissioners the authority to establish rates and fees for the use of water in Mount Pleasant.
As will be shown to the Court, MPW’s BFC rate system based on REUs is reasonable. It is
arguably more reasonable than the more widely used method of calculating BFC based on the
size of a customer’s water meter, which was touted by Plaintiff’s expert witness Bryan A. Mantz.
MPW?’s rate system does not violate any laws or regulations. For this reason, Defendant should
be granted summary judgment as to Plaintiff’s declaratory judgment cause of action as well as all

other causes of action.

B. Plaintiff cannot point to any specific contract terms that MPW breached.

Plaintiff alleged that MPW breached its contract with Plaintiff. However, Plaintiff has
been unable to point to a particular document as establishing the contract or describe the terms of
the contract allegedly breached. Without the ability to establish the terms of the alleged contract,

Plaintiff’s breach of contract cause of action should be dismissed in favor of MPW.

C. Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the voluntary payment doctrine.

Snee Farm and other class members voluntarily paid their water bill to MPW and the

voluntary payment doctrine bars any recovery of those payments. In South Carolina, “[i]t is
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well-settled law that money voluntarily paid with full knowledge of all material facts and without
any fraud, duress, or extortion cannot be recovered, although there was no legal obligation to
make such payment.” Shockley v. Wickliffe, 148 S.E. 476, 477 (S.C. 1929) (citing Hardaway v.
S. Ry., 73 S.E. 1020, 1025 (S.C. 1912)). All class members water bills included the number of
REUs assigned to the particular account as well as the number of gallons used for each particular
billing cycle. Thus all class members were aware of all material facts and yet voluntarily paid
their bill without questioning the same. Certainly after receiving the 2018 Letter, class member
recipients were well aware of unused REUs assigned to their account, yet many, including
Plaintiff, made no effort to reduce their REU assignments. Finally, Plaintiffs have made no
allegations of fraud, duress or extortion that might impact the application of the voluntary
payment doctrine. Plaintiff’s claims must be dismissed pursuant to the voluntary payment

doctrine defense.

D. Plaintiff’s claims for conversion and for money had and received is barred by the

South Carolina Tort Claims Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-60 (4) &(5), among others.

Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the South Carolina Tort Claims Act because MPW cannot
be held liable for the losses or damages incurred resulting from the adoption or enforcement of
any law, whether it is valid or invalid, including any ordinance, resolution, regulation or written
policies. The rates that are the subject of Plaintiff’s causes of action were passed in accordance
with the enforcement of South Carolina law giving MPW the power to set and collect rates for
water and wastewater service. For this reason, even if MPW’s rates are invalid, Plaintiff cannot

recover alleged damages as a result of such rates.

E. Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the doctrine of waiver.
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MPW Policies 5.3.2 and 5.3.3 allow customers to request to reduce their assigned REUs
at any time so long as the customer has the permission of the property owner if the customer is
not also the property owner. However, Plaintiff never made such a request and thus has waived

its right to claim any damages regarding unused or excessive REUs assigned to Plaintiff’s
property.

F. Plaintiff’s causes of action should be dismissed due to Plaintiff’s failure to mitigate

damages.

An injured party has a duty to make all reasonable efforts to minimize the damages
incurred and cannot recover damages that could have been avoided by reasonable care and
diligence. Hughes v. Oconee County, S.C. 2007 WL 8392131 (Ct.App. 2007) citing Newman v.
Brown, 228 S.C. 472, 480, 90 S.E.2d 649, 653 (1955), Currie v. Davis, 130 S.C. 408, 422, 126
S.E.119, 124 (1923). In this instance, Plaintiff was aware or should have been aware that it
could reduce its REUs and thus reduce its BFC in a manner closer aligned with Plaintiff’s
volumetric water use. However, Plaintiff made no attempts to do so. Thus, Plaintiff’s claims for

damages must be dismissed for Plaintiff’s failure to mitigate damages.

G. Even if Plaintiff’s causes of action can proceed, Plaintiff’s alleged damages are barred

by the applicable statute of limitations.

Even assuming Plaintiff could proceed despite Defendant’s arguments in favor of
Summary Judgment above, Plaintiff knew or should have known that it had unused REUs
assigned to its account. Plaintiff always had the ability to request a reduction in the number of
REUs assigned to its account based on MPW Policy 5.3.2 and 5.3.3. Plaintiff’s claims of

damages earlier than the applicable statute of limitations should be barred from this action.
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Summary Judgment shall be granted “if the pleadings, depositions, answers to
interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no
genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a
matter of law.” Rule 56(c), SCRCP. “The nonmoving party must come forward with specific
facts showing there is a genuine issue for trial.” /d. at 198, 659 S.E.2d at 203.

There are no questions of fact regarding the above issues. Rather, a review of the facts
viewed in the light most favorable for Plaintiff indicates that the applicable law dictates
Plaintiff’s claims must be dismissed in total. For these reasons, Defendant respectfully asks this
Court to dismiss Plaintiff’s complaint.

This Motion is based upon the pleadings, applicable statutory and case law as well as a
memorandum in support and possible affidavits, which will be filed by MPW in a timely fashion

prior to the hearing on this Motion.

Respectfully summited,

By: s/Amy L.B. Hill
Gray C. Culbreath, SC Bar #11907
Amy L.B. Hill, SC Bar #68541
Eleanor L. Jones, SC Bar #104678
Gallivan White & Boyd, PA
PO Box 7368
Columbia, SC 29202
(803) 779-1833
gculbreath@gwblawfirm.com
ahill@gwblawfirm.com
ejones@gwblawfirm.com
-And-
David G. Jennings, SC Bar #2986
James A. Bruorton IV, SC Bar #71300
Timothy J.W. Muller, SC Bar #74601
ROSEN, ROSEN & HAGOOD, LLC
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
P.O. Box 893
Charleston, SC 29402
djennings@rosenhagood.com

7
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March 9, 2021

cbruorton@rosenhagood.com
tmuller@rosenhagood.com
(843) 577-6726

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANT
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASE NO.: 2018-CP-10-2764
Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, )
Inc., individually and on behalf of those )
similarly situated, )
)  PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM OF
Plaintiff, ) LAW IN OPPOSITION TO
) DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR
V. ) SUMMARY JUDGMENT
)
The Commissioners of Public Works for the )
Town of Mount Pleasant d/b/a Mount Pleasant )
Waterworks, )
)
Defendant. )

Plaintiff Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner’s Association, Inc., individually and on behalf of
those similarly situated (“Plaintiff”), hereby files and serves its Memorandum of Law in
Opposition to Defendant The Commissioners of Public Works for the Town of Mount Pleasant
d/b/a Mount Pleasant Waterworks’ (“MPW?”’) Motion for Summary Judgment.

In support of this Memorandum, several exhibits are filed herewith and incorporated by
reference. Following this Memorandum’s signature page is an Exhibit List depicting these
exhibits.

I. Background/Introduction

This class action involves a refund claim for excessive Basic Facility Charges (“BFC”)
charged by MPW to its commercial customers in MPW’s service area. MPW is a municipal water
and sewer authority established pursuant to ordinance of the Town of Mount Pleasant, South
Carolina and state law. It is a government entity that enjoys a monopoly in its area for providing

water and sewer services. Unlike investor-owned utilities, MPW’s rates are not regulated by the
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Public Service Commission. Instead, MPW’s rates are set by elected commissioners with no
independent, third-party review.

Plaintiff is a non-profit homeowners’ association that owns, manages, and maintains the
common elements articulated in its restrictive covenants.! The Class is defined as:

All current and former MPW commercial customers who paid
excessive BFC in excess of $100, defined as a customer’s average
daily usage from January 1, 2014 (or any later date of service
inception) to December 31, 2019 being less than that customer’s
assigned REU.

Plaintiff and the Class obtain water and wastewater services through MPW, and MPW
charges them rates comprised of BFC and their metered (volumetric) usage. According to MPW’s
Cost Recovery Policy, BFC are designed to recover “fixed costs™ for providing services to its
customers including, but not limited to, Renewal and Replacement (“R&R”) debt service, capital
costs, operating and maintenance costs, and general administrative costs. MPW calculates the
BFC it charges according to the number of Residential Equivalent Units (“REU”) assigned to

each account. A customer’s initial REU determination is assessed based on an engineering formula

and capacity assumptions made at the inception of service. The customer pays MPW a one-time

"'Ex. A, Plaintiff’s Master Deed and By-Laws. Snee Farm Lakes has a single water meter. The
individual unit owners are neither separately metered nor MPW customers. The HOA is MPW’s
customer.

2 “Water and wastewater Basic Facility Charges will recover an amount equal to or greater than
the sum of the annual Renewal and Replacement (R&R) debt service expense, a portion of the
capital expenditures for the system, a portion of operation and maintenance costs, and a portion of
general administrative costs. The Commission incurs fixed costs for providing services to its
customers including, but not limited to, Renewal and Replacement (R&R) debt service, capital
costs, operating and maintenance costs, and general administrative costs. The BFC is a charge for
the reservation of capacity based on the total active REUs assigned to a property. To ensure the
purchased capacity remains available, all BFCs must be paid.” Ex. B, MPW Cost Recovery Policy
(2019), Policy 7.2, pp. 4-5.

3 One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day, so an account assigned one REU is estimated to use
approximately 9,000 gallons per month.
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impact fee* based on this initial REU assignment to purchase capacity. A commercial customer
who changes its use and requires more capacity can also pay additional impact fees to increase its
capacity reservation. MPW uses this REU assignment from the impact fee stage to calculate the
customer’s monthly BFC.

Plaintiff and the Class use significantly less water and wastewater than their assigned REU
and therefore pay (and MPW unlawfully collects) excessive BFC. By way of example, current
BFC rates for customers located in the Town are $8.40/REU for water and $16.70/REU for sewer.
In 1982, MPW assigned Plaintiff 148 REU (approximately 1,332,000 gallons per month);
therefore, Plaintiff’s current BFC for water is $1,243.20 per month, and its BFC for sewer is
$2,471.60 per month, for a total BFC of $3,714.80 per month. Every month Plaintiff’s usage fell
below 1,332,000 gallons, it necessarily paid excessive BFC, a practice that has gone on for years
and resulted in thousands of dollars in overcharges.

And these overpayments have been well-known to MPW for years. In 2014, MPW hired
consultants to determine “updated water and wastewater [REUs] for utility planning and rate
making purposes.”” In the course of this inquiry, the data MPW provided for the analysis showed
that 40% of the REU capacity it was charging its commercial customers was consistently unused

for the past seven years.® More specifically, “approximately 700 commercial customers used less

4 “Impact fees are charges assessed against new development to recover part of the capital costs of
expanding the water and wastewater infrastructure to serve them. Considered as a capital-recovery
charge, impact fees allow recovery of the capital costs of developing the new service directly from
the customers who will benefit from the service.” Ex. B at Policy 8.1, p. 8. “Impact fees will
recover major capital costs associated with expanding water and wastewater service facilities,
including but not limited to water treatment plants, storage facilities, pumps and distribution mains,
wastewater collection, transmission, storage and treatment facilities, and other capital equipment.”
Id. Current impact fee rates are $2,295.00/REU for water and $5,164.00/REU for sewer.

> Ex. C, Raftelis Engagement Letter & CDM Smith Mem., MPW-09232.

® Ex. D, Dep. of Sheryl Smith, pp. 30:5-24, 55:6-10; Ex. C at MPW-09235.
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than their allocated REUs in 2013 and approximately 90 customers used more than their allocated
REUs in 2013.”7

However, instead of informing the larger number of commercial customers like Plaintiff
and the Class that they were paying to cover significantly more of MPW’s fixed costs than their
actual use should equitably allow (the losers), MPW only contacted the smaller number of
commercial customers who had been exceeding their allocated REU and paying less than their
usage should have required (the winners).® MPW reached out to these “undersized” customers,
the very same customers identified in the 2014 report,” to recommend they purchase additional
impact fees to bring their REU count more in line with actual use.

However, in 2014, a commercial customer who was changing use from a restaurant to a
spa discovered that although it had been using only four REU for years, MPW had been charging
it for fifteen REU.'® Understandably upset at this overcharge never being corrected, the customer
demanded a refund of the overpayment.!! MPW agreed and refunded the excess BFC collected
over the previous decade.!?> Concerned that word might get out, MPW finally audited the accounts
for the purpose of identifying commercial customers using less than their assigned REU, and in
2018 they notified those customers, including Plaintiff.'"> According to MPW’s letter, Plaintiff’s

“average monthly consumption for your highest quarter is 697,383 gallons,” which equates to 76

7 Ex. C at MPW-09235.

8 Ex. E, 2015 Audit & Communications Plan, MPW-08483 & Ex. F, 2015 Audit Results,
MPW(CONFIDENTIAL)-07910.

? Ex. Z, Dep. of Clay Duffie, p. 94:12-17.

10 Ex. G, Settlement Agr. & Associated Materials, MPW(CONFIDENTIAL)-09538.
14 at MPW(CONFIDENTIAL)-09534.

2 14, at MPW(CONFIDENTIAL)-09534 & -09507—08.

13 Ex. H, MPW Letter to Snee Farm Lakes HOA.
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REU - far less than the 148 REU assigned to Plaintiff’s account since 1982.!* Id. MPW’s 2018
audit identified hundreds of commercial customers similarly paying excess BFC for years. See Ex.
J, Commercial Customer Residential Equivalent Unit (REU) Communication Plan, MPW-09137
(“A recent audit of commercial accounts revealed that a portion of customers had more REUs
assigned to their account than they were using in their highest quarter of the year.”).!?

Rather than simply adjust commercial customers’ REU and refund them for years of
overcharges, MPW placed the onus on customers to petition for a REU reduction. As discussed in
more detail below, MPW’s REU adjustment policy requires customers to surrender REU capacity
purchased through impact fees (capacity assets, according to MPW'€) in order to be charged BFC
consistent with actual use history. Otherwise, customers will continue to pay BFC based on pre-
use assumptions proven to be inaccurate (sometimes wildly inaccurate) compared to actual use
records MPW possesses. This adjustment policy, and the dilemma it foists on customers, is core
to Plaintiff’s and the Class’ challenges to MPW’s rate structure.

IL. Procedural Background
On June 1, 2018, Plaintiff filed the current action against MPW to obtain refunds for

previously paid excessive and unlawful BFC, and on July 5, 2018, MPW moved to dismiss. A

14 Plaintiff disputes MPW’s “highest quarterly average” approach for ascertaining what constitutes
proper REU sizing. Per the certified Class definition and Plaintiff’s expert Bryan Mantz’s analysis,
the proper analytical approach is “average daily use” during the Class period. Docs in Supp. Ex.
Y, Bryan Mantz Draft Opinion. This is the approach MPW takes when it calculates REU at the
impact fee stage. Ex. I, MPW Impact Fee Handbook. Moreover, the REU concept pertains to
average daily flow — not any “peaking” concept. According to Mr. Mantz, Plaintiff’s average daily
usage during the class period correlates to 72 REU as opposed to 76 REU as stated in MPW’s
letter.

15 See also Ex. K, 2018 Audit (All Commercial Customers), MPW-09652; Ex. L, 2018 Audit
(REU Adjustment Spreadsheet), MPW-CONFIDENTIAL-07160; Ex. M, 2018 Audit (Oversized
Accounts and REU Reductions), MPW-CONFIDENTIAL-07140.

16 Ex. Z, Dep. of Clay Duffie, p. 69:20-22 (“Well, the capacity, Ross, is assigned to the property,
so it is an asset that is assigned to the property.”)
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hearing was held before the Honorable Jennifer McCoy September 27, 2018, who denied MPW’s
motion in a Form 4 order November 30, 2018.

Plaintiff subsequently moved for class certification on January 24, 2019. After a hearing
on May 31, 2019 before the Honorable Bentley Price, Judge Price granted Plaintiff’s motion by
order dated June 14, 2019. MPW moved to alter or amend the order granting class certification,
which Judge Price denied by order August 27, 2019 after conducting the hearing the previous day.
MPW then filed a notice of appeal of Judge Price’s order granting class certification. Plaintiff
moved to dismiss the appeal as interlocutory, which the Court of Appeals granted December 5,
2019.

The case was designated as complex and assigned to the Honorable Roger Young April 9,
2020. Plaintiff filed an Amended Complaint September 1, 2020, which revised the class definition,
and moved to have the revised class definition and the class Notice Plan approved. Judge Young
approved the revised class definition and Notice Plan September 17, 2020. Class Notice was sent
to 526 Class members beginning in October 2020.!7 Class members were given the opportunity
to request exclusion from the Class (“opt out”), but none chose to do so.

Judge Young ordered the parties to mediation, and a session was convened November 12,
2020 with former Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of South Carolina Costa M. Pleicones. The
case did not settle, but the parties made progress at the mediation. Chief Justice Pleicones agreed

to keep the mediation open, and, as of this filing, no ADR report declaring an impasse has been

17 Class counsel worked with Epiq Class Action & Claims Solutions, Inc. to effectuate notice. On
September 22, 2020, Epiq received one data file from Class counsel, which contained 724 records.
Epiq rolled up the data and combined exact name and addresses, which resulted in 526 total Class
member records. Of the 724 data records, 526 Class member records had a physical mailing
address and were sent notice via direct mail. Decl. of Cameron R. Azari, Esq. on Implementation
& Adequacy of Notice Plan (filed February 1, 2021).
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filed. This case was reassigned to this Court January 6, 2021, and trial has been set for the week
of May 10, 2021.

MPW has now filed this motion for summary judgment arguing there is no basis in law for
Plaintiff’s lawsuit. Essentially it contends its ratemaking practices are reasonable as a matter of
law, and Plaintiff’s failure to adjust its own rate by reducing its REU allocation through MPW’s
procedure should bar the lawsuit. As discussed herein, whether MPW has acted within the bounds
of its ratemaking authority remains a question of fact to be determined by a factfinder. There is
significant evidence that the practices and policies MPW employs have failed to produce
reasonable rate charges to Plaintiff and the Class as required by law. Furthermore, MPW’s practice
of tying impact fee REU (capacity assets) to the REU used in BFC calculation is unjust and leaves
customers without meaningful options. Plaintiff’s decision not to surrender REU capacity assets
is grounded in the belief that it should not be required to do so. Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint
contains detailed factual allegations supporting its claims for BFC refunds, and none are barred as
a matter of law. For the reasons below, Plaintiff respectfully requests this Court deny MPW’s
motion and allow this case to proceed to trial.

III. Standard of Review

Rule 56(c), SCRCP, provides that a circuit court may grant a motion for summary judgment
“if the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with
affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving
party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.” In reviewing a summary judgment motion, the
facts and circumstances must be viewed in the light most favorable to the non-moving party.
Holmes v. E. Cooper Cmty. Hosp., Inc.,408 S.C. 138, 154, 758 S.E.2d 483, 492 (2014). Moreover,

“[sJummary judgment is not appropriate where further inquiry into the facts of the case is desirable
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to clarify the application of the law.” Patterson v. Witter, 425 S.C. 213, 226, 821 S.E.2d 677, 684
(2018). Finally, “because summary judgment is a drastic remedy, it should be cautiously invoked
to ensure a litigant is not improperly deprived of a trial on disputed factual issues.” Lord v. D & J
Enters., Inc., 407 S.C. 544, 553, 757 S.E.2d 695, 699 (2014).
IV.  ARGUMENT
A. Whether MPW’s Ratemaking Methodology is Reasonable is a Question of Fact
MPW suggests that Plaintiff has failed to identify any law it has violated, yet
acknowledges, at the very least, that it is required to charge, at all times, a reasonable rate. That
is the precise issue in the case.

An analysis of MPW’s rate setting authority starts with the municipal commissioners of
public works’ enabling legislation. Specifically, Section 5-31-250 of the South Carolina Code
(“Powers”) reads as follows:

The board of commissioners of public works of any city or town
may purchase, build or contract for building any waterworks or
electric light plant authorized under Article 7 of this chapter and may
operate them and shall have full control and management of them.
It may supply and furnish water to citizens of the city or town and
also electric, gas or other light and may require payment of such

rates, tolls and charges as it may establish for the use of water
and light.

(emphasis added). This power is not carte blanche. Rates must be associated with “use.”
Furthermore, Section 5-31-670 of the South Carolina Code requires municipal utilities to “furnish
water to persons for reasonable compensation and charge a minimum and reasonable sewerage
charge . . ..” Municipal utilities are constrained by reasonableness. Simons v. City Council of
Charleston, 181 S.C. 353,  , 187 S.E. 545, 547 (1936) (“A waterworks is a public utility, and it
makes no difference whether such utility be operated by a municipality or by a private corporation.

Both are bound by the rule of reasonableness.”).
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Furthermore, water and wastewater utility charges such as BFC are “service or user fees”
under Section 6-1-300(6) of the South Carolina Code. See Azar v. City of Columbia, 414 S.C. 307,
310, 778 S.E.2d 315, 317 (2015) (“The City admits the [revenue from water and sewer services]
at issue fall within the definition of “service or user fee” as the term is statutorily defined [under
section 6—-1-300(6)].”). Accordingly, any revenue derived from the rates “must be used to pay
costs related to the provision of the service or program for which the fee was paid.” S.C. Code
Ann. § 6-1-330(B) (emphasis added). Moreover, South Carolina case law mandates fees, unlike
taxes, confer a “special benefit” on those who pay them. See Brown v. Cnty. of Horry, 308 S.C.
180, 185,417 S.E.2d 565, 568 (1992) (‘A service charge is imposed on the theory that the portion
of the community which is required to pay [the charge] receives some special benefit as a result of
the improvement made with the proceeds of the charge.”). In sum, there must be a rational nexus
between fees customers are being charged and what they receive in return. They cannot be
arbitrarily based on wholly inaccurate use assumptions belied by actual use records over the course
of many years.

Accordingly, the setting of rates for “the use of water” must be guided by the principles
that the utility may furnish water for “reasonable compensation” that “must be used to pay costs
related to the provision of service,” and those charges must be, at all times, “minimum and
reasonable.” Plaintiff contends that MPW’s practice of charging BFC based on woefully
inaccurate, pre-service inception capacity assumptions—as opposed to historic demand based on
actual use records—violates these legal principles.

i. There is a question of fact as to whether MPW’s use of inflated REU in
calculating BFC for the Class is reasonable

Plaintiff has alleged that MPW is in violation of this rate setting framework because it

makes no effort to ensure that the REU used in calculating a customer’s BFC accurately reflects
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the customer’s actual consumption demand over time. MPW’s attorney, James Atkinson “Chip”
Bruorton, IV, has explained that REU reflect capacity and not actual use: “The REUs are the
designated monthly use capacity for a piece of property that is allocated within the established
water and wastewater system.'®” However, there is quite a bit of dispute, even within MPW itself,
how this idea of capacity reservation fits into the BFC calculation and whether MPW’s utilization
is reasonable. As Joe Crea from Raftelis Financial Consultants (MPW’s rate consultant at the
time) clarified to MPW as it was drafting its policies on REU adjustments, “the impact fees are
what a customer pays to ‘reserve’ their rights to capacity in the system.”!” Plaintiff and the Class
have already reserved their right to capacity with the payment of impact fees. As discussed below,
MPW’s rate consultants and attorneys have consistently acknowledged that the concept of
“capacity reservation,” while reasonable when speaking about impact fees, has no place in the
BFC rate structure.

Ultimately, it is hard to square MPW’s argument that its practices provide much needed
clarity of capacity needs with the fact that MPW is so off in its calculations. As the CDM Smith
Memorandum from November 12, 2014 reflected, the number of “unused” REU for both water
and wastewater is staggering.

In 2014 MPW hired Raftelis Financial Consultants to work with MPW and CDM “in
determining updated water and wastewater residential equivalent units (REU) for utility planning
and rate making purposes. In performing these services, RFC will work with MPW and Camp

Dresser McGee, Inc (CDM) to develop current demands for the REU MPW uses in determining

8 Ex. N, E-mail from James Atkinson “Chip” Bruorton, IV, Esq., MPW Outside Counsel, Rosen
Hagood, to James Bradley, Esq., Richardson, Patrick, Westbrook & Brickman, LLC (March 24,
2017), RAFTELIS 002015.

9 Ex. O, E-Mail from Joe Crea, Manager, Raftelis Financial Consultants, to Nicole Bates,
Customer Service Manager, MPW (Nov. 09, 2017), RAFTELIS 002124.
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its future water and wastewater capacity needs and in assessing its user rates and charges program
and impact fees.’”” In the engagement letter, George Raftelis himself, a nationally renowned
authority on water and wastewater rate making, explained the basis of this project to MPW’s Chief
Financial Officer Mark Coffin as follows:

MPW has determined that certain commercial customers have
been assigned an incorrect number of REUs, which is a[n]
equivalent measure of demand used to quantify utility customer
loadings and identify future capacity necessary to accommodate
new customer demands.

These inconsistencies present complexities an[d] potential
customer inequities in estimating user charge revenues and
defining the current and future levels of service for calculating
impact fees.

Id. (emphasis added).

In analyzing the commercial customer data MPW processed and provided, CDM Smith
removed 4,400 “unused” commercial REU from the total REU assigned to all commercial
customers to provide the “most accurate up-to-date data.” Ex. D, Dep. of Sheryl Smith, p. 61:14—
24; see Ex. C at MPW-09235 (“Assuming one REU is equivalent to 300 gpd average consumption,
approximately 700 commercial customers used less than their allocated REUs in 2013 and
approximately 90 customers used more than their allocated REUs in 2013. The difference between
the allocated and calculated REUs for each customer account was summed, resulting in a net of
approximately 4,400 REUs that are allocated to commercial accounts, but are ‘unused’. It is
assumed that the number of unused REUs is consistent over the past seven years. Therefore, 4,400
REUs were subtracted from the total allocated commercial REUs for the analysis . . ..”); id. at

MPW-09238 (“Of the 4,400 unused commercial water REUs, 4,300 are also allocated to MPW's

2 Ex. C at MPW-09231.
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wastewater system. Therefore, 4,300 REUs were subtracted from the total allocated wastewater
REUSs.”). Aware of how deeply the inaccuracies would skew predictions, the unused REU were
backed out of the calculations for future planning and SCDHEC permitting purposes—but MPW
never backed them out of the customers’ accounts for BFC billing purposes.*!

Instead, it capitalized on the excess as a means to increase revenue. In fiscal year 2015
MPW dramatically raised the BFC rates for water ($3.33/ REU to $6.00/REU, an 80.2% increase)
and wastewater ($8.97/REU to $12.00/REU, a 33.8% increase), all the while leaving volumetric
rates untouched.?” Fiscal year 2016 saw another substantial BFC rate increase, this time
$6.00/REU to $8.00/REU for water (a 33.3% increase) and $12.00/REU to $14.00/REU for
wastewater (a 16.7% increase), with volumetric charges, again, remaining constant. /d. These
decisions were based on the economic downturn and reflected MPW’s plan to pay a far greater
share of its expenses through static base charges rather than variable volumetric charges. See Ex.
Q, Dep. of Mark Coffin, pp. 21:12-25-22:1 (“[The increases were] a by-product of the 2008, 2009,
2010, financial downturn in the economy that was a message to all utilities including Mount
Pleasant that our rates have got to be sufficient to withstand any downturn in the economy and the

rates have to be set accordingly.”); id. at p.22:2—7 (agreeing that the purpose of the BFC increase

was to shift the weight of costs to BFC not volumetric charges).

2! The importance of accuracy in MPW’s record-keeping is of significance for its own planning
and how its needs will bear on the needs of the rest of the state. See Ex. N at RAFTELIS 002015
(“Capacity is an asset and capacity is what MPW must present to DHEC as part of its water and
wastewater use capacity management plan. Without the REU designations, MPW would have no
way of designating its capacity from DHEC that MPW is allocated on a monthly basis from our
state’s natural resources.”). It is mindboggling that MPW defends so heartily inaccuracies that do
not serve the customers or its own ability to plan for the future.

22 Ex. P, MPW Fiscal Year 2021 Budget.
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Although MPW’s desire to proactively ensure its revenue stream can withstand market flux
is commendable, it consciously exacerbated the inequities forced upon Plaintiff and the Class, who
are disproportionately strapped with more of the cost of keeping MPW afloat than they should be
based on their actual use of MPW’s water service. This practice is not only suspect under MPW’s
mandate to set reasonable rates with a rational nexus between what customers are paying relative
to what they are receiving, but it is highly at odds with MPW’s own policy of maintaining equity
in its cost recovery. Ex. B, MPW Cost Recovery Policy (2019), 7.1, p. 4 (“The Commission will
strive for equity among customer classifications and between existing and future customers when
setting rates, fees, and other charges.”). Despite MPW consistently touting policies that sound
well-meaning and justified, the unearthed realities call the equity of its practices into question.

And this imbalance of cost spreading suggests the excessive BFC paid by Plaintiff and the
Class were not used to “pay costs related to the provision of the service or program for which the
fee was paid” as required by section 6-1-300. BFC are used to finance MPW’s general operations
and maintenance, which confer benefits generalizable to all customers, yet the charges must
“benefit the payer in some manner different from the members of the general public not paying
the fee.” S.C. Code Ann. § 6-1-300. The payers of excessive BFC are garnering no more or
different benefit. They are simply paying more than their burden on the system should require.

MPW is statutorily limited to charging a “minimum and reasonable” charge for “reasonable
compensation,” and for Plaintiff and the Class to shoulder so much cost disproportionate to their
use of the service at least raises a question of fact as to the lawfulness of MPW’s methods.

iil. There is a question of fact as to whether it is reasonable for MPW to fail to
periodically adjust REU assignments

In defense of its practices, MPW has consistently stated that the option to reduce REU is

available, and the onus is on the customers to ensure they are being billed appropriately. Yet this
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characteristic of MPW’s ratemaking policy raises serious questions as to the reasonableness of the
rates charged to Plaintiff and the Class.

The statutes and case law place limits on MPW’s ratemaking authority. And no provision
in the law allows a government entity to enlarge its authority by claiming its customers should
have the burden of keeping it in check. Presumably, that is the entire reason the commissioners
were elected—because the electorate believed the interests of the consumer citizens would thereby
be safeguarded. Those interests would include compliance with the law dictating that the charges
consumers pay are minimum and reasonable. MPW’s contrary assertion that it cannot be trusted,
and customers should be on notice to visit this complex rate setting issue themselves, is troubling
and raises an issue of fact as to the lawfulness of MPW’s practice. 12 McQuillin Mun. Corp. §
35:56 (3d ed.) (“A customer is entitled to assume that a municipal utility is charging it for service
at the most favorable rate available. The city is under a legal duty to disclose to the customer the
availability of a more favorable rate.” (citing City of Commerce v. Duncan & Godfrey, Inc., 277
S.E.2d 266 (Ga. Ct. App. 1981)).

Furthermore, MPW’s suggestion that it is just too administratively burdensome to audit
and periodically adjust customers’ REU to match their actual use (“right-size”) on its own falls
flat. MPW has performed at least three comprehensive audits during the class period alone. They
are as follows:

e The first audit was contained in the 2014 CDM Smith Memorandum. This audit

confirmed, among other things, that 4,400 REU were “unused” across the
commercial customer rate base and that “700 commercial customers used less

than their allocated REUs in 2013 and approximately 90 customers used more
than their allocated REUs in 2013.”%

2 Ex. C at MPW-09235.
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e The second audit was performed by MPW in 2015.2* This audit identified
customers who “are exceeding their allocated REUs by at least 27,600 gallons
(3 REUs) three consecutive months in the past year.”?

e Finally, the third audit was performed in 2018.2
Clearly, MPW possess the technical capabilities and resources to perform routine audits of its
commercial customers’ consumption patterns relative to REU assignment. It would be easy for
MPW to simply right-size commercial customers’ accounts. For MPW to suggest otherwise or to
claim this is some unprecedented, monumental undertaking is simply disingenuous.

Other utilities that use a REU based methodology to calculate base rates, the minority
approach both in South Carolina and nationwide, acknowledge that rightsizing is an important part
of accurately and equitably billing their customers. The Brunswick-Glynn Joint Water and Sewer
Commission, which serves 30,000 accounts and 80,000 citizens in Brunswick and Glynn counties
in Georgia, set up a Customer Database Audit and Analysis Program to ensure “proper REU
assignments for each commercial customer and an audit of services to ensure that each customer
is billed properly. The database audit will also help with the sewer capacity map initiative as the
correct REU assignments will determine the existing flow needs within each sewer basin.”?” It
acknowledged that: “Completion of this initiative will improve confidence in the billing

procedures. The customers that have the greatest monthly burden should see the greatest benefit

from auditing the customer database. Commercial entities can rest assured that the bill[s] they

24 Ex. E, Mem. from Nicole Bates to Clay Duffie (August 27, 2015), MPW-08483.

25 Ex. E at MPW-08483; Ex. F at MPW(CONFIDENTIAL)-07910.

26 Ex. J at MPW-09137 (“A recent audit of commercial accounts revealed that a portion of
customers had more REUs assigned to their account than they were using in their highest quarter
of the year.”); Ex. K at MPW-0965; Ex. L at MPW-CONFIDENTIAL-07160; Ex. M at MPW-
CONFIDENTIAL-07140.

27 Ex. R, Brunswick-Glynn Joint Water and Sewer Commission Strategic Plan, p. 41.
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receive reflect an equitable contribution based upon demand.”*® The Brunswick-Glynn Joint
Water and Sewer Commission performs annual REU audits for each commercial customer and
right-sizes each account according to the prior year’s usage. Unlike MPW, it does not place this
burden on customers.

There simply is no basis in the law or in equity for MPW to skirt its duties and obligations
to charge reasonable and minimum rates.

B. The Voluntary Payment Doctrine is Inapplicable

MPW argues Plaintiff and the Class voluntarily paid their bills and therefore they are
precluded from now asserting that the billing practices are in error. There are no reported cases in
South Carolina addressing whether a government entity can assert the voluntary payment defense,
but the facts surrounding this case make this defense unavailable.

At the outset, the suggestion that the payment for water and wastewater services is a strictly
voluntary one is specious. In a case involving the City of Columbia’s billing practices for its
provision of water and wastewater services, the Supreme Court flatly rejected the “unsupported
premise that these contracts for water and sewer services are ‘freely entered into by resident and
non-resident consumers’” as the City had argued. Azar, 414 S.C. at 311, 778 S.E.2d at 316. In
that case, the Court also observed “the City’s own budget director testified in her deposition that
‘you can't live without water and sewer’ and that these services are the ‘basis of life.”” Id. at n.3.
The services Plaintiff and the Class receive from MPW are not discretionary and, therefore, not
paying their bills, even if they find them unjust and illegal, is not an option.

Furthermore, as a government entity with rate setting authority framed by legal constraints,

the burden ought not be on ratepayers to petition MPW regularly to ensure that legal rates are

28 Id. (emphasis added).
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collected. Rather, it is MPW’s legal duty to impose rates consistent with the commissioners of
public works enabling legislation and South Carolina fee jurisprudence. See Responsible Econ.
Dev. v. S.C. Dep’t of Health & Envtl. Control, 371 S.C. 547, 553, 641 S.E.2d 425, 428 (2007)
(recognizing an exception to the exhaustion of administrative remedies “when an agency has acted
outside of its authority”’). MPW failed to abide by these authorities in charging the excessive BFC
at issue in this case. Under these circumstances, it can hardly be said that payments of unlawful
rates are ever truly voluntary.

C. Plaintiff’s Claims Are Not Precluded by the Statute of Limitations, Waiver, or
Failure to Mitigate Damages

Although couching them in different terms, the gist of MPW’s affirmative defenses is
uniform—it argues that because Plaintiff and the Class knew they could lower their REU and have
not utilized the procedure to do so, they cannot complain about overpayment now. MPW sings
the constant refrain that Plaintiff’s actions are suspect, and the lawsuit should be dismissed,
because it has failed to utilize the REU reduction mechanisms laid out in MPW’s Policies 5.3.2
and 5.3.3.2 MPW’s argument, however, presupposes the reasonableness of its practices, which
Plaintiff heartily disputes. As Plaintiff has explained throughout the litigation, the lawsuit is about
the illegality of these policies, which are squirreled away on MPW’s website, and how they reveal
MPW?’s failure to comply with the statutory and judicial mandates that ground its ratemaking in
reasonableness.

i. Plaintiff’s claim is not barred by the Statute of Limitations
At the outset, Plaintiff was not aware of the REU reduction policy until it received a letter

from MPW in 2018 notifying it that it had excess REU and it could lower them to reduce cost. Ex.

29 See Ex. S, MPW Policies 5.3.2 and 5.3.3 (Last Updated Dec. 18, 2017).
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T., Dep. of Dorothy Yager, President, Snee Farm Lakes HOA, pp. 32:23-33:2 (Q: “Did you
understand that even prior to that letter, at any time Snee Farm Lakes could reduce its REU's? A:
“No. You're a public utility. I trust you. I'm a customer.”). MPW did not previously provide
Plaintiff with the relevant information to evaluate its options, so at the very least whether the statute
of limitations applies should be left to the fact-finder. Brown v. Finger, 240 S.C. 102, 113, 124
S.E.2d 781, 786 (1962) (internal citations omitted) (“The burden of establishing the bar of the
statute of limitations rests upon the one interposing it, and where the testimony is conflicting upon
the question, it becomes an issue for the jury to decide.”). As MPW’s website explains to its
customers, its “main form of communication is your monthly bill [which] provides you details
about your meter, monthly reading, due dates, special announcements and more.”*® Yet any
mention of the policies that MPW now reference is wholly absent from the bill. It is unclear how
Plaintiff should have known about these policies if MPW never to/d it about the policies. And the
public is entitled to presume that government follows the law. 12 McQuillin Mun. Corp. § 35:56
(3d ed.) (“A customer is entitled to assume that a municipal utility is charging it for service at the
most favorable rate available. The city is under a legal duty to disclose to the customer the
availability of a more favorable rate.”) (citing City of Commerce v. Duncan & Godfrey, Inc., 277
S.E.2d 266 (Ga. Ct. App. 1981)); c.f. S.C. Nat’l Bank v. Florence Sporting Goods, 241 S.C. 110,
115-16, 127 S.E.2d 199, 202 (1962) (“[P]ublic officers are presumed to have properly discharged
the duties of their offices and to have faithfully performed the duties with which they are
charged.”). Plaintiff and the Class were not put on notice of the excessive charges until the 2018

letters went out, and this case was filed shortly thereafter.

30 EX. U, MPW Billing Statement Details, also available at
https://www.mountpleasantwaterworks.com/customers/billing/billing-statement-details.
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ii. Plaintiff is not Required to Prejudice Itself by Complying with the
Practices it Alleges are Illegal

More importantly, however, is that MPW’s policies are the very problem this lawsuit seeks
to redress. As explained more fully below, the doctrines of waiver and mitigation of damages are
inapplicable to the circumstances of this case because the trouble with MPW’s policies is the lose-
lose predicament it creates for customers like Plaintiff and the Class.

One of the most striking aspects of MPW’s rate methodology is the tethering of the number
of REU purchased through impact fees (capacity assets) to the REU used to calculate BFC. As
MPW recognizes, the two expenses are distinct—impact fees are designed to cover the capital
costs of expanding infrastructure,’' and BFCs are designed to cover fixed costs. Yet, in practice,
MPW binds the two charges to the same REU calculation. Entwining the two permanently has
significant repercussions for customers, and that has guided Plaintiff’s actions. MPW’s testifying
expert witness, William Zieburtz, observed at his deposition on April 1, 2021 that in his thirty-plus
years in the utility industry, he has never heard of a utility that similarly conflates capacity and
base charge concepts, requiring surrender of the former for adjustments to the latter. He called

MPW?’s practice “unique.”?

31 Ex. N at RAFTELIS 002015 (“The impact fees are charges assessed against a new development
in order to recover the capital costs that are required to expand MPW's water and wastewater
infrastructure. The REU are the anticipated capacity a property needs on a monthly basis. MPW
calculates the impact fee based on the anticipated capacity. Meaning the impact fee takes into
account the size of the line that will be needed, the length of the line that will be needed, and
whether any upgrades to wastewater collection, transmission and pump equipment will be
necessary. Those impact fees are the capital cost of the impact on MPW's overall water and
wastewater systems.”).

32 As of this filing, the deposition transcript is unavailable. Plaintiff respectfully requests leave to
supplement the record with Mr. Zieburtz’s deposition testimony when it becomes available. Mr.
Zieburtz’s deposition was originally scheduled for March 19, 2021, but it was postponed to April
1, 2021 due to a family health emergency for Mr. Zieburtz.
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As discussed previously, when a customer pays its impact fees, it purchases and reserves
capacity in the water system in the form of a REU assignment. MPW recognizes a REU has value
and is an asset. The disconnect is that MPW forces consumers to surrender that asset in order to
pay water charges that more closely resemble the actual use and capacity needed. Not only does
the customer not receive anything in return for MPW taking back REU the customer previously
purchased, but if years later the owner wants to increase the amount of REU for whatever reason,
that owner would have to buy them again through the repayment of impact fees or otherwise

backpay the BFC as if there had never been a reduction.®

Although throughout this litigation
MPW smugly cast aspersions on Plaintiff’s decision not to engage in its REU reduction process,
it fully comprehends the unfairness of the situation in which it has placed its consumers. In an e-
mail from Mr. Bruorton to MPW’s General Manager Clay Duffie about revisions of the policy
statement regarding reinstatement of REU, Mr. Bruorton aptly questioned: “Did we not conclude
that because the customer would have already paid impact fees on the original number of REUs
that a capacity reservation fee or back payment for REUS was not equitable?”** Similarly, George
Raftelis testified at his deposition that he would not use the phrase “capacity reservation fee” in
connection with BFC. Ex. W, Dep. of George Raftelis, pp. 85:8-10 & 102:9-11 (“To me, the term
“capacity reservation fee” is not a relevant term in what we’re talking about when we’re dealing
with BFCs.”). Incredibly, he agreed the final two sentences of Policy 7.2 should be struck. /d. at

p. 103:8-17. MPW has failed to heed the recommendations of its attorney and its renowned rate

consultant on the central question implicated in this case. Today, the “capacity reservation fee”

33 Ex. S at Policy 5.3.3 (“In order to add any reduced or lapsed REUs back to the property, impact
fees or back BFCs must be paid at MPW’s current rate.”)

34 Ex. V, E-mail from James Atkinson “Chip” Bruorton, IV, Esq. MPW Outside Counsel, Rosen
Hagood, to Clay Duffie, Gen. Manager, MPW (Oct. 30, 2017), RAFTELIS 002179.
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language remains in Policy 7.2 and firmly ensconced in MPW’s policies. Now it falls to this Court
to address this inequity.

Customers are held hostage by their REU under MPW’s current system. If they reduce
them, no value is offered despite the fact it may lower the value of the property. And if they
anticipate increasing needs at any point in the future, MPW will force them to backpay charges
and undermine any savings they had sought to enjoy. Ultterly ignoring the implications of the
policies, MPW argues that the flaw of Plaintiff’s lawsuit is that it chose the rock over the hard
place while contesting the legality of MPW’s policies. Def.’s Mem. of Law in Opp’n to P1.”s Mot.
for Class Certification, at 6 & Def.’s Mem. in Response to P1.’s Opp’n to Def.’s Mot. To Dismiss,
at 3 (“Once REU’s are reduced, additional impact fees must be paid to increase the REUs or back
BFCs can be paid, whichever is less. Those impact fees are required to be paid at today’s impact
fee rate versus the impact fee rate from when the account was established, which in all likelihood
is less than today’s impact fee rate. For most commercial account holders, this is not desirable.”).
Although leaning on the idea that a customer may wish to avoid paying back BFCs or paying
impact fees at a higher rate, MPW is fully aware that the situation it unilaterally created is unfair.
See Ex. V, E-mail from Clay Duffie, Gen. Manager, MPW, to James Atkinson “Chip” Bruorton,
IV, Esq., MPW Outside Counsel, Rosen Hagood, (Oct. 30, 2017), RAFTELIS 002179. (“Yes, but
if they reduce [REU] what is the policy about adding them back? Obviously not more than they
originally paid for.” (emphasis added)).

With the reality of these circumstances in mind, the doctrines of waiver and failure to
mitigate damages are simply unavailable to MPW.

“A waiver is a voluntary and intentional abandonment or relinquishment of a known right.”

Janasik v. Fairway Oaks Villas Horizontal Prop. Regime, 307 S.C. 339, 344, 415 S.E.2d 384, 387
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(1992). “Generally, the party claiming waiver must show that the party against whom waiver is
asserted possessed, at the time, actual or constructive knowledge of his rights or of all the material
facts upon which they depended.” Id. at 344, 415 S.E.2d at 387-88. “[W]aiver require[s] a party
to have known of a right, and known that the party was abandoning that right.” Mac Papers, Inc.
v. Genesis Press, Inc., 426 S.C. 393, 404, 826 S.E.2d 874, 880 (Ct. App. 2019) (alterations in
original) (quoting Strickland v. Strickland, 375 S.C. 76, 85, 650 S.E.2d 465, 470-71 (2007)). “The
determination of whether one's actions constitute waiver is a question of fact.” King v. James, 388
S.C. 16, 30, 694 S.E.2d 35, 42 (Ct. App. 2010).

Plaintiff is stuck in the position of losing something no matter what it chooses, so it cannot
meaningfully be accused of relinquishing a right when obtaining this right (a reduction in BFC)
can only be obtained by sacrificing another right (the value of the REU obtained with its payment
of impact fees).>> It should not have to pay twice, nor should it be required to undertake the
calculation of an accurate projection of its water use. Accordingly, the doctrine of waiver is
inapplicable because Plaintiff did not abandon any right, but is instead asserting its right not to be
trapped in the scenario MPW’s policies have created.

For the same reasons, the doctrine of mitigation of damages is inapplicable. A plaintiff is

not required to mitigate damages by prejudicing its other rights. Genovese v. Bergeron, 327 S.C.

35 This unprecedented aspect of MPW’s rate structure violates South Carolina rate law as well as
the “unconstitutional conditions doctrine.” Koontz v. St. Johns River Water Mgmt. Dist., 133 S. Ct.
2586, 2594-97 (2013) (discussing the "unconstitutional conditions doctrine" and noting that
“[e]xtortionate demands” that burden the exercise of constitutional rights may give rise to a takings
claim). MPW consistently refers to REU capacity as an asset; therefore, Plaintiff and the Class
possess a property interest in same, thus implicating procedural and substantive due process
concerns. See Sunset Cay, LLC v. City of Folly Beach, 357 S.C. 414, 430, 593 S.E.2d 462, 470
(2004) (“In order to prove a denial of substantive due process, a party must show that he was
arbitrarily and capriciously deprived of a cognizable property interest rooted in state law.”).
Plaintiff already paid the impact fee necessary to offset its proportionate demand on MPW’s
infrastructure.
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567,572,490 S.E.2d 608, 611 (Ct. App. 1997). (“A party injured by the acts of another is required
to do those things a person of ordinary prudence would do under the circumstances to mitigate
damages; however, the law does not require unreasonable exertion or substantial expense for this
to be accomplished.”). Had Plaintiff reduced its REU in the manner MPW requires under its Policy
5.3.3, it would have had to lose something of value it had paid for, and the law does not require it
to incur such expense, especially when that is part of the issues contested as unlawful.

D. There is a Question of Fact as to Whether MPW breached its Contractual
Obligations

MPW does not meaningfully dispute that it has a contractual relationship with Plaintiff and
the Class, but instead complains Plaintiff has not pointed to any specific terms that have been
breached.*® However, the Amended Complaint clearly lays out the substance of the breach of
contract cause of action. Plaintiff has alleged:

35. MPW breached its contracts with Plaintiff and the plaintiff
class by, among other things, charging excessive BFC and
maintaining and expending these funds for improper purposes in
violation of South Carolina law.

36. MPW further breached its implied contractual obligations to
Plaintiff and the plaintiff class by charging excessive BFC and
maintaining and expending these funds in violation of South
Carolina law.

37.  MPW further breached its covenant of good faith and fair
dealing with Plaintiff and the plaintiff class by charging excessive
BFC and maintaining and expending these funds in violation of
South Carolina law.

38. To the extent MPW’s contracts with Plaintiff and the
plaintiff class called for the payment of excessive BFC, these
contractual provisions should be struck as unconstitutional,

3¢ To the extent MPW does argue it is not in privity with its customers, Plaintiff has attached a
representative bill to demonstrate the service agreement it has with MPW. Ex. X, Snee Farm Lakes
HOA Bill. The HOA is MPW’s customer — not the individual homeowners within the horizontal
property regime.
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violative of South Carolina law, unconscionable, and contrary to
public policy.

Am. Compl. 99 35-38.

Although MPW will suggest that the contract is one for service and Plaintiff has not
alleged an interruption in service, the requirements of a contract are not so limited. For one, a
contract is required to comply with state law. Inabinet v. Royal Exch. Assur. of London, 165 S.C.
33,  , 162 S.E. 599, 600 (1932) (“Every contract entered into in this state embodies in its terms
all applicable laws of the state just as completely as if the contract expressly so stipulated.”). This
lawsuit alleges that the contract is violative of state law governing a municipality’s billing practices
for the provision of utility services. Furthermore, it is not only state law that imposes constraints
on MPW’s contractual practices. “There exists in every contract an implied covenant of good faith
and fair dealing.” Tharpe v. G. E. Moore Co., 254 S.C. 196, 201, 174 S.E.2d 397, 399 (1970).
Plaintiff has alleged MPW has breached its implied covenants by unlawfully overbilling Plaintiff
and the Class. As discussed previously, there is significant evidence tending to prove MPW has
acted outside the bounds of its authority and failed to act in good faith in overcharging Plaintiff
and the Class.

E. The Tort Claims Act Does Not Apply to Action in Equity

MPW also argues Plaintiff’s conversion and money had and received claims must be
dismissed under the South Carolina Tort Claims Act, S.C. Code Ann. §§ 15-78-10, et seq. (the
“TCA”). However, the TCA does not apply to Plaintiff’s money had and received claim, which is
equitable in nature and pled in conjunction with its unjust enrichment claim as sides of the same
coin. Okatie River, L.L.C. v. Se. Site Prep, L.L.C.,353 S.C. 327,335,577 S.E.2d 468, 472—73 (Ct.

App. 2003) (“Once the requirements of an action for money had and received are proven, the
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equitable principles of unjust enrichment and restitution provide a remedy.”). MPW has not
argued unjust enrichment should be similarly dismissed.

Nor could it. As the TCA clarifies, it is intended as a remedy for torts. S.C. Code Ann. §
15-78-70(a) (“This chapter constitutes the exclusive remedy for any tort committed by an
employee of a governmental entity.”). The TCA specifically excludes contractual claims. S.C.
Code Ann. § 15-78-20(d). Furthermore, the specific exclusions cited by MPW are, by definition,
inapplicable. MPW references the following provisions:

The governmental entity is not liable for a /oss resulting from:

(4) adoption, enforcement, or compliance with any law or failure to

adopt or enforce any law, whether valid or invalid, including, but

not limited to, any charter, provision, ordinance, resolution, rule,

regulation, or written policies;

(5) the exercise of discretion or judgment by the governmental entity

or employee or the performance or failure to perform any act or

service which is in the discretion or judgment of the governmental

entity or employee . . ..
S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-60 (emphasis added). “Loss” is defined as “bodily injury, disease, death,
or damage to tangible property, including lost wages and economic loss to the person who suffered
the injury, disease, or death, pain and suffering, mental anguish, and any other element of actual
damages recoverable in actions for negligence, but does not include the intentional infliction of

emotional harm.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-30(f) (emphasis added). Plaintiff’s equity claims are

not premised on negligence, and therefore the loss alleged is not the type of loss excluded under
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the TCA. Given the foregoing, the TCA does not bar Plaintiff’s claim in equity for money had
and received.?’
V. CONCLUSION

MPW’s motion for summary judgment should be denied. Plaintiff has supplied the Court
with a strong evidentiary record to deny this drastic and final relief. Moreover, Plaintiff has
identified several legal authorities governing MPW’s conduct omitted from MPW’s motion. At
the very least, Plaintiff and MPW disagree how the facts ought to be applied to the applicable law.

This alone merits denial of MPW’s motion. This case deserves to be tried, and Plaintiff is ready.

Respectfully Submitted,

BY: s/Ross A. Appel
Clayton B. McCullough (SC Bar #13722)
Ross A. Appel (SC Bar #79149)
McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC
359 King St., Ste. 200
Charleston, SC 29401
Telephone: 843.937.0400
Facsimile: 843.937.0706
clay@mklawsc.com
ross@mklawsc.com

James L. Ward, Jr. (SC Bar #13453)
Ranee Saunders (SC Bar #100073)
McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LL.C
10 Shem Drive, Suite 300

Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Telephone: 843.388.7202

Facsimile: 843.388.3194
jward@mcgowanhood.com
rsaunders(@mcgowanhood.com

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFF
April 5, 2021

37 MPW originally moved to dismiss the money had and received claims on this same basis but
abandoned that argument in its reply to Plaintiff’s opposition to that motion, presumably because
Plaintiff pointed out the fallacy of that argument.
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Plaintiff’s Master Deed and By-Laws

MPW Cost Recovery Policy

Raftelis Engagement Letter and CDM Smith Memorandum
Sheryl Smith Deposition Excerpts

MPW 2015 REU Audit and Communications Plan

MPW 2015 REU Audit Customer List

BFC Refund Settlement Agreement and Associated Documents
MPW 2018 REU Audit Letter to Plaintiff

MPW Impact Fee Handbook

MPW 2018 REU Audit Communications Plan

MPW 2018 REU Audit (All Commercial Customers)

MPW 2018 REU Audit (REU Adjustment Spreadsheet)

MPW 2018 REU Audit (Oversized Accounts and REU Reductions)
E-Mails re: MPW’s BFC Position

E-Mails re: Capacity Reservation Fee Appropriateness

MPW Fiscal Year 2021 Budget

Mark Coffin Deposition Excerpts

Brunswick-Glynn Joint Water and Sewer Commission Strategic Plan
MPW Policies 5.3.2 and 5.3.3

Dorothy Yager Deposition Excerpts

MPW Website (Billing Statement Details)

E-Mails re: Capacity Reservation Fee Equity

George Raftelis Deposition Excerpts

Plaintiff Bills

Bryan Mantz Draft Opinion

Clay Duffie Deposition Excerpts
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

X R 128P6268

e St

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

MASTER DEED
FOR

SNEE FARM LAKES
A Suuth Carolina Horizonlal Properrty Regime

KNOW ALL MEN BY 'THESE PRESENTS, that this Master Beod is wade
on the date hereinafter set forth by RAC tnterpriscs, Ine., hercinafter
called "Grantor", a corporation organized and existing pursuwant to the
laws of the State of South Carolinag

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, Crantor is the owner in fee simple of real property and
buildings and improvements thereon which property is located in
Charleston County, South Carelina, which is more parvticularly described
in EXHIBIT "A" attached hereto and incorporated herein by this refercnce
(hercinafrer referrcd tu as the "property'); and

WHEREAS, Grantor desires to submit the property to the provisions
of the lorizonial Property Act, 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws,
Section 27-31-10 et seq., as amended (hercinafter sometimes referred to
as the "Act") therchy creating an expandahle Worlzontal Property Repime
known as Snee Farm Lakes; and

. b

"WHEREAS, Grantor desires te publish a plan for the indjvidual
vwnership of the several Apartment Units and the ownership of individual
interests in thar real property hereinafter defined as "Conmon Area and
Facilities™ and "Limited Commen Area and Faeflities": and

ZJ. Crantor desires to convey Lhe properly pursuvant and
i protective covenants, conditions and restrictions,
ol and charges mereinafier szL forllyg

Lo !FGRE. G av'} S kY SLMELES LT . g ihe .-
. 1,0 li;'i ¥ § W
visions. o, jorizental Phor Ay ) th‘| lw['if T
Lawg, L =31=10 er seq., an 1n‘ﬁ(3d, and hh,," JiplEnnes iis

pldn d&
condity,
the ing:

t
Haster |

.1ivislon of the property, rne 1"Ph..| ”".“l Luvenants,
Jrictfops, reservalioens,” liens anc .
.wnorship thercof. OGrantor herch; s that this
const[tnte covenants, :nndstjnr“ ,\, ;j“Frx‘riunb which
shall 1: we Land {property) and shuall hlnq ..J |hﬂ{9 to the benefit
of Crar, i successors and assipns, and all '“4 owners of any
intere :‘ i; 'PV property, their grnanLa, BUCEeNy 3?. oxerolors,
Jdmlﬂng! '

iy e

” TN cluvi».vc's or assigns, .
’ ARYYTLE 1
DEFINITLIONS
. i+ Befipftdons.  Uoless deliaed b, ., o WAless Lhe
conles, L ulhvrwiqc Lhu words defined Lo fie ) ton 3773110 of

the Ac} i 89 In this Master Decd or apy aMegpiigy I,,rc.tn shall
have Lh. i thereln provided; the fallowing | “” , ,“pn used in
this Mu,‘! fjaih 0o ony amesduent hercro, unless Fi ‘rvi-x¥ Frquires

Jthuru;" ’ .,l} havv the Folinwing mesnings:

ﬁ-. " meaps fhe Borfzoptal Properiy o, 1 South Garolinag
l li;]f

Code &, 4. . Joction 27-31-10 et seq., as amendey Ly L be further
Baende | ;;”," llﬂ? v U, T
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{(b) “Aparrment" means a part of the property intended for a
type of independent utse and is more particularly defined in Article 111,
Section 2.

(c) "Assessment”" means an owner's share of the common expenses
assessed against such owner and his Unic From time to time by the
Association In the manner hereinafter provided.

{(d} "Association" means Snce Farm Lakes Homeowner's Association,
Inc., an association of and limited to Owners of the Apartment Units
located in Snee Farm Lakes Horilzontal Property Regime in the form of o
non-profit, nos-stock membership corporacion orgainzed under the laws
of the State of South Carolina.

' {e) "Board of Directors"™ or "Board" means the Board of Directors
of the Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner's Assoclkation, Jnc., and "director™ or
"Jirectors' meuns a memher or members of the Bonrd.

(E) "Co-Owner'" means a person, firm, corporation, partnership,
association, trust or other legal entity, or any combination thereof,
who owns an Apartment Unit or any dintervest Lherein within the building.

{g) "Common Area and facilities" and "Common Elements" means and
includes all of the Condominium Property after excluding the Apartment
bnits.

(h} "Common Expcnses® means and includes (a) all expenses
incidental to the administration, maintennnce, repair and replacement

of the Common Area and Facilities and the Limited Common Area and
Facilirties, after excluding therefrom such expenses which are the respon-
sibility of a Unit Owner as sct forth in Section 2 of Article VIII hereof;
{b) expenses detecrmined by the Association to he Common Expensces and
which are lawfully assessed against Unit Owners, and (o) expenses declared
to be Common Expenses hy the Unit Ownership Act or the Condominium
Documents.

(i} "Condominiwm Documents'" means and includes the Master Deed
for Snee Farm Lakes Homeowner's Association, Inc., and the By-Laws of
said Association, and all exhibits and attachments to the foregoing, atll
as amended From time fo time.

(i)Y "Condominkum Property" ur "Property” means and includes all
the property submitted to the Herizontal Property Act by this Master Deed.

(k) "PFuture Phases" shall mean and refer to the Future develop-
ment of Snee Farm Lokes. As presently contemplated, the Grantor antici-
pates expanding the Horfzontal Property Regime through merger (See
Article LI1, Sectionl, Merger of Additional Phasesd.

(1) "General Common Elements”" and "Cenceral Comon Area and
Facilities" shall mean and iqsA2ﬂs_22nnLnll%_nll_nﬁ*zhs_ﬂggégggggi
Property Repime property after exclud Inits and th
Limited Commun Area and Pacilities and more specifically:

(1) the land on which the buildings standg
{2) the swimming pools, bridges, pool decking and lagoons;
(3} cthe foundations, wain walls, load-bearing walls, roofs,
non-reserved parking areas;
{4) all interior roads and roadways;
(5) all yards, open gpaces, gardens and grecns;
(6) the cumpartments or installations of central services
_such as power, lighet, pas, water, sewerage, refrigeration,
water pumps and’ the like;
(7) all devices or fnstullations existing for common ese; and
{(8) all other elements of the property rationally of common
use or necessary to ivs existence, upkeep and safery, as
well as. all those common elements cnumerated in Article RLE,
Section 3 ax Common Elements and not embraced within the
definition of Limited Common Avea aod Facilities.
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ARTICLE 1)

SNEE FARHM LAKES HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION

Section 1. Responsibility for Administration. The administrarion
of the Snee Farm Lokes Hovizonta) Property Repime, the maintenanrce,
repair, repiacemenl and operation of the Gencral Common Area and
Facilities and Limited Common Area and Facilities as herein provided,
and those agts required of vhe Association by the Condominium Rocuments
shall be the responsibil ity of Phe Assoeintion,  Sweh administ Ftion
shall be in siricl aceordance w : vovinion: of the Act, this Master
Deed and the By-Laws of the Association,

Sectfon 2. Agreements. The Associatlion shall be and is hereby
authorized to enter into such agreements, Including, without limitation,
management contracts, as it may deem necessary or desirable for the
administratlon und operation of the developmeni. Eoch Owner by acquiring
or bolding an interxest in any Apartment Unit theveby agrees to be boomd
by the terms and conditions of all such agreements entered into by the
Board of Divectors on hehalf of the Association. A copy of all such
agreements shall be made available at the office of the Association for
review by each Owner during normal working hours, Monday through Friday
of each week.

ARTICLE II1
PROPERTY RIGHTS

Section [, Development Plan. Grantor shall construct or cause
tu he vonstruected on the property during Phase T residential buildings
containing & total of thirty-two (32) Apartment Units. Each of the buildings
shall he constructed substantially in accordance with Lhe Unit Plons,
Master. Plan,and Surveys, all of which are contained in EXHIBIT “C"
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, and show the
buildings, aumber and identity of Units and the materials of which the
Units arc to be constructed. 'The Granltor expressly reserves the cight,
during the course of vonstruction, to revisce, wndify or change In whole or
in part any of such Apartment Units; provided, however, (i) Granter shall’
adhere to the pgeneral scheme of development as set forth in Egﬂiggz_:f"
attached heretuv and made a part hereof and (ii) Grartor shall not make
any suech alterations te any Apartment Unit sold or under a valid sales
contract without having first obtained the express written consent of
the Ouwner thercof. Any such change or modification shall not alter the
Perventage Interest set forth fn EXHIBIT "C" without the upanimous con—
sent (L00%) of the Unit Qwnors expressed in an amendmont hereto duly
recorded. Some Ynits may be conveyed and occupied prior to the completion
of other Units. In fFurther accordance with the applicable provisions of
the Act, Crantor hereby indicates an intenl to expand rhis Regime by
annexing that property te be known as Phases T1 rhroogh XIV and contalined
within EXHIBIT "D" in accordance with the optiong sgl Forth hereinbelow,

In the fatere, but no later than the times specified in Article 313,
Grantor may werge additional phases (See EXHIBIT "D"). The maximum number
of units in EhasE;:II:IEEEE}E‘XIV‘WOu{p;Eb_nG miste than one hundred sixteen
{116y addlt;nndl_unilz4 Owners of Apartment Units within sueh additional
ﬁ?ﬁﬁ??%y shail bear their proportionate share of the Common Expenses pay-
able by existing Co-Owners, and the Pevcentage Tnterest of existing Owners
in the Common Area and Facilities shall change in direct proportion ta the
percentage Lhat the value of the additional property bears to the sum of

" the value of the property hereby subject to Lhe aparcment ownership and

value of the additional property as ser forth in EXHIBIT "C"., Owners of

such merged property shall assume all rights and obligal ions as the original
owners in Phase I have herednder.

1. 1The property suvbjected to this Master Deed is more particu—
larly shown and detineated on the land survey and plot plan entitled
Phase [ in EXHIBLT "A" and the building plans attachued hereto as EXHIBIT
et said Exhibits being incorporated herein by rveference. The Phose I
improvements wiklh include apartment buildings coataining thirty-two (32)
apartments and adjocent roadways and pacrking areas, a lagoon and swimming
pool. Together with this Master Deed, said EXHIBIT “C¥ constitutes a
graphic description of all apartments, incloding theit fdentiEicarion
numbers, locations, areas and dimensions, and all common elements (general

and Jlimited), their relative locations and approximate dimensions.,
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2. Crantor further plans, in its sole discrelion, to cxpand this
Regime by adding up to one hundred sixteen (116) additionmal apartments
spread over an additionzl thirvteen (13) phases, with their respective
common elemenis, to be known as Phases 11 through XIV and contained wilhin
EEHIBIZ_:P: attached hereto. A legal description is also set out in said
EXHTBIT "D". .

3. CGrontor hereby rescrves unto itsell rhe option, to be exercised
in its sole discretion, to

(a) expand this Regime by submitting Phases 1I through XIV pro-
perty to be included within the description of land shown in EXHIBIT "B
or

{b) ©olloew this Regime to continue as is without any further
expansion.

4. 1n the event Grantor elecis to procecd to enlarge this Regime
by adding Phase II, the Grantor shall execute an amendment or amendments
to this Master Deed which shall be filed for record in the R.M.C. Office
for Charleston County, South Carolina, not later than two (2) vears from
the date herecf. Any such amendment or amendments shall fully describe
the property being added to this Regime and submit such property to all
of the provisions- of this Master Deed and exhibits attached heveto, as
amended, Such amendment or amendments expanding this Regime, as afore-
said, may be¢ accomplished unilaterally by Grantor without the approval or
consenl of any co-vwner, or mortpagee of any co-awner, of the Regime as
constitutedd at the time of such amendment. Upon the exercise of any such
option to vxpand, as aforesaid, the provisions of this Master Deed shall
then be understovod and construed as embracing Phase 1 preperty and such
property ss may be described in such amendment, topgether with all improve-
ments constructed thereon.

5. In the event Grantor elects to proceed tu enlarge this Regime
by adding Phase 111, the Grantor shall execute an amendment or amendments
to this Master Deed which shall be filed for record in the R.M.C. Oflice
for Charleston County, South Carolina, not later than three (3} years from
the date hereof. Any such amendment or amendments shall fully describe
the property being added to this Regime and submit such property to aill
of the provisions of this Master Deed and exhibits attached hereof, au
amended. Such amendiment or amendments expanding this Regime, as aloresaid,
may be accomplished unilaterally by Grantor without the approval or con-
sent ¢f any co-owner, or mortgagee of any co-owner, of the Regine as
constituted at the time of .such amendment. Upon the exercise of any such
option to expand, as aforesaid, the provisions of this Master Deed shall
then be understood and construed as embracing Phase I property and such
property as may be described in such amendment, together with all improve-
ments constructed thereon. -

*

6. In the event Grantor elects Lo proceed to enlarge this Regime
by adding Phase IV, the Grantor shall exccute an amendment or amendments
to this Master Deed which shall be filed for record in the R.M.C. Office
for Charleston County, South Carolina, not Mater than four (4) years from
the date hereof. Any such amendment or smendments shall fully describe
the property being added to this Repime and subinit such property to all
of the provisions of this Master Deed and exhibits attached hereto,. as
amended. Such amendment or amendments expanding this Regime, as afore-
said, may be accomplished unilaterally by Grantor without the approval
or consent of any co-owner, or mortgagee of any co-owner, of the Regime
as constituted at the time of such amendmenkt. Upon the exercise of any
such option to expand, as aforesaid, the provisions of this Master Deed
shall then be understood and construed as embracing Phase I property and
such property as may be described in such amendment, tepgether with all
improvements constructed thereon.

7. In the event Grantor elects to proceed Lo enlarge this Regime
by adding Phase V, the Grantor shull execute an amendment or amendments
to this Master Deed which shall be filed for recerd in the R.M.C. OffFice
for Charleston County, $South Careolina, not later than five (5) years from
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the date hercof. Any such amendment or amendments shall fully describe
the property being added to this Regime and submit such property to all
of the provisions of this Master Deed and exhibits attached hereof, as
amended.  Such amendment or amendments expanding this Regime, as afore—
said, may be accomplished uwnilaterally by Grantve withour the approval
or consent of any ¢o-owner, or mortgagee of any co-ouner, of the Regime
as constituted at the time of such amendment. Upon the exercise of any
such option to cxpand, as aforesaid, the provisions of this Master Deed
shall then be understood and construed as embracing Phase 1 property and
such property as may be described in such amendment, together with all
improvements constructed thereon.

8. In the event Grantor elects tw procced (o enlarge this Repgime
by adding Phases VI through RIV, the Grantor shall execute an amendment
or amendments to this Master Deed which shall be filed for record in the
R.M.C. Office for Charleston County, South Carolina, notr later than six
(6) years from the date hereof. Any such amendment or amendments shall
fully describe the preperty being added to this Regime and submit such
property to a3ll of the provisions of this Master Decd and exhibits
attached hereof, as amended. Such amendment or amendments expanding
this Regime, as afeoresaid, may be accomplished wnilaterally by Grantor
without the approval or consent ¢f any co-owner, or mortgagee of any
co-uwner, of the Regime as constituted at the time of such ameéndment.
Upon the cxercise of any such option to expand, as aforesaid, the pro-
visions of this Master Deed shall then be understood and construed as
embracing Phase I property and such property as may be described in such
amendment, together with all improvements constructed thereon.

Should the cxpansion options not be exercised within the term
specified, it shall im all respects expire and be of no further force
and effect. In such event, the Grantor shall not be obligated ro impose
on the Phase 11 through XIV property any covenants, conditions or restric-
tions the same or similar to those contained hevein; and in such event,
all cu-owners in Phase I waive any right Lhey may have in or to that
property shown as Phase IT through XIV in TXHIBIT "Q:.

Section 2, Units. Each Unit, together with its Percentage
Interest in the General Common Area and Facilities aud the Limited Common
Area and PFacilivies, shall for all purposes,constiltute a separate parcel
of real property which, subject to the provisions of this Master Deed,
‘may be owned in fee simple and which may be conveyed, transferred, lcased
and encumbered in the same manner as any other real property. Each Quner,
subject to the previsions of the Acl and this Master Deed, shall be
entitled to the exclusive ownership and possession of his Unig,

The Grantour, in order to implement condominium ouwnership of the
above-described premises, covenants and aprees to, and hereby does,
" subdivide the above-described Phase I property Gertical]y and horizontally
into the followinpg Freehold Estate:

(a) Thirvy-two {32) separate parsels of property, being the thirty-
two (32) apartments, together with the shares in the general and limited
common elements appurtenant to each apartment, hereinbefore and herein-
after more particolasrly described, and as shown graphically in EXHIBITS
A" AND MC", attached hereto. Said Exbibivs delineate the dimensions of
each apartment at Eloor level, the elevation of all floors and ceilings,
the location and dimension of the perimeter walls, and the locations,
dimensions and area of each apartment with reference to established peo-

graphical points. Each of the said apartments consisting of: -

(1) the volumes or-cubigles of space enclosed by the unfinished
interior surfaces of perimeter walls and the unfinished surfaces of
interior walls, ceilings and Eloors of the apartment, and by any vents,
chimneys, doors, windows and such other structural elements that are
ordinarily reparded as enclosures of space; and

(2) all ‘interior dividing walls and partitions (including the
space occupled by such walls or partitions) excepting, however, load

3]
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bearing w2lls and those interier walls and partitions c¢nclosing the
common pipe chases and other common facilities; and

{(3) the decorated interior surfaces of perimeter walls and the
decorated surfaces of interior walls (including load-benring walls,
chimneys awd walls enclusing the common pipe chases), floors and ceilings,
consisting of , as the case may be, wallpaper, paint, plaster, carpeting,
tiles and any and all other Finishing materials affixed or installed as
a part of the physical structure of the apartment; and

(4) all fixrures, appliances, mechanical systems and equipmenc
installed in said apsrtment which-are intended for the sole and exclusive
use of Lhe apartment. No pipes, wires, conduits or other public utility
lipes or installatiens constituting a pavet of the overall systems desig-
nated for the service of any other apartment, nor any of the structural
members or portions of the apartment building, nor asy other property of
any kind, including fixtores and appillances withip the apartment, which
are_not removable without jecpardizing the soundness, safely or useful-
ness of the remainder of the building, shall be deemed to be a part of
any individual apartment, The word YApartment" when used throughout this
instrument shall be deemed to refer to each of the aforesaid apartmwents
as herein described, and shall have the same meaning as set forth in the
Act.

Section 3. Common Area and Facilities.

{a) Percentage Interest. The Unit Owners shall own the General
Common Arcn and Facllitics and Limited Common Avea and Facilities as
tenants in common,with each Unit having appurtenant theraeto the Percentage
Interest in said Ceneral Common Area and Facilities and Limited Common
Area und Facilities as scot forth in the Master Plan contained in EXUIBIT
"¢" atrached hereto; provided, however, the use of the Limited Common
Area and Facilivies shall be restricted as ser forth in Section 3{f) of
this Article I1I. The Percentape Interest appurtenant to each Unit has
been determined by dividing the stated fair market value of such Unit as
of the effective date of the Master Deed by the agpregate stated fair
matket value of all of the Units as of said dare. The stated Percentage
#"“Interest is permanent in character and camnmet be altered withowt (1) the
consent of all (100Z) of the Unit Owners oexpressed in an amendment to the
) Master Deed duly recorded in the R.M.C. Office for Charleston County, or
'? (2) unless revised by merper (see Artiele III, Sectionl). The stated
values for each condominium unit are correct as of the date of this instru-
\ﬂgent - actual sales prices at later Jates may vary; hawever, the stated
ercentage Interest in common areas will not chounge,

(b) Common Elements. A description of the common elements of the
Regime (including both the general common elements and the limited common
elements) as defined heredin and in the Act .is as follows:

+

{1} The parcel of land described and shown ax Phase 1 in
EXHIBIT "A" attached hereto; and :

(2) Thosec portions of the apartmemt buildings nut otherwise here-
in defined ag being embraced within the individuwal apartments, including
but not iimited to,balconies, the foundation, roofs, flovrs, ceilings,
perimeter walls of apartments, leoad-bearing interlor walls and partitions,
walls enclosing common pipe chases and ether common facilities, slabs,
lobbies, corriders, laundry, trash, service and storage rooms, meter and
machinery rooms, recreation areas, stairways; entrance and exit or commuu-
ication ways, patios, pipes, wires, conduits, chimneys, air ducts and
public utitity lines, including the space actually occupied by the above,
all as more particwlarly shown in EXHIBIT "B" attached hereto; and

(3} Aall improvements to the premises constructed or to be con-
structed, such as utilities, roadways, walkways, plants, trees, shrubbery,
yards, lawns, gardens, swinming pools, parking spaces, cte., located on
said parcel of land; ond -

(4)  All other elements of the buildings not included within the
aforesaid parcel of Yand, rationally of common use or necessary to their
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existence, upkeep and safery and, in general, all eother devices or
installations existing for common use; and

{3} All other property of the Repime, whether lund, building,
improvements, personal property, or otherwise, except such as is included
in the apartments as more particularly described in Article IT1, Section 2
herein; and

(6) All assuts of Snee Favm Lakes Bomeowner's Association, Inc.
(a nop-proft corporation organized for the purpnse of carrying out the
powers, duties, and obligations of the "Council and Co-Owners' as defined
in the Act): and

(7) Easements through opartments For conduits, duces, plumbing
chimneys, wiring and other facilities for the furnishing of wrility
services to apartments and the general common elements; and

FI

(8) An casement of support in every portion of an uspartment which
contributes to the support of the building; and

(9) Easements through the apartments and general common elements
{or mainrgnance, repair and replauement of the apartments and general
commeny elements; and

(10) Iostallacions for the furnishing of utility services to more
than one apartment or the general common elements or te an apartment other
than the one containing the installation, which installation shall inelwde
conduits, ducts, plumbing, chimneys, wiring and other facilities For the
rendering of such services.

(¢} Inseparability of Pércentage Interests. The Percentage
Interest in the General Common Area and Facilitiex and the Limited Common
Area and Facilities cannot be separated [yvom the Unit to which it apper-
tains and shall) be automatically conveyed or encumbered with the Unit
even though such interest is not expressly. mentinned or described in the
deed or other instrument.

(d) No Partition. The General Common Area and Facilities and
Limited Common Aven and Faciliries shall remain undivided and no right
te partition the same or any part thereof shall exist except as provided
in the Horizontal Property Act, the By-Laws, and this Master Deed.

(e} Use of Guneral Common Area and Facilities. The Unit Owners
may_use the Ceneral Common Area and Facilities in accordance with the
purposes ch they are intended without hindering vhe cxercise of
or encroaching upon the rights of otber. Unit Ouners. The Board of
Birectors shall, if any question arjises, determine the purpose for which
a part of the Cencral Common Area and Facilities is intended to be used.
The Board shall have the right to promulgate rules and repulatinns limitin
the use of the General Common Area and Facilities to Unit owncrs and their
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guebca as well ax to provide for the exclusive wse of a part of the
General Common Area and Facilities by n ynit Owner and his phesis For..
special occasions which exclusive USE may. pe conditioned, among other

things, upon the payment of a fee. Any Owner may delepate, in accordance
with the provisions of this Master Deed and the By-Laws, his right to use

the General Common Area and Facilities to t immediate members of his
familx, to a limited number of guests, or tel\his Tenants who reside in
his Apartment Unit j e e

{f)} Limited Common Area and Faecilities. Portions of the common
elements are hereby set aslde and reserved for the restricted and. exclu-
aive use of certain Aparkmepts o the exclusion of the other Apartmunts,

such portions shall be known and refcerred Lo hercin as iimited common
elements. The limited common elements restricted to the use of certain
Apartments are those poriions of any walls which are deemed to be common
elements and which are within the individual Apartments, any roof which

covers only one Apartment, the stairs, balconies, porches, patios, and
entrance decks as shown graphicully ie EXRIBIT "C". Ounership of each

228

9



— MR 128P6268

Apartment Unit shall entirle the Owner or Owners thereof to the exclusive
use of the Limited Common Area and Facilities adjacent and appurtenant to
such Unit and so designated in EXHIBIT "C'; which exclusive use may be
delegated by such Ouner to the immediate members of his family, to his
guests, or to his tenants who reside in his Apartment Unit. Owners may
place plants, Fuyniture, grills and other similar items within the
LUimited Common Ares and Facilities adjacent and appurtenant to their
Unit, provided, howéver, that such plants andfor personal property shall
remain near and propevly maintained.

Section 4. Conveyance by Warranty Peed. A3l conveyances of ritle
of any Apartment Unit shall be by general warranty deed.

ARTICLE 1V
ASSESSMENTS

Section 1. Creation of Lien and Personad Obligation For Assessments,
Each Apartment Unit is and shall be subject to a lien and permanent charge
in favor of the Association for the annual and special Assessments set
forth in Section 2 and 3 of this Article IV. Each Assessment together
with interest thervon and cost of collection thereof as hereinafter provided
shall be a permanent charge and continving lien upon the Apartment Unit
againgt which it relates, and shall also be the joint and several personal
obligation of each Owner of such Apartment Unit at the time Assessment comus
due and upon such Owner's successor in title if uwanpaid on the date of the
conveyauce of such unit, and each and every Ouner by acquiring or holding
an interest in any Apartment Unit thereby covenants to pay such amount ro
the Assoclation vhen the same shall becowe due. The purchaser of an
Apartment Unit ac a judicial ox foreclosure sale shall be liable only for

the Assessments coming due after the date of such sale.
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Section 2. Annual Assessments. No later than December ) of each

calendar year, the Board of Directors shall set the annual Assessments hy

! estimating the Common Expenses to be incurred during the immediately suc-
ceeding ralendar year and shall prorate such Common Expenscs among the
Owners of the Apartment Units in accordance with the Perventage InLarcst
appurtenant to such Apartment Units, and shall give written notice to
each Unit Owner of the annual Assessment fixed against his Unit for such
immediately succeeding calendar year. The annunl Assessments levied by
the Association shall he collected by the Treasurer as provided in Secction 4
of this Article IV,

The annual Assessments shall include a rescrve Lor-the replacment
of capital improvements but shall not be used to pay the following:

. £{a) Casualty insurance of individual Ouyners on their possessions
within the Units apd liability insurance of such owners insuring them-
selves and their fomilies individually, which shall be the sole responsi-
bility of such Ouners;

79.200TdO8T0¢#3SVO - SY3'1d NONINOD - NOLSTTIHVHO

(h) Telephone or electrical utilivy charges for cach Unit,which
shall alsc be the sole responsibility of the Ouners of such Units.
Grantor anticipates that ad valorem taxes and other governmental
assessments, if any, vpon the property will be assessed by the taxing
authority upon the Unit Owners, and that each assessment will include the
H assessed value of the Apartment Unit and of the undivided interest of the
Unit Owner in the Common Area and Facilities and Limited Common Area and
Facilivies. Any such toxes and governmental assessments upon Lhe property
which are not so assessced shall be included in the Assoclarvion's budget
as a recurring expense and shall be paid by the Association 2s a Common
Expense. Each Unit Owner is responsible For making his owm return of
taxes and such return shall include such Ouwner's undivided interest in
, the Common Area and Facilities and Limited Common Area and Facilities as
~ ‘ weh undivided interest is determined by law For purposes of returning
~s. 1If no pruvision is made by law or the taxing authoritices fox the
- sipation of an Owner's share of the undivided interest in the Common
' Paeilitjoes and Limited Common Area and Facilities, each Owner

Bt
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shall return that percentage of the undivided interest in the Common Area
and Facilities and Limited Common Area and Facilities attributable to
his Unit under EXUIBTT "C",

Section 3, Special Assessments. In addition to the annual Assess-
ments, the Association may levy, in any calendar year, special Assessments
for the puvpose of supplementing the annual Assessments, if the same ave
inadequate to pay the Common Expenses, and of defraying, in whole or in
part, the cost of any construction or reconstruction, repair or replace-
ment of the Limired Common Area a2nd Facilities, the Common Area and
Facilities, including the necessary fixtures and personal property related
thereto; provided, however, that any such special Assessment shall have
the assent .of two~thirds of the votes represented, in person or by proxy,
at a meeting at which a quorum is present, duly ralled for the express
purpose of approving such expenditure, written notice of which shall be
sent to all Owners not legss than ten (10) days nor more than sixty (60)
days in advance of the meeting, which notice shall set forth the purpose
of the meeting. Special Assessments shall be fixed against the Units
according to their Percentage Interests; the perind of the Assessment and
manner of paymeat shall be determined by the Board.

Section 4, Date of Commencement of Annual Assessment; Due Dates.
Although the annual Assessment is calculated on a calendar year basis,
each Owner of an Apartment Unit shall be obligated to pay te the Treasurer
! of the Association such Assessment in equal monthly installments on or
before the first day of. each month during such calendar year.

The Assessments provided for in this Article IV shall, as to each
Apartment Unit, commence upon the conveyance thereof (the commencement
date). The Grantor shall, for all unconveyed Units in any particular
phase, commence payments on same the first month follewing conveyance of
anyUnit in such phase. The first payment of the Assessment for each such
Unit shall be an amount equal to three monthly payments for the fiscal
year in progress on such commencement date, the purpose of which shall be
to assist in the establishing of a working capital account.

The Association shall, upon demand at any time, furnish to any
Aparement Owner liable for any such Assessment a certificate in writing
signed by an officer of the Association, setting forth whether the same
has been paid. A rveansonable charge, as determined by the Board, may be
made for the issuance of such certificates, Such certificate shall be
conclusive evidence of payment of any assessment therein stated to have
been paid.

Section 5. Effect of Non-Payment of Assessment; the Personal

Obligation of the Owner; the Lien, Remedies of Grantor. 1f an Assess-
' ment is not paid on the dare when due, as hereinabove provided, then such
Assessment, together with such interest thereon and any cost of collection
thereof as hereafter provided, shall be a charge®and continuing lien on
the Unit to which it relates, and shall bind such property in hands of
the Apartment Owner, his heirs, legal representatives, successors, and
assigns. The personal obligation of the Khen Apartment Owner to pay such
Assessment, however, shall remain his personal obligation and if his suc-
cessor in, title assumes his personal obligation, such prior Apartment
Owner and his successor in title who assumes such liabiliries shall be
jointly and severally liable with respect thereto, notwithstanding
any agreement between such prior Apartment Owner and his successor In
title.
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Any such Assessment inot palid by the 10th of the month within 5? €70
whichrguéhZAsséssment 1s due shall bear interest from such date (the [a it /}5 ¥
. "3blinquency date"”) at the maximum legal rate allowable under South 5
Rfad i Carclina law. The Association may bring legal action apgainst the ,//J
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.

Apartment Owner personally . obligated to pay the same or foreclose
ies lien against the Aparcment Unit to which it relates or pursuc
either such course at the same time or successively. In any such
event, the Association shall also be entitled tn recover attorpeys'
fees actually incurred but not exceeding fifteen percent (15%) of
the amount of the delinquent Assessment and all other costs of
cellection. Each Apartment Owner, by his acceplance of a deed or
other conveyance to an Apartment Unit, vests in the Association or
its agent the right and power to bring all actions against him
personally for the collection of such charges as a debt and to fore-
close the aforesaid lien in any appropriate pruceeding at law or in
equity. The Association shall have the power to bid in the Unit at
any foreclosure sale and to require, hold, lease, mortgage and con-
vey the same. No Apartment Owner may be rclieved from liabilicy
from the Assessments provided for herein by abandonment of his
Apartment Unit or otherwise,

_ Sectien 6. Subordination of the Charges and Liens to
Mertgages.

(a) The lien and permanent charge for the annual and
special Assessments (together with interest thereon, attorney fees
and any cost of cullection) authorized herein with respect to any
Unit is hereby made subordinate to the iien of any morigagee or his
assigns placed on such Apartment Unit.

{b) Such subordination is merely a subordination and shall
not relieve the Apartmant Owner of the mortgaged property of his
personal obligation te pay all Assessments coming due at a time when
he 1s the Apariment Owner, shall nor relieve such property from the
lien and permanent charge provided for herein (except as to the ex-
tent of subordinated lien and permanent charpe is extinguished as a
result of such subordination or agoinst o mortpapgee or such mortgaguees,
assignee or transferee by foreclosure or by sale or transfer in any
proceeding in lleuw of foreclosure); and ne sale or transfer of such
property to the mortgagec or to any other person pursuant to a fore-
closure sale or pursuant to any other proceeding in licu of fareclosure
shall relieve any existing or previous Apartment Owner of such pro-
perty of any personal oblipation or relieve subsequent Apartment
Owners from Ifability for any Assessment coming due after such sale
or transfer.

(e¢) MNotwithstanding the foreclosurQ, the Association may
in wricing, at any time, whether before or after any mortgage or
mortgages are placed on such property, waive, relinquish or quit-
claim, in whole or in part, the right of the Association to Assess—
ments previded for hereunder with vrespect to such property coming
due during the period while such property is or may be held by
mortgagee or morigagees pursuant to said sale or transfer,

Sectior 7. Exempt Property. No Unit and its appurtenant
Percentage Interest shall be exempt from sald Assessments,

il
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ARTICLE V

INSURANCE AND CASUALTY LOSSES

Section 1. Insurance. The Board of Directors or its authorized
agent shall obtaih insurance for all of the improvements on the property
(excepting the personal property of the Apartment Owners, their guests
and lessecs and all improvements and betterments made by such Owners
at their expense) against loss or damage by fire or other hazards,
including extended coverage, vandalism and malicious mischief, in an
amount sufficient to cover the full cost of any repair, reconstruction
or replacement iIn the event of damage or destruction from any such
hazard and shall also obtain a public liabilicty policy covering the
General Common -Area and Facilities, Limited Common Area and Facilities
and all damage or injury caused by the negligence of the Association or
any of its agents, which public liability policy shall be in the minimum
amount of One Million ($1,000,000) Dollars. Premiums for all such insur-
ance shall be Common Expenses and paid by the Association. All such
insurance coverage obtained by the Board of Directors shall be written in
the name of the Association for the Owners of the Units in same percent-
age as the Percentage Interest appurtenant to their Units. Such insur-
ance policies shall comply with the provisions hereinafter set forth:

{a) All policies shall be written with a company licensed to do
business in the State of South Carolina and holding a rating of "AAA"
or better by Best's Insurance Reports.

{h) All polices shal) be for the benefit of the Unit Owners and
their mortgagees as their interests may appear.

(c¢) Provision shall be made for the issuance of a certificate of
insurance to each Owner and his mortgagee, if any, which shall specify
the proportionate amount of such insurance attributable to the-particular
Ouner's Unit.

{d) The original of all policies and endorsements thereto shall
be depvosited with the Association or the Trustee, which shall hold them
subject to the provisions of Section 2 of .this Article V.

{e) Exclusive authority to adjust losses under policies hereafter
in force on the property shall be vested in the Board of Directors or its
duly authorized agent; provided, however, that no mortgagee having an

interest in such losses may be prohibited from participating in the settle-

ment negotiations related thereto.

(£} In no event shall any recovery or payment under the insurance
coverage ohtained and maiotained by the Board pf Directors heveunder be
affected or diminished by insurance purchased by individual owners or
their mortgagees.

{g) Each Owner may obtain-additional insurance at his own expense;
provided, however, that no Owner shall be entitled to exercise his right
to maintein insurance coverage in such a way as to decrease the amount
which the Board of Directors, on behalf of all of the Ouwners and their
mortgagees, may realize under any Insurance policy which the Board of
Directors may have in force on the property at any particular time,

(h) Any Ouner who obtains an individual insurance policy covering
any portion of the property, other than on perscnal property belonging
te such Owner and on improvements and betterments made by such an Owner
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at his expense, shall file a copy of such policy with the Board of Directors

within 30 days after purchase of such insurance,
(i)} Each Owner at his own expense may obtain on his Unit or the
contents thereof title insurance, homeowner's liability insurance, theft

and other insurance covering improvements, betterments and personal pro-
perty damage and loss.
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- and the Owners and their respective servants, agents and guests; (2) a

4R 128pP6268

(3} The Board of Directors shall conduct an annual insurance
teview for the purpuses of determining the full insurable value of the
entire property including all dwellings, the Limited Common Area and
Facilities and the General Common Area and Facilities, without respect
to depreciation, of all improvements on the property (with the exception
of improvements and betterments made by the respective Owners at their
expense) by one or more qualified persons.

(k) The Board of Directors or its duly authorized agent shall
make reasonable efforts to secure insurance policies that will provide
for the following: (1) a waiver of subrogation by the insurer as to
any claims.against the Board of Directors, its duly authorized agents

walver of insurer’'s right te repair or reconstruct instead of paying

cash; (3) a waiver of insurer's right to cancel, invalidate or suspend
the pelicy onm account of the acts of fewer than five Owners or the conduct
of  any director, officer or employee of the Association or irs duly author-
ized agent without a prior demand in writing delivered to the Association
to cure the defect and the allowance of a reasonable time thereafter with-
in which the defect may be cured by the Association, its agent, any Owner
or mortgagee; and {(4) that any "other insurance"” ¢lause in the master
policy or policies exclude individual owners' policies from consideration.

(1) Each Owner shall be required to notify the Board of Directors
of all improvements made by such Owner to his Unit, the value of which
is in excess of Three Thousand Dollars ($3,000).

Section 2. No Partition. There shall he no judicial partition
of the property or any part thereof, and Crantor and every person acquiring
any intcrest in the property or any part thereof shall acquire the same
subject to this Master Deed and shall be deemed to have waived any right
to seek any such judicial partition until the happening ¢f the conditions
set forth in Section 4 of this Article V in the case of damage or destruc-
tion or until the property has been removed from the provision of the Act
as provided for in this Master Deed.
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Section 3. Trustee.

{a) All insurance policies purchased by and in the name of the
Association by the Board of Directors shall provide that proceeds covering
property losses shall be paid to the Asseciation andfor Trustee. Immediatel
upon the receipt by the Association of such proceeds, the Associntion shall
endorse the instrument by means of which such proceeds are paid and deliver
such Instrument to Trustee, The Trustee shall not be liable for payment
of premiums, for the renewal or the sufficiency of the policies or for
the failure to collect any insurance proceeds, nor shall the Trustee have
any obligarion to inspect the property to determine whether a loss has been
sustained or to file any claim or claims againgt any Insurer or amy other
person. Said Trustce may or may not be appointeg by the Snee Farm Lakes
Homeowner's Association, Inc. If appointed, among other things, the duty
of Trustiee shall be to receive proceeds delivered to it and to hold such
proceeds| in trust for the benefit of the Owners and their mortgagees for
the purppses of reconstruction, repair and replacement or distribution,
as the case may be. An undivided share of such proceeds on account of
damage or destruction to the General Common Arca and Facilities and Limited
Common Area and Facilities shall be allocated and assigned for the Owners
in accordance with the Percentage Interest appurtenant to their Units.
Proceelds on account of damage or destrucrion to Units shall be allocated
and assigned for the Owners of the damaged or destroyed Units in proportinn
to the cost of repairing or reconstructing the damage or destruction suffered
by each such Owner. In the event that a mortgagee endorsement has been
igsued as to any particular Unit, the share of such Unit Owner shall be
held in trust for such Owner and hismortgagee as their Interests may appear.

79.200TdO8T0¢#3AS¥O - SVI1d N

(b)Y Proceeds of insurance policies received by the Trustee shall
be disbursed as fellows: .

(i) 1I1f the damage or destruction for which the proceeds are paid
is to be repaired or recenstructed, the proceeds, or such portion thereof
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as may be required for such purpose, shall be disbursed in payment for
such repairs or reconstruction as hereinafter provided. Any proceeds
remaining after defraying such costs shall be paid to the Association
for the benefit of all Owners.

(ii) If it is decermined, as provided in Section 4 of this
Article V, that the damage or destruction for which the proceeds are
paid shall not be repaired or reconstructed, such proceeds shall be
disbursed to such persons as therein provided.

(1ii} Any and all disbursements of funds by the Trustee for any
purpose whatsoever shall be made pursuant to and in accordance with a
certificate of the Association signed by the President or Vice President
and attested by the Secretary or Assistant Secretary directing the
Trustee to make the disbursements.

If rhe damage or destruction is to the General Common Avea and
Facilities and/or to the Limited Common Area and Facilities, and is
to be repaired or reconstructed, said certificate shall also be signed
by or on behalf of the mortgagee known by the Trustee to have the largest
interest in or lien upon such General Common Area and Facilities andfor
Limited Common Area and Facilities. If the damage or destruction is to
one or more Units and i{s to be repaired or recomstructed, said certifi-
cate shall also be signed by or on behalf of the mortgagee or mortgagees,
if any, known by the Trustee to have an interest in or lien upon such
bnit or Units. The Trustee shall not incur liability to any Ouner,
mortgagee or other person for any disbursements made by it pursuant to
and in accordance with any such certificates or written authorizations.

Section 4. Damage and Destruction.

{a) Immediately after all or any part of the property covered by
insurance written in the name of the Association is damaged or destroyed
by fire or other casualty, the Board of Directors or its duly authorized
agent shall proceed with rthe filing and adjustment of all claims arising
under such insurance and obtain reliable and detailed estimates of the
cost of repair or reconstruction of the damaged or destroyed property.
Repair or reconstruction, as used in this paragraph means repairing or
restoring the property to substantially the same condition in which it
existed prior to the fire or other casuvalty,wirh each Unit, the General
Common Area and Facilities and the Limited Common Area and Facilicies
having the same vertical and horizontal boundaries as before.

(b) Any such damage or destruction to an Apartment Unit which
does not render such Unit untenantable shall be repaired unless all the
Owners unanimously agree in writing not to repair, recenstruct or re-
build the property in accordance with provisions of the Act. Any such
damage or destruction which renders any Apartmeqt Unit untenantable or
uninhabitable, or any such damage .or destruction to the General Common
Area and Facilities and Limited Common Area and Facilities, shall be
repaired and reconstructed unless at least 75 percent (75%) of the total
vote of the Association, evidenced by a written agreement, within 60 days
after the casualty vote not to repair or reconstruct. If for any reason
the amount of the insurance proceeds to be paid as a result of such damage
or destruction or reliable and detailed estimates of the cost of repair
or reconstruction are not made available to the Association within said
period of 60 days after the casualty, then such pericd shall be extended
until such information shall be made available to the Association; pro-
vided, however, -that said extension of time shall not exceed 90 days.

Noe mortgagee shall have any right ro participate in the determination as
to vhether the damage or destruction shall be repaired or reconstructed.

{c) 1n the event that it is determined by the Association in
the manner prescribed above that the damage or destruction shall not be
repaired or reconstructed, then and in that event (i) the property shall
be deemed to be owned by the Unit Owners as tenants in common, (ii} the
undivided interest in the property owned in common which shall appertain

14
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to each Unit Owner shall be the percentage of Percentage Interest appur-
tenant to cach Unit, (iii) any liens affecting any of the Units shall be
deemed to be transferred in accordance with the existinpg priorities. to
the percentage of Percentage Intercvst of the Unir Owner, and (iv) the
property shall be subject to an action for partition at the instance of
any Unit Owner, in which event the net proceeds nf sale shall be paid

to the Trustee.- Sasid net proceeds of sale, together with the net pro~
ceeds of the insurance on the property, shall be considered as one fund
which, after paylong all expenses of the Trustee, shall be divided among
all of the Unit Quwners in a percentage equal to the Percentage Interest
appurtenant to their Units, after first paying out of the respective
share of the Unit Ouwners, to the extent sufficient for such purpose,

all liens on the undivided interest in the property owned by each Unic
Owner. Disbursements to such Owners shall be made pursuant to certifi-
cates provided for in Section 3 of this Article V.

Section 5, Repair and Reconstruction.

{a} 1f the damage or destruction for which the insurance pro-
ceeds are paid to the Trustee is to be repaired or reconstructed and
such proceeds are not sufficient to defray the cost thereof, the Board
of Directors shall levy a special Assessment against the Owners of
damaged or affected Units in sufficlent amounts to provide funds to pay
such excess cost of repair or reconstruction. Additional Assessments
may be made at any time during or following the completion of any repair
or reconstruction., That portion of such Assessments levied against each
Unit Owner shall be equal to that percentage computed by dividing the
Percentage Interest appurtenant to such Owner's Unit by the total of the
Percentage Interests appurtenant to all Units affected. (See Article IV,Section
39

{b) Any and all sums paid to the Assoclation under and by wvirtue
of those special Assessments provided for in paragraph (a) of this Section
shall be deposited by the Association with the Trustee. Such proceeds
from insurance and Assessments, if any, received by the Trustee shall
be disbursed as provided in Section 3 eof this Article V.

Section 6. Association as Apent. Each Ouwner by acquiring or

Jhelding an interest, equitable or legal, in any Apartment thereby

expressly accepts and acknowledges the irrevocable appointment of the
Association as his, her or its duly appointed agent for each Owmer and
for cach owner of a mortgage or other lien upon an Apartment and for each
Owner of any other interest in rthe Regime property to adjust all elaims
arising under Insurance policies purchased by rhe Association, and to
execute and deliver releases upon the payment or satisfaction of claims.

ARTICLE VI

CONDEMNATION M

Section 1, General. Whenever all or any part of the propercy
shall be taken by any authority having the power of condemnation ovr
eminent domain, each Owner shall be entitled to notice thereof and to
participate in the proceedings incidental thereto unless otherwise pro-
hibited by law., The award made for such taking shall be payable to the
Trustee. Unless otherwise required by law at the time of such taking,
any award made therefor shall be disbursed by the Trustee, as hereinafter
provided in this Article VI.

Section 2. General Common Area. If the taking is confined te
the General Common Area and Facilities on which improvements shall have
been econstructed and if at least seventy~five percent (752) of the total
vote of the Association shall decide within 60 days after such taking
to replace said improvements or any part thereof, on the remaining
land included in the General Common Area and Facilities and according
to plans therefor to be approved by the Association, then the Board of
Directors shall arrange for such replacement and the Trustee shall disburse
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the proceeds of such award in the same manner as they are required to
disburse insurance proceeds where damage or destruction to the property
is to be repaired or reconstructed as provided for in Article V hereof;
subject, however, to the right hereby reserved to the Association, which
may be exercised by a majority of the toral vote thereof, to provide for
the disbursement by the Trustee of the remaining proceeds held by it
(afrer payment of &ll cbsts incidental to such relacement) to the Owmers
or any one or more of them in amounts disproportionate to the Percentages
Interest appurtenant to their Units extablished herein, which dispropor-
tionate amounts shall correspond with the disproportionate damages sus-—
tained by the Owners or any one or more of them as the Association may
determine, If at least seventy-five percent (75%) of the total vote

of the Association shall not decide within 60 days after such taking to
replace such improvements or if the taking is confined to the General
Common Area and Facilities, on which no improvements shall have been
constructed, then the Association or the Trustee, as the case may be,
shall disburse the proceeds of the award in the manner hereinabove pro-
vided for the digbursement of the remaining proceeds of an award after
payment of all costs incidental to replacement of improvemeants taken,
including the right reserved to the Association to provide for the dis~
bursement by the Trustee of the remaining proceeds held by it to the
Owners in disproportionate amounts.

Section 3. Units, If the taking includes one or more Units, any
part or parts thereof or the Limited Common Area and Facilities or parts
thercof, to which a Unilt has exclusive use, then the award shall be
disbursed and all related matters, including, without limitation, alter-
ation of the Percentage Interest appurtenant to each Unit, shall be
handled pursuant te and in accordance with the consent of all Owners
expressed in a duly recorded amendment to this Master Deed. In the event
that such an smendment shall not be recorded within 90 days after such
taking, then such taking shall be deemed to be and shall be treated as
damage or destruction which shall not be repaired or reconstructed as
provided for in Section 4 of Article V herein, whereupon the development
will be terminated in the manner therein prescribed.

ARTICLE VII

ARCHITECTURAL CONTROL

Section 1. Approval Required for Changes. To preserve the orig-
inal architectural appearance of Snee Farm Lakes Horizontal Property
Regime, after the purchase of an Apartment Unit from Grantor, its suc-
cessors or assipgns, no exterior construction of any nature whatsoever,
except as specified in the Condominium Documents, shall be commenced orv
maintained upon any building, including, without limitation, the Limited
Common Area and Facilities, nor shall there be any change, modification
or alteration of any nature whatsoever of the dekign and appearance of
any of the exterior surfaces, patios, balconies or facades, nor shall
any Owner paint, decorate or change the color of any exterior surface,
ﬁoor. fence or root, nor shall any Owner ghange the design or color of
the exterior lights, nor shall any Owner install, erect or attach to any
part of the exterior any sign of any kind whatsoever, nor shall any ex-
terior addicion or change, including, without limitation, the generality
of the foregoing, the erection or construction of any fence or wall, be
made unless and until the plans and specifications showing the nature,
kind, shape, height,.materials, color and location of the same shall have

been submitted to and approved in writing as to harmony of exterior design,

color and location in relation to the surrounding structures by the Board
of Directors of the Association or by an architectural committee composed
of three or more representatives appointed by the Board. Failure of the
Board or its designated committee to approve or disapprove such plans and
specifications within 30 days after their being submitted to it shall
constitute approval. Disapproval of any such submitted change by the
Architectural Committee appointed by the Board shall be conclusive,
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ARTICLE VIIL

EXTERIOR MAINTENANCE

Section 1. Responsibility of Association. Except as specifically
provided to the contrary berein,,the Association shall maintain, repair
and replace, at its expense, all partb of the General Commonr Area and
Facilitiab and. Limited Common Aréa and &
or outside of the Apartment Unit, the cost of which shall be charged to
the Unit Owners as & Common Lxpense subject to the provisions of Section 2
of this Article VIII. The Association shall have the irrevocable right,
to be exercised by the Board of Directors or its agent, to have access
to each Apartment Unit from time to time during rcasonable hours as may
be necessary for the inspection, maintenance, repair or replacement of
any of the General Common Aren and Facilities smnd/for Limited Common Area
and Facllities rherein or accessible therclrom, or for making emergency
repairs therein necegsary to prevent damage tou the General Common Aren
and Facilities, Limited Common Area and Facilitics or to other Units.

a3d ATvOINOY 10313

Section 2. Responsibility of Owner. 1In the event that the Board
of Directors should determine that the need for maintenance or repairs
by the Association as provided for in Section L of this Article VIIT is
caused through the willful or negligent act of an Quppr, his family,
guests, tepmants or invitees, the cost of which is not covered or paid
for by insurance, then the cost, both direct  and indirect, of such main-
tenance or repairs shall be odded to and become a part of the assessment
to which such Owner and his Unit is subject. FEsch Qwner shall maintain,
repair and replace nt his own expnse all portions of bhig Unit which may
bécome in need Chereof, including the beating and ajir-—cond
{OTs0Ch Unit, all hachroom @nd kitchen [ixtures.and appliances, light
fixtures, interjor nonload-bearing walls, carpeting, draperics and othér
items within the Unitr. PFurther, each Owner shall, at his own expense,
EETKEETF:_;EE;I;-;ﬁi replace, when necessary, that purtion of the air—
conditioning system servicing hils Upit which is located adjacent to to his
Unit, and each:Owner--shall,.at his own expense, keep the Limited Common
Area_and, Facilities to.which.his.Unit has exclusive access.and to which
HE:Kas~exclusive use clean and neat. If the Owner does not make those
repairs to he made by him within thirty days from written demand from
the Association, the same may be rapaired by the Association and the vust
thereof shall he assessed against the Unit owned hy such Owner.
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ARTICLE IX

UNIT RESTRICTION

Section 1. Residential Purposes. Buildlng% and all Units con-
templated in the devolopment shall be, and :he same are hereby, restricte
exclusively to residential use. No structures of a temporary character,
trailer, basement, tent, shack, carport, garage, harn or other out-
building shall be used as a residence on any portion of the property at
any time. .

Section 2. Construction and Sale Pericd. Anything contained bere-
in to the coptrary notwithstanding, it shall be permissible for Grantor
tv maintain, during the periocd of construction and sale of said Units,
upon such portion of the property as the Grantor way deem necessary,
such facilities as in the sole opinion of the Grantor may be reasonably
required, convenicnt or imcidental Lo the construction and sale of said
Units, including, but without limication, a business office, storage area,
construction yards, signs, model units and sales office. This section
shall apply to all futurc phases of Snee Farm Lakes as well as Phase 1.

Section 3. Animals and Pets. No animals, livestock or poultry
of any kind shall bhe raised, bred or kept on any part of the pruperty,
except that dogs, rats or other household pets may be kept hy rhefrespect-
ive Owners in their respective Units provided that they are noi képt,
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bred or maintained for any commercial purpose and do not endanger the
health or, in the sole discretion of the Board of Directors, unreasonably
disturb the Qwner of any Unit or any resident thereof. y dog that s
enter onto the General Common Area and Focilitles shall be 6w & leash, .
quiet aﬂﬂ—HEQEE_E¥E_ﬁ?"tr°1 of the handler., No dogs may at any tipehe—
&mitted to run loosc: 7

——

Séction 4. Signs and Business Activities. No advertising signs,*
billboards, unsightly objects or nuisances shall be erected, placed or
permitted to remain on the property, noxr shall the property be -used in
any way or for any purpose which may endanger the health or unreasonably
disturb the Owner of any Unit or any resident thereof. No business acti- ¢
vities of any kind whatever shall be conducted in any building or in any
portion of the property; provided, however, the Foregoing covenants shall
not apply to the business activities, signs and billboards of Crantor,
its agents or assigns during the construction and sale period.

- d3and AT1IvOINOYLO3 13

Section 5. Clotheslines, Garbage Cans, Etc. No outside clothes-
lines shall be permitted, and all garbage cans and similar items shall
be kept screened so as to conceal them from view of neighboring units.

Section 6. Exterlor Antennas. No exterior television or radio
antennas shall be placed or permitted to remain on any improvements with-
out prior written approval of the Board of Directors. The decision of
the Board shall be conclusive,

Section 7. Boats and/or Boat Trailers, Utility Trailurs, Campers,
Motor liomes, Mobile Homes, Off-Road or Farm Machinery, Large Trucks or
Commercial Vehicles. HNo boats and/or boat trailers, uvtility or motorcycle
trailers, campers, motor or moblle homes, off-road or farm machinery,
commercial vehicles or trucks or other vehicles having more than four
wheels may be kept, maintained, parked, stored or allowed to remain in
any part of the property, specifically fncluding any and all parking areas.
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Section B. Leasing of Units. Units may be rented provided the

. occupancy 1s only by the lessee and his fmmediate family unless other-

wise provided by the Association's Board of Directors. Ne less than all
of a Unit may be rented. HNo lease shall be for less than thirty days
(30) in duration. Any lease which is not authorized Eursuant to the terms
of this Master Deed shall be voidable at the option of any Owneér or the
Board of Directors (Association) until such time as same shall be approved
by the Board of Directors.(flf an Owner shall take no action on_such un-
approved or voidable lease within thirty days (30) after wricten notice

y the Board, the Boird may make a conclusive determination as to whecther
or not sald lease shall be voided.

Section 9. Timesharing Not Permitted. -No Apatrtment Unit with the
subject Horizontal Property Regime shall be used for or submitted to vaca-
tion and/or timesharing plans as defined by Section 27-32-10 et seq. of
the 1976 Code of Laws of South Carolina, as amended.

792.200TdO8T0Z#3SVI - SY3'1d NOWNOD

-

ARTICLE X
EASEMENTS

Section 1. Eneroachments. If any portion of the Ceneral Common
Area and Facilities and/or the Limited Common Area and Facilities en-—
croaches upon any Unit or any Unit encroaches upon any other Unit ovr upon
any portion of the Ceneral Common Area and Facilities andfor the Limited
Common Area and Facilities as a result of settling or shifting of a
building, an easement for the encrcoachment and for the maintenance of
the same so long as the building stands, shell exist. If any building,
any Unit, any adjoining Unit or any adjoining part of the General Common
Area and Facilities and/or the Limited Common Area and Facilities, shall
be partiazlly or totally destroyed as a result of fire or other casualty
or as a result of cminent domain proceedings, and then rebuilt, encroachments

18

238



¥ R 128P6268

of parts of the Ceneral Common Area and Facilities andfor the Limited
Common Area and Facilities upon any Unit or of any Unit upon any other
Unit or upon any portion of the General Common Area and Facilities and/
or the Limited Common Area and Facilities due to such rebuilding shall
be permitted, and valid easements for such encroachments and the main-
tenance thereof shall exist so leng as the subject building shall stand.

Section 2, Utilities, Etc. There is hereby granted a blanket
easement upon, across, over and under all of the property for ingress,
egress, installation, replacing, repairing and maintaining & master tele-~
vision antenna system and all utilities, imcluding, but not limited to,
water, gas, sewers, telephones and electricity. Such easements grant
to appropriate utility companies the right to erect and maintain the
necessary lines, cables, pipes and other necessary equipment on the
property and to affix and maintain utility wires, circuits and conduits
on, above, across and under the roofs and exterior walls of the Bnits.

Section 3. Other. There is hereby granted to the Association,
its directors, officers, agents and employees and to any Manager employed
by the Association as provided for in Section 2 of Article V hereeof, and
to all policemen, firemen, ambulance personnel and all similar emergency
personnel an easement to enter upon the property or any part thereof in
the proper performance of their respective duties. Except in the event
of emergencies, the rights under this Section 3 of Article X shall be
exercised only during reasonable daylight hours, and then, whenever prac-

ticable, only after advance notice to the OQwner or Owners affected thereby.

Section 4. Grantor's Reservation of Easement, There is hereby
reserved to RAC Enterprises, Inec., its successors and assigns,
an unlimited easement for wunlimited ingress and egress over, across
and through the streets, entrances, exits and parking areas ro provide
access to possible Future phases of development.

ARTICLE XI

GERERAL PROVISIONS

Section 1. Amendment. Amendments to this Master Deed, except
as herein expressly provided to the contrary, shall be proposed by the
Board of Directors or by any member of the Association in accordance
with the following procedure:

{(a) Notice. HNotice of the subject matter of the proposed amend-
ment shall be included in the notice of the meeting of the Association
at which such proposed amendment is to be considered.

ib) Adoption. The Master Deed may be apended at any time and

from time to time after notice has been given
by a vote of not less than nty-five percent (75%) &f the total vote
of the Association; provided; however, sociation shall vote

to amend the By-Laws in any respeckt, such amendment shall be set forth
in an amendwent to this Master Deed and shall be valid when approved by
& vote of not less than seventy-five percent (75%Z) of the rotal vote of
the Association.

(c) Recording. A copy of each amendment provided for in this
Section 1 shall be certified by the Board of Directors of the Association
as having been duly adopted and shall be effective when recorded in the
R.M.C. Office for Charleston County.

(d) Expandable Regime Exception. As an express exception to the
amendment procedure bereinabove enumerated, the Grantor may elect to '
expand the Horizontal Property Regime as provided herein,as and when such
additional property is submitted to this Regime,without the consent of
any:Co-Ouner or lien holder. Any such amendment shall become effective
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upon its filing in the R.M.C. Office for Charleston County, South Carolina,
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Section 2. Termination. The Regime may be terminated and the
property removed from the provisions of the Act in the following manmer:

{a) Agreement. All of the Unit Ouners may remove the property
from the provisions of the Aet by an instrument te that effect, duly
recorded, provided that the holders of all liens affecting any of the
Units coneent thereto or agree, in either case, by instruments duly
recorded, that their liens be transferred so as to affect and be a lien
upon only the Percentage Interest appurtenant to the Unit subject to
such lien.

{b) Destruction. In the event it is determined in the manner
previded in Section 4 of Artricle V herecof that the property shall
net be repaired ov reconstructed after casualty, the Regime will be
terminated and the Condominium Documents revoked. The determinarion
not to repair or reconstruct after casualty shall be evidenced by 2
certificate of the Association certifying as to faclts effecting the
termination, which certificate shall become effective upon being recorded
in the R.M.C. Office for Charleston County.

{c) Condenmnation. 1In the event that one or more Units, any part
or parts thereof or the Limited Common Areca and Facilities or parts
thereof fo which a Unit has exclusive use shall be taken by any authority
having the power of eminent domain and the consent of all Owners as pro-
vided in Section 3 of Arcicle VI hereof shall not be expressed in an
amendment to this Master Deed duly recorded within ninety days (90)
afrer such taking, the Regime will be terminated and the Condominium
Documents revoked. Such taking shall be evidenced by a certificate of
the Association certifying as to facts effecting the termination, which
certificate shall become effective upon being recorded,
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{(d} Terninatjon. In the event this Regime is hereafter terminated
by vote of its member owners or by operation of law, the then existing
owners in [ee of the individual units shall own the common elements
(areas) as tepants in common.

Section 3. Covenants Running with the Lamd. All provisions of
this Master Deed shall be construed to be covenants running with Lhe
land and with ‘every part thereof and interest therein, including, but
not limited to, cvery Unit and the appurtcnances theretv; and each and
every provision of the Master Deed shall bind and inure to the benefit
of all Unit Owners and ¢laimants of the lLand ov any parl thereof or
interest therein and their heirs, executors, administrators, successors
and assigns.

Section 4. Duration. So long as South Carclina law limits the
period during which covenants restricting lands to certain uses may run,
it shall be the duty of the Board of Directors Yuv cause the covenants
contained herein, as amended from time to time, to be extended when
necessary by filing 2 document bearing the signatures of a majoricy of
the then Owners reaffirming and newly adopting the Master Deed and
covenosnts then existing in order that the same may continue to be cov-
enants running with the land.. Such adoption by a majority shall be
binding ‘on all, and each Owner of any init, by acceptance of a deed
therefor, is deemed to agree that the Master Deed and covenants may be
extended as provided in this Section 4,

79.200TdO8T0Z#3SVI - SY3'1d NOWNOD

Section 5. By-laws. A true copy of the By-Laws of the Associ-
ation, which topether with this Master Deed shall govern the adminis-—
tration of the Regime, is artached hereto as EXHIBIT "E" and by
reference, made a part hereof.

Section 6. Enforcement. Each Owner shall comply strictly with
the By-Laws and with the administrative rules and regulations adopted
pursuant thereto, as either of the same may be lawfully amended from
time to time, and with the covenants, conditions and restrictions set
forcth in this Master Deed or in the deed ro his Unit. Failuvre to comply
with any of the xame shall be grounds for an action o recover sums due for damages
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or injunctive relict, or both, maintainable by the Board of Directors on
behalf of the Associalion or by an apygrieved Owner.  Failure by the Associ-
ation or by any Owner to enforce any of the foregoing shall in no ovent

be deemcd a waiver of the right to do so thervafter,

od

TIVOIN

Section 7. Severabiltity., Tovalldation of any vovenanl, resteictibm <
or other provision of this Moster Beed or the Sy=Lows shall not affegt the
validity of the restining portions thereol, which shalb oremain in Full Tored”

and effect,

=

Section 8. Perpetuities and Restralnts on Aldienatfon. TE any of
the covenants, conditions, restrictions or other provisions of Lhis Master
Deed shall be unlawful, void or voidable For violation of the ruvle against
perpetuities, rhen such provision shall contdnue only uniil twenty-one
(21) years after the death of the last survivors of the now-living descen-
dants of Runald Reagan, President of the Unjted Stales.

€ 60 ldv T20oz - a3

Section 9. Gender and Grommar. Tbhe singular, whervver used horein,
shall be construed to mean Che plural, when applivable, and the necessary
grammatical changes required to make the provision hercofl apply cither to
corporations or individuals, men or women, shall in all cases boe assumed
as though in each vase fully cxpressed,

Section 10. Apent for Service of Prucess. In accordance with Lhe
provisions of the Act, Baxter B, Kelly, I1IT, Esquire, of Charleston Comnty,
South Carolina, is hereby designated to receive service af process.  The
address of the snid Registered Agent is the Kelly Building, 940 Highway 17
By--Pass, P. O, Box 1341, Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina, 294640 In the
event of said agent's death, rvesignation or removal, his suecessor shall
be appointed by rvhe Board of Directors of Lhe Association by an instro-
ment duly recorded in the R.M.CL Office [or Charleston County, South Carolin:

JTIVHO - Nd L€

Section11. Hendings. The headings appearing hereln are iotemded
for purposes of convemience only and are not te be considered in constroing
this instrument.

ARTICLE XTI

ASSIGNED VALUE ARD UNIT VOTE

Section |. Hnit and Property Values., The Master Plan contained in
EXHIBIT "C" attached hereto shows the value of each Unit as of the date
this Master Deed is recorded and the percentige of wndivided interest in
the Ceneral Common Avrca and Facilities and Llimited Common Area and Facilirie
appurtenant to such Unit for all purposes. The value of the propercy is
equal to the total vatue of 311 Units rogether with the valoe of the
Percentage Interest in the General Common Area and Faeilities and Limited
Common Area and Facilities appurtenant to such Ufiits, all as shown on
EXHIBIT "C".

79.200Td38T0¢#3ASVO - SYI'1d NOWINOD - NOLS

Section 2. Unit Votes. Each Unir,shall be entitled to a vote in
the Association and for all other purposes hereln vquivalent to the Por-
centage Loterest appurtenant te such Unic, and such vote shall be exer-
cisable b'y the Owner or Owners of such Unit through the member assipned Lo
represent such Unit pursuant to Section 3 of Artivle I of the By-Laws.

ARTICLE XTIl

-Seetion 1, Rights of Eligiblie Mortpage Helders and Elipible Insurers
or Cuarantors. An eligible mortgagee is deflned as a lirst sortgagee whe
has given notice to the Snee Farm Lakes Momeowner's Association, Inc,, to
be informed of certain matters from the Association.

Upon written request to the Snee Fiurm Lakes Homeowner's Association,
Inc., identifying the name and address of the holder, insurer or guarantor
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and the unit number or address, any such eligible mortpape holder or elipi-
ble insurer or guarantor will be entitled to timely written notice of:

(2) Any condemnation loss or casualty loss which affects a
material portion of Lhe project or any wit estate on which there is a
first mortgage held, insured or guaranteed by such elipible morrgage
holder or eligible insurer or guarantor, as applicable;

(b) Any delinquency in the payment of assessments or charges
owed by an owner of a unit subject kv a lirst morcgage held, iasured ov
guaranteed by such eligible holder or ¢lipible insgurer or guarantor
which remains uncured for a period of 60 days;

(<) Any lapse, cancellation or materiasl modification of any
insurance policy or fidelity hond maintained by rhe Snee Farm Lakes
Homeowner's Association, Inc., or any proposed action requiring consent
of a specified purcentage of eligible merrpage holderxrs. Further, any
eligible mortgage holder , insurer or guarantor may, upon written notice,
receive, without charge, 2 financial statement of the Association for
the immediate preceeding year.

Section 2. Other Provisions for Elipihle Mortpage Holders.
To the extent permitted by applicable law, eligible mortgage holders
shall also be afforded the following rights: :

{(a) Any restoration or repair of the project, after a partial
condemnation or damage due to an insurable hazard, shall be performed
substantially in accovdance with the declaration and the original plans
and specifications, unless other action is approved by eligible holders
holdlng mortgages on unitb estates which have at least fifty-one (51%)
percent of the votes of unit cstates subject to eligible holder mortgages.

- NOL1SITHVHO - INd €€ S0 JdV T20Z - a4 ATTVOINOY.LOA 13

(b) Any elecrvion to terminate the legal status of the project afrer
substancial destruction or a substantial taking in condemeation of Lhe
project property must require the approval of eligible holders holdiong
moripgages on unit estates which have at least fifry-one (51%) percent of
the votes of unit estates subjedt to eltipibic holder mortguges,

() Unless the formula for reallocotion of interests in the common
areas after a partial condemnation or pavtial destruction of a condominium
project is fixed in advance by the constituent documents or by applicable
law, no reallucation of interests in the common nreas resulting from a
partial condemnation or partial destruction of such 5 project may be
effected without the prior approval of eligible holders holding mortgages
on all remaining unit estates whether existing in whole or in part and
which have at leasr Cifty-one (51%) percent of the votes of such remaining
unit estates subject to eligible holder mortgages,

bl

Section 3. Amendment of Dofuments. The following provisions do
not apply to amendments to the Master Decd or termination of the vondo-
minium vegime made as a result of destructiuon, damage or vondemnation or
to a reallocation of interests-inm the common areas which might vceur
pursuant to any plan of expansion or phased development contained In this
Master Deed:

79.200TdO8T0Z#3SVI - SY3'1d NOWNOD

{a) The consent of owners of unit estates to which ar least sixty-
seven {(67%) percent of the votes in the Owners Association are allocated
and the approval of eligible holders holding mortgages on unit estates
which have at least sixty-seven {(67%) percent of the votes of unit estates
subject to eligible holder mortpages shall be required to terminate the
legal status of the project as a condominium.

(b) The consent of the owners of wnit estates to which ar least
sixty-seven (67Z) percent of the votes in Lhe Snec Farm Luakes Homeowner's
Association, Inc., are allocated and the approval of eligible holders
holding mortgages on unit estates which have at least {ifty-one (51%)
percent of the vores of unit estates subject to eligible holder mortgages
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shall be required to add or amend any material provisions of rhe Master
Deed which establish, provide for, govern or repulate any of the following:

(1} Voting:
{2) Assessments, assessment liens or subordination of such ltiens;

(3} Reserves for malntenance, repair and veplacement of the
common avecas {or upits, if applicable); ’

{4) 1Insurance or Fidelity Bonds;
(5) Rights to use of common areas;

(6} Responsgibility for maintenance and repair of the several
portion: of the project;

(7) Expansion or contraction of the project or the addition,
annexation or withdrawal of property to or from the project,
except as reserved to the Grantor hereing

(8) Boundaries of any Unit;
{(9) The interests in the general or limited common arens;

(10) Convertibility of units into common areas or of common areas
into units;

{1}) Leasing of units;

(12} Impositien of any right of first refusal or similar restric-
tion on the right of a wnit estate owner te sell, transfer,
or otherwise convey his or her unit;

(13) Any provisions which are for the express benefit of mortpgage
holders, eligible mortgage holders or eligible insurers or
guarantors of first mortgages on unicts.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has executed this Master Deed this
l4th  day of June . 1982,

WITNESSES: RAC ENTERPRISES, INC.

Skerktary

23
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

} PROBATE
COUNTY OF CHARLESTOW }
PERSOMALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME Christine S, Houke ,

who, being duly sworn, deposes and says that (s)he saw the within-named
RAC Enterprises, Inc., by Robert A, Causey, its President, sign, seal
and as its act and deed, deliver the within-written instrument for the

uses and purposes therein mentioned and that (s)he with Baxter B.

Kelly, III , witnessed the execution thereof.

. SWORN “TO..BEFORE ME THIS_14th
% -

.‘;""

- dég Qf”ﬂ‘hune , 1982
P S
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EXHIBIT "B

LIMITED COMMON AREAS and FACILITIES

The Limited Common Areas and Facilities within Phase I of Snee
Farm Lakes Horizontal Property Regime (expandable) are shown on the
attached plans by E. C. Wiggins, Jr., Registerved Architect, as darkened
(shaded) areas, the use of which is limited as set forth in Article I1I,

-,

Section 3({) of the Master Deed.

»
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Type of Apartmenc

Number of Type

EXHTBIT "C"

PHASE 1

(Value $1,975,000)

Sales Value

Undivided Percentage in Common Elements

A

B

2

2

$67,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
53,100
57,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900

" 71,500

.034051
028152
.027595
.028658
.027899
.028861
.028638
.027899
.028861
034051
027595
.028152
.036709
.043291
.033367
.036203

248

K:R 178r525¢

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Units 1 through 8
Types M through P

Pool Number 3

[Phase I has 32 units]
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Type of Apartment  Number of Type

EXHIBIT "c"

PHASE II

(Cumulative Value $2,667,100)

Sales Value

Undjvided Percentage in Common Elements

A

B

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3,
3
3 -
2
2
2

0

§67,250
35,600
34,300
56,600
55,100
37,000
56,600
53,100
57,000
67,250
54,3500
55,600
72,300
85,3500
65,900

71,500

.025215
.020847
.020434
.021222
.020659
.021372
021222
.020659
.021372
1.025215
.020434
.020847
.027183
.032057
024708

.026808

249

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Units 1 through 8
Pool Number 3

»

{Phase I & II have 44 units]

Ly
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Wewoe
EXHIBIT "C"
PHASE III
{Cumulative Value $3,257,900)
Type of Apartment Numbetr of Type Sales Valve Undivided Percentage in Common Elewents
A 3 $67,250 .020642
B 3 55,600 .017066
54,50 . . 7
¢ _ 3 300 016729 Building 1120
P 3 56,600 017373 Types A through L
55,100
B 3 -016913 Building 1130
F 3 37,000 " 017496 Types & through L
G 3 56,600 L017373 '
Building 1141
H 3 35,100 016913 . Types A through L
I 3. 57,000 .017496 ' '
Units 1 through 8
J 3 67,250 " .020642
K 3 54,500 .016729 Units 25 through 32
L ) 3 55,600 .017066
. » Pools 2 and 3
M 4 72,500 .022254 '
N 4 85,500 .026244
o - 4 65,900 .020228 [Phases I through III have 52 units)
4 s
) 4 71,500 .021947
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BY-LAWS
or

SNEE FARM LAKES HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION, INC.

ARTICLE 1

HAME, LOCATION AND MEMBERSHIP

Section 1, Name. The name of the association is Shnee Farm Lakes
Homeowner's Association, Inc. (the "Association"),

Section 2. Tocation. The principal office of the Association
. shall be located at 749 Bowman Road ", Mt. Pleasant,
South Carolina, but meetings of the Board of Directors may be held at
such places designated b) the Board in accordance with the provisions of
these By-Laws.

Section 3., Membership. Each and every record cwner of a fee or
undivided fee interest in Snee Farm Lakes, A Horizontal Property Regime
(expandable},shall be a member of the Assouiatlon, excluding persoans who
hold such interest under a deed to secure debt, mortgage or deed of trust.
Membership in the Associavion shall he confined to such Co-Owners and
shall be appurtenant to and inscparable from Apartment ownership. Such
Co~0wners or Co-Owners of each Apartment Unit shall designate, in writing
delivered to the Secretary, one membher of the Assoclation from among such
Co-Owner or Co~Owners of such Unit or a memher of the immediate family of
such Co-Owner or Co~Owners, and such member shall represent the Co-Owner
or Co~Owners of such Unit in connection with the activities of the Associ-
ation and exevcise the votlng riphts thereof. Such designation shall be
valid unti}l revoked, in writing delivered to tho Secretary, or mntil such
Co-Owner sells his Apartment Unit, whichever event shall first ovcur,

Such designotion shall constitute the delivery of a revovable proxy. No
Apartment Unit Co~Owner shall be required Lo pay any initiation [ee what-
sovver for his membership.

Section 4. Suspengion of Membership and Voting Righls. During any
perivd in which a Co-Cwner or Co-Owners of an Apartment bnit shall be in
default of the payment of any annual or special Assessment levied by the
Assuciation, the voting rights of the member designated by such Co-Owmer
or Co-Owners-and the rights of such Co-Owmer or Co~Ouwners, the members of
their family or fomilies and the tenants who reside in such Co-Owner's or
Co-Qwners' Apartment Unit,to use and enjoy the Common Area and Facilities
and Limited Common Area and Facilities may also he suspended by the Board
of Directors until such time as the Assessment has been paild. Such rights
may a3lso be suspended by the Board of Directors for the violation of the
published rules and regulations with respect to the use of the Cummon Atoa'
and Facilities and the Limited Common Area and Facilities as publishued from
time to time by the Bonard of Directors. Such rules shall be kept in the
Office of the Association as 2 matter of record, and copies thereof shall
be furnished to any Apartment Unit Co-Owner on request.

Section 5. Applicability. These By-Laws are established pursvant
to the "Horizontal Pruperty Act™, 1976, Svuth Carolina Code of Laws, Section
27-31-150 et seq., arec applicable to Snee Farm Lakes Horizontal Property

' Regime, Common Area and Facilities, Limited Common Arca and Facilities
and the Association,and are binding on all Apartment Unit Co-Owacers, their
fomilies, tenants and guests, and any other person residing in or occupying
an Apartment Unit. Each and e¢very person whoe accepts a deed to, a lease
of or whe occupies any Apartment Unit thereby vonsents to be bound by the
provisions of these By-lLaws. :

251 b
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Section 6. FExpandable Regime. These By-Laws take express copni-
zance that Snee Farm Lakes is an expondable regime,and should the present
Regime be expanded by merger, then, in that event, Co-Owners of Apart-
ment Units in future phases would automatically become members of the
Asguciation, which would have the effect of reducing the Percentage Interest
of the Co-Owners in Phase I, all of which i Fully set forth in the Master
Deed,

ARTICLE IR
DEFINITIONS
Section 1. Definitions. The terms used in these By-Laws, unless
the context requires vtherwise or unless vthervise specifivd herein, sholl
have the same meaning as in Lhe recorded Master Deed [ur Snee Farm Lakes,

a South Carolina Horizontal Property Regime, to which these By-lawy are
annexed.

- -

* ARTICLE IIT

PROPERTY RIGRHTS: RIGHTS OF ENJOYMENT

Section 1. ‘Pelegatiun of Property Rights. Each member of Lhe
Assoctation shall he entitied to the use and enjoyment of the Common Atea
and Facilities and the Limited Common Area and Facilities as provided in
the Master Deed. Any member may assipn his rights of enjoyment and use
of the Common Area and Facilities and the Limited Common Area and Facil-
ities to the memhers of lhils immediate family, to his guests or to his
tenants who reside in his Apatrtment Unit. Such member shall notify the
Secretary of the Association in writing of the name or names of any such
assignees, The rights and privileges of such assignees are subject to
suspension to the same extent as those ol the member.

ARTICLE IV

MEELTINGS OF MEMDBERS

Section 1. Place of Meeting. Mectings of the Assecintion shali
be held at_749 Bowman Road . ' , Mt. Picasant, South Carelina,
at such suitable place convenient to the mepbers as may be Jesignated by
Grantor with regard to the first annual mecting and by the Board of Dirceloers
with regard to all subsequent meetings.

Section 2. Annual Meeting. The first annual mecting ol members
shall be called by Grantor and shall be held on the first Tuesday of
November, 1982, at 7:00 p.m. in Mt. Pleasant, South Caruvlina. Thercvafrer,
regular annual meet ings shall be held on the first Tuesday in November of
each calendar year at seven (7:00) p.m., unless otherwlise provided by the
members at any provious meeting. IF the date of the onnual mecting shall
fall on a legal holiday, the meeting shall be held at the same hour on
the next following Tuesday.

Section 3, Special Meetings. Special meerings of the Association
may be called at any time by the President ovr by resvlution of the Buard
‘of Directors or upun the receipt by the Secretary of a petition signed by
members holding greater than forky (40%) percent of the total vote of the
Assoviation. The call of a special meeting shall be by notice stating
the date, time, place, purpose amd order of business of such spucial meeting.

i

Section 4. Notice of Meetings. ‘The Scorctary shall mail o notice
of each annuval or special meeting, stating the purpose thereof as well as
the time and place whexe it is to be held, to cach member at the last
address of such member furnished to Lhe Sveretory at Jeast ten (10) buot
not more than twenty (20) days prior to such meetiag. Mailing notice as
hervin provided shall he deemed delivery thercof, Any member may waive
notice of the meeting in writing either before or after the meeting.

L]
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Attendance of a member at a8 meeling, either in persun‘uf by proxy, except
for the purpose of stating, at the buginning of the meerting., any uvbjecticen
to the transaction of business, shall comtitute waiver of notice and any
objection of any nature whatsvever as to the Lransaction ol any business
at such mpeeting. Notice given to one tenant in sommon or joinl tenang
shall bhe deemed notice to all such Co-Owners. (Thuere is no conflict he-
tween this scction and the time rvequirements of Article IV, Section 3 of
the Master Deed.) i

Section 5. Ovder of Businmess. Tht order of husiness at each
annual meeting shall be as follows:

Rolil ¢all.,
Prool of notice of meeting ovr waiver of notice,
Reading of minutes of preceding mect ing.
Reports of officers,
Repurts of committees, if any.
Flection of directors, if applicable.
Unfinished business.
New business.

»

Section 6. Quorum. At all mectings, repular or special, a quorum
shall consist of the presence in person ur by proxy, of members holding
greater than fifty (50%) percent of the total vote of the Associatlion.
1f 2 quorum shall not be present at any meeting, o majurity vote of that
percentage present, in person or by proxy, may adjourn the mecting from
time to time until n quorum can be obtained. At any such adjourned meeting,
any business which might have been transacted at the mecting as originally
called may be transacted withoul further notice.

I

f=alt: = B I e B~ -

"K%ﬁ Section 7. Vutipg Riphts. The Association shall have one class
of vuting mumburshfﬁ, which shall consist of all Co-Uwnurs of Apartment
Units in Snee Farm Lokes, o South Carolins Hortzontal Property Regime,
The person designated by the Co-Owner or Co-Owners of coch Apacttment Yajt
shall be entitled to cnst the numbexr of vores cqual_io _the Percentage
Interest appurtenant to the Apartment Unit owned by such Co-Owner or Co-
‘Owners. Said percontage is set Forth in the Master Deed amd sball nor be
divisible nor may the vote thercof be case in part. 1In addition to those
voting rights granted .hurein and any provisions hercein or in the By-bLaws
to the contrary notwithstanding, RAC Enterprises, Inc., shall have the
following rights and powers:

(i) Until such time as RAC Enterprises, Inc., has sold, conveyed
or otherwise disposed of seventy-five (75X) percent of all Apartment inits
located in Phase I and the same percentage of Units in each subsequent
phase of Snee Farm Lakes, if added to expand the Regime, but no later

than December 31, 1988, the Grantor shall retain the right to exercise al}l
voting riﬁhts of the members of the Assuvialion and to perform all of jts
.duties and functions.

(ii} Until such time 4s RAC Enterpriscs, Ine., has sold, conveywd
or otherwise disposed of all Apartment Undts, includiug wodels, located
in Phase 1 of Snee Farm Lakes, a South Carvelina Nocizontal Property Regimq,
the Master Deed and/or the By-Laws shall not boe cvhanged, alttered, amended
or revoked with regard to the method of selecting the managing agent, the
imposition of Assessments, the repair or reconstruction of any Apartment
Unit, the method and prucedure of adopting rules and regulations pertaining
to the conduct of members amd the use of the Common Arca and Foclilities and
Limited Common Arca and Facilities without the cxpress written approval of
RAC Enterprises, Inc., first had and obtained. Any such atlempted chanpe
shaltl he void.

Sectvion 8. Proxy. Votes may be cast in person or by proxy. Proxies
must he filed with the Secretary hefore the designated time of cochmeeving.

Section 9. Majority Vote. Acts avthorized, approved or ratificd
by the casting of a majority of the votes represvnted at a mecting at
which a quorum is preseat, in person or by proxy, shall constitute Lhe acts
of rhe Assoecistion, except where a higher percentage vote is required by
these By-Laws or by Jaw, and shall be binding for all purposes.

253 P
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Section 10. Actiuns Witheut Meeting. Any swtion which may be

taken at a mecting of the membership way be Laken 'withour a mecting T

a4 consent or ratification, in writieog, setting forth the action so taken
or to be taken shall be signed by persons who would be entitled to cast
seventy-five (75%). pervent of the votes of memhership of the Assoviation
at a meeting and soch consent is Tiled with the Secreotary of the Associ-
ation and is inscrted In Lbe Minute Book thierceal aml mede o part of the
permanent roecords of the Association,

ARTICLE V

BDARD OF DIRECTORS, NUMBER, POWERS, MEETINGS

Section 1. Numbexr. The business and affaicrs of the Association
shall be guverned by a Board of Directors (herein sometimes referred to
as the "Board"), all of whom, alter RAC Enterprises, Im-., Dbas sold
seventy-five (75%) percent of the Apartment Units in Phase I of Snec
Farm Lakes, & South Carolina Horizontal Propertiy Regime, *and the terms -
of the aominecs of RAC Interprises, Inc., expire, shall he Co-Owners
of the Apartment Units in the Repime at all times during their term as
directors. ‘The initial Board shall consist of three (3) individuals
appointed by RAC Enterprises, Inc. Each of these directors appointed hy
RAC Enterprises, Inc., shall serve an inicfal term lasting one (1) year.
1f For any resson‘any inltial director is unahle to continue Lo serve on
the Board, the Boatd wil) choose the individual{s) to fill the vacatued
position{s) for the duration of the term, Frow and alier the date of
the first annual mecting of the Association, there shall be three (3)
directors. Each director shall be at least twenty-five (23) years of
age,and any yualified director may be re-elected. Each direutor shall
hold office until his d¥th, resignaticon, retirement, removal, disqual-
ification, o©r his succeussor is elected and qualified.

Section 2. Powers and Duties. The Boavd of Dircctors shall manaue
and direct the affairs of the Association ond, subject to any restriveivns
imposed by law, by the Master Deed or thesce By-laws, moy uxercise al} the
powers of the Association. The Board of Directors sholl exercise such
duties and respunsibilitieﬁ as shall be encumbent upon it by law, the
Master Deed or these By-Laws as it may deem necessary or appropriate in
the exercise of its powers, including, without limitation, the colleclion
of assessments and charges from the owners, the establishment and amomd-
ment from time to time of reasunable regulntions guverning the use of the!
Commun Aves and Faciliticos and the Limited Common Area and Fovilities,and
the employment and dismissal of personnel necessary for the maintenance
and operation of the Comnon Area and Faci)ities and Limited Common Area
and Facilities. Additionally, the Board of Directors may requirve that
all employees of the Association handling ar responsible for-Association
funds shall Furnish adequate Tidelity bonds.  The promiom on suech bomds
shall be pnid by the Association. ‘

Section 3. Management. The Board of Directors may employ for the
Association 2 manapging agent under such terms and conditfions as the Board
may authorize; provided, however, Che Board shall not delegate to such
agent the complete and total responsibility of the Association in viola-
tion of the Bosrd's duties. Such managing agent shall have such duties
and shall receive such compensation as determined by the Board.

Section 4. Rlection ond Term of Office. At the second (2nd)
annual meeting of the Associavion and at cach annual mecting thereafter,
the members shall clect three (3) directors to hold office until tne
next svcceeding annual meeting.

Section 5, Vacancies. Vacanclies on the Board ot Dirertors ecpused:
by any reason other than the removal of a dircector by o vote of the i
Association shall be filled by vote vf the majoerity of the remalning
directors, and each person so elected shall be a . direcror until a sue-
cessor is clected at the next annual meeting of the Association. Vacancics
caused by vemoval shall be [illed by vote of the Association at the same
meeting at which & director ovr directors were removed.
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Section 6. Removal of Direcrtors. Ar asy vegular or special
meeting of the Association duly called, any une or more of the directors,
other than these appointed by RAC Enterprises, lne., fur the initial
one-year (1) term, may be removed with or withoulL cause by a vote of
ciphty (80Z)} percent of the total Percentage Interests authorized to
vote thereun, and a successor may then and there be elected to i)l the
vacancy thus created. - Any director wvhose removal has been proposcd hy
any Co-Owner or Co-Quners shall be given an opportunity toe be heasrd at
such meeting. Sale of his Apartment Unit by o divector shall sutomat-
ically terminate his dirvectorship as of rhe date of sueh sale,

Section 7. Regular Meering. The first regular mecting of the
Board of Directors shall be held immediately following the first annual
meeting of the members of the Association,and repular mectings there-
after shall he held on such dates ond ab such place amd howr, but not
less fregquently than quarterly, as may be Fixed from time to tiwe by
resolution of the Board, HNotlce of regular mectings of the Board shall
be given to each director, personally ovr hy mail or teleplhone,at least
three (3) days prior to the day of such meeting; provided, however, not ive
of the first regular meeting shall not be requived to be given to the
directors provided that w majority of the Board is present at suchmeeting.
Should any such mecting [2l} upon a legal holiday, thea that meeting shall
be held at the same time on the next day which is not a legal holiday.

Section 8." Special Meetinps. Special meetings of the Board of
Directors may be called by the President on three (3) days notice to
each director, given personally or by mail or telephone, which notice
shall state the date, time, place {as hereinabove provided) and purpuse
of the mecting. Special meetings of the Boaard of Directors shall be
called by the President or Secretary in like mammer and on like notice |
upon the written request of at least two (2) dircctors.

-

Section 9. VWaiver wf Notice. Before or al any meeting of the
Board of Directors any director may, in writing, waive notice of such
meeting,dnd such waiver shall be deemed equivalent to the giving ol such
notice. Attendance by a director al any meeting of the Board sholl be
a waiver of notice by him of the date, time and place thereal. 1§ 311
the directors are present at any meeLing of the Board, no notice shald
be required,and any business may be Lransacted atr such meeting.

Section 10. Quorum. At all meetings of the Board of Directors,
a majority of the rthen qualified directors shall constitute 3 quorum
for the transaction of business, and the acts of the majority of the
directors present at a meeting at which o quorem is present shall be
the acts of the Board of Directors. If, at any meeting of the Board of
Dircetors, there be less than a guorum present, the majority of those pre-
senl may adjourn the meetivug from time to time. At aoy such adjourncd
meeting, any business which mipht have been transacted at the meeting oas
oripinally called may be Lransacted without further notive.

Section }J1. Compensativn. No director shall receive compensal fon
for any service he miy render to the Assocviation nor shall the Associ-
ation make any loan, directly or indirectly, to a director; provided,
however, a director may be reimbursed for the vxpenses incurced by him
in the perfourmance of bis duties,

Secrion 12. Action by Buard Without A Mceting. The Board of
Dircctors shall hove the right to take any action which it could take
at o meering by obtaining the written agpproval of all direciors. Any
action so approved shall have the some effect as though taken al a meot ing
of the Board.

Section 13. Lfiability of Directors. To the extont aot expressly
forbidden by Socuth Carolina Statutory bLaw, noe direcroer shall be Liable
to any Co-Owner lor injury or damape caused by such director in the
performance of his dutics untess due Lo the willful misfeasance or mal-
feasance of such director. PFurlthermore, each direcrLor shall be indemni-
fied by the Association against a1l liabilities and expenses, including
attorneys' Fees, reasonably incurred and imposcd upon him in connecrion
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with any proceeding to which he may be a party or in which he becomes
involved by reason of his being or having been o director of the Assori-
ation, whether or not he is a director of the Association at the times
such expenses and linbilities are dncurred, except in such eases where
the dirvector is adjudged guilty of willful misfeasance or malfeasance

in the performance of his duties; provided, however, that in the cvent
of a settlement, the indemnification shall apply only when the Board
appruves such settlement and reimbursement nas being in Lthe best interest
of the Association.

ARTICLE VI
OFFICERS

Section 1. MNumber and Election., There shall be elected annualily
by and from the Board of Directors a Presdient (who sholl also be Chatir-
man of the Board), a Secretary and a Treasurer. The office of Secrectary
and Treasurer may he filled by the same person. The directors may also
elect from time to time such other officers or appoint such committecs
as their judgment may be needed, which officers or committee members
need not be directors but who shall be members of the Association.

- INd L€:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH 10313

Section 2, Removal and Vacanuies, TExcept as hervin provided to
the contrary, the of ficers shall be elected annually and huld office
unt i}l che next annual meeting of the Association. A vacancy in any offied]
may be filled by the Board at irs next meeting. The officer elected to O
such vacancy shal) serve for the remainder of the term of the officer he £
replaces. (')

Section 3. Duties. The duties of the officers shall be as Follows

S3TIVYHO

(a) President. The President shall be the chief executivctaffiveég
and shall preside at all meetings of the Board of Dirvectors and the
Association, shall see that orders and resolulions of the Board nrevnrriga
out., shall appoinl committees consisting of members of the Association adTl
in his opinion is necvessary, shall co-sign with the Treasurer all vhecksy,
promissury notes and similar docwments, if any, and shall perform such
other duties as may be delegated Lo him by the Board. He shall have alt O
the general powers and duties which are incident to the office of President
ol a corporation consistent with South Cavolinag Code Sccotion 33-13-130
(1976), and control and management of  the Assoviation in accordance with
surh Code and these By-Laws.

8TOCH#IASY

{b) Secretary. The Secretary shall record the votes and keep thd)
minutes of all meetings and proceedings of the Board and the Association,s
keep appropriate current records showing the members of the Association Eg
topether with their addresses and designating those members catitled to N
vote, keep custody of and attest the seal of the Association, and per- E§
form such other duties as may be required of him by the Board or incident™
to the office of Secretary of a corporation wnder South Cavolina Code
Section 33-13-130 (1976).

(¢) Treasurer. The Treasurer shall be responsible for the funds
of the Association, shall co-sipgn with the President all checks, promis~
sory notes and similar documents, shall maintain full) and accurate fiscal
accounts and records and shal) perform such other duties as may be desipg-
nated by the Board of Directors or incident to the office of Treasprer of
a corporation under South Carolina Code Section 33-13-130 (1976).( Nothing
shall prevent the Board from authorizing the collection of assessmimis by
an accounting or management firm or the billing of such assessments to
members of the. Association by said [irm.

Scection 4. Compensation. OfFicers shall not be compensated on
a regular basis for the usual and ordinary services rendered to the
Association incident to their offices, nor shall the Association make
loans, directly or indirectly, te any officer of the Association. The
of ficers may be rcimbursed for reasonable expenses incurred on behalf of
the Assoclacion.
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1 Section 5. Liablity of Oflirers. To the uxtunt aot expressly
forbidden by South Carovlina Statutury Law, no officer shall be Tioble
to any Co-Ouwner [or injury or damage cauwsed by such officer in the pur-
formance of his duties unless due to the willful misfeasonce vr malfeas-
ance of such officer.  Furthermore, each of ficer shall be indemniffcd by
the Association against all liabilitices and expenses, including attorneys
_- fees, reasonably incurred and imposed upon him in connevtion with mamy
proceeding to which he may be a purty or in which he becomes involved
by reasons of his being or hoving been an offlicer of the Axsociation,
whether or not he is an officer of the Association at the times such
expenses and liabilities ave locurred, exvept In such cases where the
offiver is adjudped puilty of willful misfeagance or malfeasonce in the
performanee of his duties; provided., however, that In the event of a
scttlement the indemmification shal) apply only when the Boavd approves
suel settlement and relfmbursement as being in the best intevest of the
Association.

- d3Td ATIVOINOYLO3 1T

ARTICLE VIL !

Y

OBLIGATIONS OF THE CO-OWNERS

HVHO - IWd L&:€ S0 4dV T20g

, Section 1. Aprcements. " All Co-Owners are obligated topay month]yEH
assessments impofed by the Assoclation as provided in the Master Deed tv ()
mect Common Expensts, which may include the expense of liasbility insur- <2
ance coverage andfor hazarvd insurance coverage for repair and reconstruc-=
tion. A Co-Owner is ruequired to reimburse the Asseciation for any expease
incurred by it In repairing or replacing Common Elements andfor Limited O
Common Arcas and Facilities damaged by such Co-Owher, members of his )
family residing with bhim, his pguests or invitees. E%

o
zZ

Section 2. Malntenance and Repalr.

(0) All maintenance of and repair to any Apartment Unit,whether ;g
structural or won-structural, ordinary or extroordinasry, other than maiv-p
tenanee ol and repair to any Common Blements contained therein or any
Limited Common Area and Facility adjacent and appurtepnant thercto, and
not necessitated by the misuse or neglect of the Co-Owner or Co-Owners

& of another Apartwent Unit, shall be mode by the Co-Gwner or Co~Owners
: thereof, and such Go-Owner or Co-Owners shall keep the same in good
! condition ond repait.  EBach such Co-Ouwner shall be responsible fot any
und all domage tu sny and all other Apartment Units, to the Commen ElemenDs
angd Limited Common Area and Facilities covsed by his failure tu do sao.

FOZ#aASVYO - S

d08

(b) ALl maintenonce, repaics and replacements to the Cnmmunﬁlrmv%ﬁs
and Limitced Common Areo and Facilities, whether located inside or outsided®
of the Apartment Units, unTess necessitoted by the negligence, misuse or -
negleck of the Co-Owner or Go-Owners of an Apartment Unit, in which cnuuf@
the cost shall be borne by Lhe Co-Owner ot Co-Owners of such Apartment
Unit, shall be made by the Association or at irs direction and shall be
charged to the mewbers thereof as g Common Expense,

Scction 3. Right_of Entry. Tach and every Co-Ouner,by accepling
o deed to an Apartment Unit,thereby prants to the managing agent or such
other person designated by the Board of Directors, in the event that fire
or seme similar cmergency is, in the opinfon of such agent or designated
person, threatening his Apartment Unit, the right to enter the same,
regardless of whoether such Co-Owner is preseat al such time.  This clause
shall also be applicable to. tenants of any Cuo-Owner.

Sertiom 4. Conduct. All Co-Owners, thedr Families, puests,
visitors and tenonls, amd each and every oceupant of cach Apariment Unlit
sholl ot al) times observe the published rules of conduct which may be

established [rom Lime to time by the Association or its Board of Direc-

tors.

Seciion 5. Notlees. Each and every Co-Ouwaer who shall mortgape
) his dwelling docs, as o resell of sald act, authorize the Association
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ke furnish such information as such mortpezgees mny request respecting
unpaid assessmentys, taxes or other reasonable informstion concerning such
Aporument Unit.

ARTICLE VIIT
COMPLLANCE

These By-laws are setr forth to comply with the requirements of
Section 27-31-150 ot seq. of the 1976 South Carolina Code of Laws. In
- Lthe event any ol these By-Laws conflict with the provisions of said
Statutory Sections, the provisions of said Sections will control.

bt

ARTICLE IX
BOOKS AND RECORDS

Section 1. Inspection. The books, recotrds and papers of the
- Association shall at all times (during reasonable business hours be
subject to inspection by any member at the principal office of the
Association. The Master Deed and the By-lLaws of the Association shall
be available for inspection by any member at the principal office of
the Associatiuvn, where copics may be purchased for a reasonable price,
commensurate with yhe actual cost of printing or photocopying.
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ARTICLE X
ASSOCIATION SEAL

Seetion 1. BDescription. The Associntion shall have a seal In
circular [orm having within its vircumference the words: “Snee Farm
\ Lakes Homeowner's Association, Inc.”

ARTICLE X1
AMENDMENTS

Section 1. By-Laws. These By-Laws may be amdended by a vote of
not less than seventy~-Eive (75Z) percent of the total vote uf the Associ-
ation at a duly constituted meeting of such purpose, in strict accordance
with the recorded Master Deed to which they arv attached. Said amend-
ments shall be set forth in an amended Master Deed and duly recorded in
the R.M.C. Office (or Charleston County. Fach and every Co-Owner of an
Apartment Unit hy accepting a deed therefor thereby agrees ro be bound
by and henecfit from any such amendment hereto.

Section 2. Master Deed. The Master Decd for Snee Farm Lakes, a
South Carolina Horizontal Property Regime, shall be amended oply wpon the
written consent ol seventy-five (75%) percent of the total Percentage
Intercst avthorized Lo vote thereon.

Section 3. Conflicts. In the event of any vonflict between the
provisions of the Moster Deed and the provisions of these By-lLaws, the
provisions of the Master Deed shall cvontroi.

e ¥ L2 - It *

CERTIFILICATILION

1, the undersigned, do hereby certify:

THAT I am the duly eclected and acting Secretavy of Snee Farm Lakes
Homeowner's Association, Inc,, a South Carolina Non-profit Corporation, and

THAT the foregning By-Laws constitute Lthe original By-Lows of said Associ-
ation as duly adopted at a meeting of the Bourd of Directors thereof held

on the l4thday of June - » 1982.
IN WITHESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subscribed my name and affixed the sval
of said Associatlon thix 14th day of June . 198Z.

Seeretary
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EXRIBIT "C"

PHASE XIV

(Cumulative Value $10,356,000)

Type of Apartment Number, of Type gi-Sates Value Undiwided Peruentaze in Common Elements

‘A 3 $67,250 403500 § {6‘?357 tonif
8 A ss,600 335609 qosess,
T3 c 6/ sa,s00  ZFPY oossa
» 6 s6,600  35760° 005796
E 6/ 55,000  2306%  4oseup
7> F 6V s7.000 397 f'w .005837.
*—;’; ¢ 67 56,600 337690 o539
B 6/' 5 5'15_:«:1_\3396” 005642 .00 SEL7
il 1 6~ 51,—99'6/5?.-'5‘3 BHAPY ops8a7 o9 Sk
< J 67 . ' 67,250 403I°Y  hosse7
-Jr*\r K 6/ 54,500 BI9e0e .005581 A4
NS/ b 67 55,600  S356°C 005694 .4,"3%
/ " u 19 72,500 1, 32)%0 u'_::fmj;onz: ‘
N 19 85,500 J(9or T overse
A * 0 19 65,900 /3590 .006748
P 1 71,500 /;35?%3__ 007322
S e B
. qkqgﬂ.' £ ! %

260

Building 1120
Types A through L

‘Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types & through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1151
Types A through L

Building 1161
Types A through L

Units 1 through 76

Pools 1, 2 and 3

[Phases I through XIV have 148 units]

————
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EXHTBIT “c"

PHASE XIIl
(Cumvlative Value $9,469,300)
Type of Apartment  Number of Type Sales Value Undivided Percentage in Common Elements
A 6 $67,250 .007102 Building 1120
Types A through L
B ) 55,600 .005871
c 6 54,300 005755 Building 1130
Types A through L
i 6 56,600 .005977
E 6 55,100 .005818 Building 1140
Types A through L
F 6 : 57,000 006019
G ' 6 56,600 .005977 o Building 1141
. . Types A through L
H 6 35,100 005818
I 6 . 57,000 .006019 Building 1151
’ Types A through L
J 6 67,250 .007102
K 6 54,3500 .005755 Building 1161
Types & through L
L 6 55,600 .005871
M 18 72,300 .007656 Units 1 through 60
N 18. 85,500 .009029 ' Units 65 through 76
0 18 65,900 006959 Pools 1, 2 and 3
P 18. 71,500 .007550
- ‘GU\ - “'[Phases I through XIII have 144 units]
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Type of Apartment

.E_X-HIBIT Hcll

PHASE XII

{Cumulative Value $8,879,000)

Sales Value Undivided Percentage in Common Elements

A

B

- = =

(=]

Numbev of Type

)
6
6

567,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
35,100
57,000
56,600
553,100
57,000
87,250
34,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
635,900

71,500

262

.007574
.006262
.006138
.006375
. 006206
. 006420
.006375
.006206
.006420
Q07574
.006138
.006262
. 008165
.009629
,007422

.008053

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1151
Types A through L

Building 1161
Types A through L
Units 1 through 52
Units 65 through 76

Pools 1, 2 and 3

[Phases I through XII have 136 units]

-
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Type of Apartment

Number of Type

EXHIBIT "C"

PHASE XI

(Cumulative Value $8,288,200)

A

B

6

&
6
&

Sales Value Undivided Percentage in Common Elements

$67,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
33,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
57,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,5300
85,500
65,900

71,500

263

.008114
.006708
006576
.006829
006648
006877
.006829
006648
006877
.008114
006576

006708
008747

.010316
.007931

008627

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1151
Types A through L

Building 1161
Types A through L

Units ! through 44
Units 65 through 76

Pools 1, 2 and 3

[Phases I through XI have 128 units]
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'Type of Apartment

Number*of Type

EXHIBIT "C"

PHASE X
(Cumulative Value $7,697,400)

Sales Value Undivided Percentage in Common Elements

A

B

]
6

12,
12
12-

12.

$67,250 .008737
55,600 .007227
54,500 007080
56,600 ,007353
55,100 .007158
57,000 .007495
56,600 .007353
55,100 .007158
57,000 .007405

67,250 .008737
54,500 .007080
55,600 . .007223
72,500 .009419 -

85,500 .011108
65,900 .008561
71,500 ,009289

264

Building 1120

 Types A through L~

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1151
Types A through L

- Building 1161
Types A through L

Units 1 through 36
Units 65 through 76

Pools 1, 2 and 3

(Phases I through X have 120 units)
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Type of Apartment

Number of Type

&HIBIT "C"

PHASE IX

(Cumulative Value $7,106,600)

Sales Value Undivided Perceataze in Common Elements

A

B

6

Lo AN +

$67,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
57,000
67,250
34,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900
71,500

265

.009463
007824
Q07669
.007964
.007753
.008021
.007964
+007753
.008021
.009463
007669
007824
.010202
+012031
.009273
.010061

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1151
Types A through L

Building 1161
Types A through L

Units 1 through 32
Units 63 through 72

Pools 2 and 3

[Phaé;s I through IX have 112 units]

¥9/200TdD8T0Z#3ASVO - SYAT1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd ZE:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH1D3 13



3:R-128P6268

EXHIBIT Mc"

PHASE VIII

(Cuomulative Value $6,515,800)

Type of Apartment Numbe; of Type Sales Value Undivided Percentage in Common Elements
A 6 $§67,250 .01032] Building 1120
Types 4 through L
B 6 55,600 .008533
¢ 6 54,500 008364 : Building 1130
Types A through L
n 6 56,600 . 008687
E 6 55,100 008456 Building 1140
. Types A through L
F 6 . 57,000 .008748
G 6 56,600 .008687 Building 1141
Types A through L
H 6 ° 55,100 _ . 008456
1 6 . 57,000 : 008748 Building 1151
4 Types & through L
J 6 67,250 .010321
K 6 36,3500 .008364 Building 1161
Types A through L
L 6 55,600 .008533
M 8 72,500 011127 Units 1 through 32
N 8 85,500 .013122
° 8 63,900 -010214 [Phases I through VIII have 104 units)
P 8 71,500 .010937
4 -
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Type of Apartment  Number of Type.

*

EXHIBIT "C"

PHASE VII

(Cumulative Value $5,823,700)

Sales Value

Undivided Percentage in Common Elements

A

B

C

5

wn

567,250
55,600
54,500
36,600
55,100
37,000
56,600

55,100

57,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900

71,500

.011548
009547
.003358
.009719
.009461
.009788
-009719
.009461
.009788
.011548
.009358
.009547
012449
.014681
011316
.012277

267

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1131
Types A through L

¥nits 1 through 32

Pools 2 and 3

(Phases I through VII have 92 units)

awife

it

¥9/200Td08T0Z#3ASYD - SYA1d NOWWOD - NOLSITHVHO - INd ZE:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 37114 ATIVOINOHLD3 13
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Type of Apartment

.

Number of Type

EXHIBIT "C"”

PHASE VI

{Cumulative Value $5,232,900)

%

Sales Value Undivided Percventage in Common Elements

A

B

5

5

$67,250
55,600
54,500
" 56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
57,000
67,250
$4,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900

71,500

268

.012851
.010625
.010415
.010816
.010513
.010893
.01081%
.010513
.010893
.012851
010415
.010625
.013855
.016339
.012593

-013664

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L -

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1151
Types A through L

Units 1 through 8

Units 17 through 32

{Phases I through VI have 84 units}

¥9/200TdD8T0Z#3ASVYD - SYA1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd ZE:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH1D3 13
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Tvpe of Apattment

Number of Type

EXHIBIT “c*

PHASE V

{Cumulative Value $4,540,800)

Sules Value Undivided Percentaze in Common Elements

A

B

I

=

i

$67,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
57,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,500
85, 500
65,900

71,500

.014810
.012245
.012002
.012465
012134
.012553
.012465
012134
.012553
.014810
.012002
012245

.015966

_.018829

209

.014513

015746

Building 1120
Types A through L

. Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Units 1 through 8
Units 17 through 32

Pools 2 and 3

{Phases I through V have 72 units]

¥9/200TdD8T0Z#3ASVYD - SYA1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd ZE:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH1D3 13
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EXHIBIT "C"

PHASE IV

{(Cumulative Value $3,950,000)

Sales Value

Undivided Percentaze in Common Elements

Type of Apartment  Number of Type

A

B

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

(ﬂf—n
A

§67,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
57,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900

71,500

.017025
.014076 ,
.013797
.014329
.013949
.014430
.014329
.013949
014430
.017025
.013797
.014076
.018354
.021646
.016684

.018101

Al

270

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Units 1 through 8

Units 25 through 32

{Phases I through IV have 64 units]

¥9/200TdO8T0Z#3SVO - SY31d NOWWOD - NOLSITIVHO - Nd LE:€ S0 4dv T2oz - a31id A'I'IVOINOH_LOE.I'EI
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¥

68 COMBIMATION OF PHASES
\13%7‘ PHASE I, II, III, & V

m
—
0
o
o R o
(value $3,848,700) 0
>
"
Type of Apartment Square Footaqe Sales Valuye Undivided Percentage in Common_ Elements <
-
A 1505 467,250 L,017473 E
O
B 1250 . 55,600 .074446 &
c 1261 54,500 .014161 §
D 1250 56,600 014706 &
Building 1120 2
£ 1300 §5,100 .014317 ’ Types A through %ﬂ
F 1255 57,000 014810 S
’ . Building 1130
G 1250 56,600 .014706 Types A through L
H . 1300 55,100 014317 Q
Building 1141 >
I 1255 57,000 .014810 Types A through LEE
J 1595 67,250 017473 ' .
Units 1 through
K 1261 54,500 .014161
L 1250 55,600 L014446
_— Units 17 through
" ) M 1414 72,500 .018838
,!’. 4_-«-."
o N 1812 85,500 .022215
I : Pools 2 and 3
0 1282 65,900 ‘ 017123
p 1354 71,500 .018578

792.200TdO8T0Z¢#3SVO - SVI1d NONINOD - N®&LSH
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BKisR 128P6268 ' S COMBIYATICY OF PHASES
PHASE 1, II,_III, vV, & VII
{vatue $4,439,500)
Tyne of Apartment Square Footage $ales Valye Undivided Percentage in Common'Elements
A 1505 $67,250 L,015148
B 1250 55,600 012524
¢ 1281 54,500 .012276
0 1250 56,600 L,012749 '
Building 1120
£ 1300 55,100 .012411 Types A through L
F 1255 67,000 .012839
G 1250 56,600 L.012749
. ' Building 1130
H . 1300 55,100 L012411 Types A through L
1 1255 57,000 ,012839
‘ ‘ Building 1141
J 1505 67,250 .015148 Types A through L
K 1261 54,500 .012276 :
Units 1 through 3
L 1250 55,600 .012524
M 1414 72,500 * .016331
N 1812 85,500 . .019259 Pools 2 and 3
0 1282 65,900 .,014844
P 1354 71,500 .016105

¥9/200TdO8TOZ#IASYD - SYIT1d NOWNOT™* NOLSTTIVHO - d LE:€ S0 4dv TZ0Z - AFTI4 ATTVIINOYLOF 13 .
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Type of Apartment,

COMBINATION OF PHASES

PHASE T, IT, IIT, Vv, VII, & IX
(Value $4,030,300)

Square Footage Sales Value

Undﬁvided Percentae 1in

Common Elements

X o T & Tm o m o o o

w o = 32

1505
1250
1261
1250
1300
1255
1250
. 1300
1255
15057
1261
1250
1414
1812
1181
1354

$67,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
- §7,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900
71,500

273

013369
.011053
.010834
,011252
.010954
.011331

.011252

.010954
01131
.013369
.010834
.011053
.014413
.016997
.013101

014214

Building 1120
Types A.through L

Building 1130
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L
Unitsil through 32

Units 65 through 7

Pools 2 and 3

79.200TdO8T0C#3ASVD - SY31d NOWROD - NOLSTTHVHO - Nd LE:€ SO 1dv TZ0Z - A3 14 ATTVOINOYLOI 13 -



Bk R 1Zyrulby

' , m
COMBINATION OF PHASES (E ‘
_|
PHASE I, II, IIT, ¥, VII, IX, & X z
{Yalue $5,621,100) Z
0
>
Tysz of Acartment  Sauare Footage Saiss Value Uedisided Berceantry2_in Gommon Elements »
el W 4 W re— e & N T———F R e e d — e op———— Ve e S E
Z
A 1505 $67,250 L011964 m
B 1250 55,600 .009891 B
) c 1261 54,500 .009696 E
' S
1250 56.600 -010069 _ Building 1120 &
a1
E 1300 55,100 .009802 Types A through L o
F 1255 57,000 .010140 ®
) ‘ 1)
G 1250 56,600 ,010069 : Building 1130 Z
Types A through L O
H , 1300 55,100 : ,009802 -
>
I 1255 57,000 .010140 Building 1141 X
‘ Types A through L m
J 1505 67,250 .011964 9
K 1261 54,500 ,009696 Units 1 through 38
1250 55,600 .009891 Units 65 through gs
M 1414 : 72,500 072898
N 1812 85,500 015211 Pools 1, 2, & 3
0 1282 65,900 .011724
p 1354 71,500 .012720

¥92.200TdO8T0¢#3SVO - SY31d NONIN
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¥ R 128PG268 :

U e 2 Ay o v )

Square Fontage

COMBTYATION OF PHASES

PHASE I, 11, 111, IV, & VI
(value $4,642,100)

Sales Value

Undivided Percentaze in Common Elements

1505
1250
1261
1250
1300
1255.
1250
1300
1255
1565
1267
1250
1414
1812
1282
1354

$67,250

55,600
54,500
56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
57,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900
71,500

275

.014487
.011977
.011740
.012193
.011870
.012279
.012193
.011820
.012279
.01448%
011740
.011977
.015618
.018418
,0714196
.015403

dv 1202 - a3 ATIVOINOY LD »

Building 1120
Types A through L

Building-1130
Types A through L

Building 1141
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Units 1 through
25 & 32

Pool Number 2 &

¥92200TdD8T0Z#3ASVD - SYI1d NENNOD - NOLSITAVHO - INd LE:€ G0 4
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Type of Apartment

COMBINATION OF PHASES

PHASE I, IT, 111, Iv, VI, & VIII
(Value $5,334,200)

Square Footage

Sales Value

Uhdivided Percentage in Common Elements

1505
1250
1261
1250
1300

1255
1250

. 1300
1255
1565‘
1261
1250
1414
1812
1282
1354

$67,250
55,600
54,500
56,600
55,100
57,000
56,600
55,100
57,000
67,250
54,500
55,600
72,500
85,500
65,900
71,500

276

.012608
,010424
.010217
010611
,010330
,010686
.010611
,010330
.010686
. .012608
.010217
.010424
,013592
.016029
.012355
.013404

Building 1120

Types A through L

Buiiding 1130
Types A through L

Building 1147
Types A through L

Building 1140
Types A through L

Building 1157
Types A through L

Building 1161
Types A through L

Units 1 through
Unijts 25 through

Pool 2 & 3

dv T2Z0zZ - @314 ATIVOINOYHLO3 T3

NOLS3THVHO - Nd €€ GO 4

¥9.200TdD8TOZ#3ASVI - vITd NOWWNOD
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X R !78P6268

'E'_X-H}b‘_ltr "D"

DESCRIPTION of ALL PHASES (1 through XIV}

i
ALY, THAT plecce, parcel or tract of Jaml, situale, lying and beiny

on the south side of Long Point Road, Mr. Plessant, Svuth Carolina, con-

taining 14.347 acres and having boundaries ond measurements as follows:

Starting at an iron pipe on the northeast corner of the rract aloeng
the southern right of way of Long Point Road, proceed in a westerly divec-
tion along an area on sald rvight of way 497.77 ft. Lo o pojnt; then con-
tinue in a westerly direction along S 79744°00" £ 570.43 fi. to a point;
then in a southerly direction along N 10716°00" ¥ 510.00 ft. to a concrete
monpument; then in an easterly direction alongN 56°28'08" 778,30 fr. to
a voncrete monument; then in a northerly direction along $45°42°00™" W
11.86 ft.; then continue In a northerly divection on an are aloag the
western right of way of Garden Way 189.36 [t. to a concreie monument;
then continue in a northerly direction on said right of way along § 34°
53'34" W 469.80 fr. to a point; then continue in a vortherly direction
along § 23°12'48" W 55,29 ftl to a point; then continme in a northerly
direction along § 34°53°34" W 75.00 fL. back to thu point of the bepin-

ning.

277
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Mount Pleasant Waterworks strives to be a trusted
leader in our community and the water industry.

MISSION
The MPW Team provides water services of exceptional
quality, value, and reliability, while protecting public
health, safety and the environment

VALUES
The MPW Team is passionately committed to:
HONESTY: In all actions by employees and
Commissioners.
FAIRNESS: To our customers, employees,
and other stakeholders.
QUALITY: Of our products, services and
processes.

INNOVATION: By seeking positive change.

Mount Pleasant Waggrworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Introduction

This document contains the Cost Recovery Policies of the Commissioners of Public Works for the
Town of Mount Pleasant, South Carolina herein after referred to as “the Commission”. By virtue
of SC Code of Laws, Section 5-31-250, conducting the financial affairs of the Commission is
vested with the elected Commissioners. This document, adopted and approved by the
Commissioners, includes the public policies whereby the Commission will recover the cost of
providing water and wastewater services to its customers.

Section 1. Purpose

This policy document provides clear public policies used as guidance by the Commissioners when
making financial decisions and plans relating to the provision of water and wastewater service to
existing and future customers. These policies are designed to create long-term financial stability
for a public utility, while ensuring that the charges for services are as fair, reasonable and equitable
as possible. Adopted during the course of public meetings, this document is also amended through
the public meeting process.

Section 2. Cost Recovery Philosophy

Policy 2.1 Cost Recovery
To fully and as equitably as possible recover all costs of operating, maintaining,
and expanding the water and wastewater utilities from the customers of the service
area while maintaining financial stability and sufficiency.

The mission of the Commission is to provide excellent quality water and wastewater services to
its customers, while meeting all applicable Federal, State and local laws and regulations. All of
the costs to provide these services must be fully recovered by the Commission. In addition, rates
must be as equitable as possible among customer classifications, and between existing and future
customers. Financial stability ensures that rates remain reasonable, and that the utility’s borrowing
ability is maintained.

Policy 2.2 Fund Disbursement
To the nearest extent practical, funds received by the Commission will be used to
pay for the services that benefit the customers whose payments generated those

funds.

The Commission has two categories of customers, existing and future. Cost of the ongoing
operation of the system and renewal and replacement (R&R) of the existing assets are recovered
through the monthly rates and charges to existing customers. Other charges are levied for specific
services provided such as connection services, new customer account set up and management and
other miscellaneous ancillary services. Cost recovery for the extension and expansion (E&E) of
the utility infrastructure to serve future customers is recovered through impact fees and system
development charges.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁroworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Section 3. Cost Recovery Administration

Policy 3.1 Authority to Set Rates, Fees and Charges
The authority to set rates, fees, and charges rests with the elected Board of
Commissioners of Mount Pleasant Waterworks (South Carolina Code 5-31-250).

Policy 3.2 Authority to Grant Exceptions to Adopted Rates, Fees and Charges
The authority to grant exceptions to adopted rates, fees and charges rests with the
elected Board of Commissioners of Mount Pleasant Waterworks and may be
delegated to the General Manager.

The Commission will not provide free services nor waive adopted rates, fees or charges to any
customer or group of customers because to do so is arbitrary and discriminatory. Special payment
schedules based on hardship may be requested in writing to any elected member of the Board of
Commissioners or the General Manager. Approval of such requests will be discretionary.

Policy 3.3 Set Rates to Maintain Financial Sufficiency
The Commission will establish rates sufficient to meet the operating expenses,
reasonable capital improvements to the utility infrastructure and mandatory debt
service coverage ratios as required in the existing bond ordinance.

Policy 3.4 Establish a Rate Structure to Maintain Financial Stability
The Commission will establish a rate structure to recover revenue from the
customer base in a way that provides for financial stability and the maintenance of
the minimum cash reserves. This structure will include fixed charges and variable
charges as approved by the Commissioners.

Section 4. Policy Review and Amendment

Policy 4.1 Policy Review
The Commission will review its cost recovery policies prior to preparation of the
annual budget and revise the policy document as often as necessary to maintain
consistency with actual cost recovery practices. A comprehensive, independent cost
recovery review of rates, fees and charges will be conducted at least every 5 years
or more frequently if deemed necessary.

Cost recovery studies will be conducted more frequently if major changes occur in: 1) cost
forecasts, 2) regulations governing system operations, 3) operating technologies, or 4) customer
base demographics. The independent review will, at a minimum, produce a comprehensive
schedule of rates, fees and charges that reflect stated policies and provide documentation of the
calculations used in designing the rates, fees and charges.

Policy 4.2 Policy Amendment
The Cost Recovery Policies may be amended from time to time depending on
financial circumstances. The Commission will hold a public hearing on any
amendments to the policies and adopt any changes in a public meeting of the
Commission.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁrlworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Section 5. Financial Plan

Policy 5.1 Financial Plan
The Commission will update its Comprehensive Ten-Year Financial Plan annually,
to assess the financial feasibility of planned and budgeted activities as they relate
to cost recovery objectives.

The Commission develops two budgets annually, the operating budget and the capital
improvements budget. The capital improvements budget includes a) renewal and replacement
projects and expenses for existing assets and b) expansion and extension projects and expenses for
future service. The Commission forecasts these projects and expenses into the future through use
of our financial rate model. This model establishes the overall financial plan for the Commission.

Section 6. Customer Classifications

Policy 6.1 Customer Classifications
The customer classification system will be reviewed prior to each cost recovery
study and revised as often as necessary.

Customers are classified into homogeneous groups for development of cost allocations and
applications of charges. Customer classifications will be developed if and when customer groups
are deemed to differ.

Policy 6.2 Out of Town Wastewater Customers
The Commission will charge an Out of Town Wastewater rate for all customers
that receive wastewater service that are not within the corporate limits of the Town
of Mount Pleasant as specified by Town Ordinance 11011.

February 8, 2011, the Town of Mount Pleasant amended the Sewer Use Ordinance by adopting
Ordinance 11011 that added Section 51.093 which states the following:

Out-Of-Town Wastewater Rates and Charges

(A) Single-family residential. For each out-of-town connection to the public wastewater system,
the person applying for and/or receiving service shall pay one and one-tenth (1.1) times the current
in-town wastewater rates and charges as may be set and determined from time to time by the
Commission.

(B) All other. For each out-of-town connection to the public wastewater system, the person
and/or business applying for and/or receiving service shall pay two times the current in-town
wastewater rates and charges as may be set and determined from time to time by the Commission.

Policy 6.3 Municipal Irrigation Customer

The Commission will charge the Town of Mount Pleasant irrigation accounts a
Municipal Irrigation rate that is equal to the tier-one water volumetric rate.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁrzworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Effective April 2012, the Commission approved the Municipal Irrigation rate that equals the
regular residential volumetric rate. Furthermore, an allocation of REUs was approved to prevent
all selected irrigation accounts from paying excessive use charges. Each account will be charged
the appropriate basic facility charge.

Section 7. Establishing Rates and Charges

The basic principles the Commission will use in calculating rates, fees and charges are as

follows:

All costs incurred will be considered investments of resources. These resources include
the capital costs of developing facilities and capacity for providing services, the
operational costs of providing services from these facilities, and the administrative
costs of programs and activities related to the facilities and services provided.

Utility services are goods and their full costs will be recovered. Rates and Charges will
be reviewed annually and updated as often as necessary to fully recover costs and meet
the requirements of the cost recovery policies.

As a responsible public entity, the Commission will price its services to recover costs
without generating a profit over time.

The entire pricing system will be as equitable as practicable.

Policy 7.1 Maintain Equitable Charging Practices

The Commission will strive for equity among customer classifications and between
existing and future customers when setting rates, fees, and other charges.

The Commission will help ensure equity between existing and future customers
by following a flow of funds system that indicates the sources of funds, where
funds are deposited and held, and where funds are distributed.

Impact fees and other connection charges will be used for system expansion, to
ensure that to the extent possible “growth pays for growth”.

Costs will be controlled and the rate program will be planned such that
increases in typical monthly bills will not exceed 15 percent in any given fiscal
vear. Exceptions will be made to this policy only as necessary to meet
mandatory requirements.

The Commission operates as a business enterprise independent of other revenue sources. The
utility is managed as an enterprise fund, and prices will approximate those that would prevail in a
competitive market.

Policy 7.2 Basic Facility Charge (BFC)

Water and Wastewater Basic Facility Charges will recover an amount equal to or
greater than the sum of the annual Renewal and Replacement (R&R) debt service
expense, a portion of the capital expenditures for the system, a portion of operation
and maintenance costs, and a portion of general administrative costs.

The Commission incurs fixed costs for providing services to its customers including, but not
limited to, Renewal and Replacement (R&R) debt service, capital costs, operating and
maintenance costs, and general administrative costs.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁrsworks Cost Recovery Policy
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The BFC is a charge for the reservation of capacity based on the total active REUs assigned to a
property. To ensure the purchased capacity remains available, all BFCs must be paid.

Policy 7.3 Volumetric Rates
Water and wastewater volumetric rates will be set to recover all costs and funding
requirements that are not recovered from other rates, fees and charges, including
minimum fund balance requirements.

In the interest of encouraging conservation of water resources, water and wastewater rate schedules
include flow-based charges. Thus, the customers who use more water and generate more
wastewater pay more than those who use less. Volumetric rates for water and wastewater are
calculated and levied per 1,000 gallons of metered water per account, rounded downward to the
nearest 100 gallons.

Policy 7.4 Application of Volumetric Rates
Water volumetric rates will be applied to all metered water use.

Some public utilities do not charge the water volumetric rate for lost water or metered water that
was wasted due to an extraneous circumstance, such as a broken faucet. Because the utility bears
the cost of water lost on the utility’s side of the meter, it is equitable for individual customers to
bear the cost of water lost on the customer’s side of the meter. Thus, the customer will be held
directly responsible for all metered water at their household or business. The wastewater
volumetric rate may be waived on lost water if the customer can show that the lost water was not
discharged to the wastewater system.

Policy 7.5 Excessive Use Charge
An excessive use charge' will be levied on all water and wastewater customer
classifications as follows:

Residential Customers

e [00% of the water and wastewater volumetric rate for monthly metered water usage
in excess of 9,200 gallons per REU

o 200% of the water volumetric rate for monthly metered water usage in excess of
18,400 gallons per REU

o 300% of the water volumetric rate for monthly metered water usage in excess of 27,600
gallons per REU

! The Commission uses the term “excessive use charge” rather than “conservation rate” because this charge is a penalty for
excessive water and wastewater use. Unlike the Commission’s other charges, the excessive use surcharge is not a cost-of-service
rate.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁr‘{vorks Cost Recovery Policy
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Commercial Customers

e 100% of the water and wastewater volumetric rate for monthly metered water usage
in excess of 9,200 gallons per REU

®  200% of the water and wastewater volumetric rate for monthly metered water usage
in excess of 18,400 gallons per REU

o 300% of the water and wastewater volumetric rate for monthly metered water usage
in excess of 27,600 gallons per REU

The quantity of water used to calculate excessive usage for customers with
irrigation meters is based on the meter size. The current rates are shown on the
Commission’s website.

Revenues from the excessive use charge are generated by existing customers that utilize water and
wastewater capacity on a monthly basis above their allocated capacity. The excessive use charge
is intended to recover the additional cost to provide the extra capacity for these customers. This
charge creates equity between customers that paid for and all the capacity they are using and those
that did not.

Policy 7.6 Connection Charges
Water and wastewater connection charges will be levied on the owners of new
structures and will recover the full costs of system connections. Connection charges
will include:

e A water connection fee to recover the costs of labor, equipment, water meter
and other materials required for water service connection. The water
connection fee will apply to all activities associated with setting water
meters, including irrigation meters.

e A wastewater tap fee to recover the costs of labor, equipment and materials
required for MPW to make any tap into the wastewater system. .

o A wastewater tap inspection fee to recover the costs for inspection and
approval of any third party tap into the wastewater system, and a

wastewater tap re-inspection fee for repeating this service, if necessary.

Connection charges are considered operating revenues, and expenses associated with these
services are considered operating expenses, according to generally accepted accounting principles.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁrgvorks Cost Recovery Policy
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Policy 7.7 Miscellaneous Charges
Miscellaneous charges will recover the full cost of labor and expenses required to
provide ancillary services from the individuals who receive benefit for these
ancillary services.

Miscellaneous charges will be levied only when: 1) a customer or customer group can be
identified; 2) the activity produces a significant cost that is not common to all customers; and 3)
the cost can be identified and related to the activity. Miscellaneous charges will not be levied to
recover general overhead costs or for services that are beneficial to the system as a whole or to a
relatively large group of customers.

Although miscellaneous charges are not necessarily based on cost recovery principles, and include
penalties to discourage certain actions, they enable MPW to more closely match revenues with
costs and thus enhance the fairness of the cost recovery policy.

Policy 7.8 Tampering and Damage to Assets/System Charges
The Commission shall levy charges against the responsible party(s) for the costs of
damage or loss to the Commission’s system and/or assets. Costs include, but are
not limited to, direct and indirect labor, external contractors, supervision,
materials, equipment usage, sales tax, and administrative fees. The Commission
shall also levy costs of collection, if necessary, to include, but not limited to,
attorney’s fees, administrative cost and out-of-pocket expenses. The Commission
retains full authority as to the restoration of the system and/or repair or
replacement of assets. Tampering charge and administrative fees may be charged.

On occasion damages or loss to the Commission system and assets occurs. Costs are incurred to
restore or replace the damage or loss to the Commission’s system or assets. In addition to the direct
cost of restoration or replacement, are costs associated with the administration and handling of the
damage or loss. Legal and collection fees may be incurred in order to recover the costs. The
Commission, after assignment of responsibility, shall assess the cost of the damage or loss and
invoice the responsible party(s).

Policy 7.9 Cost of Freedom of Information Request
The Commission shall levy against parties, the cost of searching for and making
copies of records in accordance with South Carolina Law section 30-4-30(b) of the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

Requests are received by the Commission for production of records and documentation as allowed
by the SC FOIA. Costs to research and obtain, to copy and to comply with the request must be
recovered. State law provides for the reasonable recovery of charges for compliance with the
request. The Commission shall require a reasonable deposit to recover the cost of providing the
requested documents prior to releasing the requested records or documents.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁtéworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Section 8. Cost recovery from Future Customers

Infrastructure to serve future customers must be planned and developed in advance of the need by
future customers. Impact fees are capital development charges that recover the cost of extending
and expanding the major infrastructure to serve residential and commercial development/property.
Utilities must make sizable investments ahead of time in order to have concurrency of capacity to
serve development when it occurs. Impact fees recover these investments. Major infrastructure
includes wastewater treatment plants, regional pump stations, transmission force mains, major
collectors, outfalls, water treatment plants, pumping facilities, storage tanks, main transmission
pipelines, and administrative facilities and equipment.

Policy 8.1 Impact Fees
Impact fees will recover major capital costs associated with expanding water and
wastewater service facilities, including but not limited to water treatment plants,
storage facilities, pumps and distribution mains, wastewater collection,
transmission, storage and treatment facilities, and other capital equipment.

o A comprehensive, independent cost recovery review of impact fees will be
conducted at least every 5 years or more frequently if deemed necessary in order
to maintain equity to both existing and future customers.

o Impact fees will be indexed annually for changes in the ENR (Engineering
News-Record Construction Cost Index (CCI))and other construction cost records
deemed appropriate for the Commission’s service area plus the cost of money
based on the current SRF interest rates. . The Index will be established for a three-
year rolling period.

o [mpact fees will recover the costs of both the excess capacity in existing capital
facilities, and new facilities planned specifically for growth.

o The impact fee cost basis will be the original costs (without deducting
depreciation) and planned costs discounted through build out or the Replacement
Cost New with depreciation (RCND) as deemed appropriate by the Commission

o Impact fees will recover, to the extent possible, interest expense on outstanding
and anticipated extension and expansion project debt discounted through build out.

o A “double payment credit” will be deducted from the impact fee to prevent
future customers from paying for debt-financed capacity in both their impact fee
and their monthly rates.

Impact fees are charges assessed against new development to recover part of the capital costs of
expanding the water and wastewater infrastructure to serve them. Considered as a capital-recovery
charge, impact fees allow recovery of the capital costs of developing the new service directly from
the customers who will benefit from the service. The Commission will conduct an impact fee study
based on the updated Town of Mount Pleasant’s Comprehensive Plan and updated Commission’s
Updated Master Plan.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁu,vorks Cost Recovery Policy
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Policy 8.2 Residential Equivalent Units
All customer accounts are assigned Residential Equivalent Units (REU) according
to the number of REU for which impact fees have been paid.

In no event will the number of REU on an account be lowered without approval of
the General Manager.

Section 9. Debt Funding and Recovery of Debt Service

Policy 9.1 Debt Funding
The Commission will use debt funding for the provision of utility infrastructure as
necessary.

Policy 9.2 Project Funding
o Cash fund renewal and replacement capital projects and assets with estimated
useful lives of ten years or less.

o Fund renewal and replacement and extension and expansion capital projects
and assets with estimated useful lives of over ten years by using debt or cash
financing, depending on prevailing economic conditions.

It is the intent to cash fund renewal and replacement (R&R) and extension and expansion (E&E)
whenever possible, while maintaining fund balances and rates, fees and charges at reasonable
levels. However, for assets of higher value, longer-life, and the policy will provide for the use of
debt financing if market conditions dictate that such funding would be a better solution for all
customers.
Policy 9.3 Debt Service

It is the intent of the Commission to recover the debt service for R&R projects

through basic facility charges and rates and debt service for E&E projects through

impact fees.

Policy 9.4 Bond Rating
The Commission will maintain an uninsured bond rating of “AA” or better (as
rated by both Moody’s and Standard and Poor’s) for the combined water and
wastewater utilities.

Policy 9.5 Debt Service Coverage
The Commission will maintain rates to meet the coverage tests required by its bond

ordinance:
Test 1
Net Operating Revenues (Operating Revenues — Operating Expenses) > 1.00
Total Debt Service
And:
Test 2
Net Operating Revenues + Impact Fees Revenue > 12
Total Debt Service

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁrgvorks Cost Recovery Policy
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Policy 9.6 Debt Service Coverage Action Trigger
Whenever Test 1 is estimated to equal 2.00 or less, the Commission will take
necessary corrective actions to ensure that the ratio remains at or above the
mandatory level. These corrective actions may include increasing rates and
charges, reducing operating expenses, or retiring existing debt.

Each month during the fiscal year, financial projections are made to determine if the debt coverage
ratio will remain above 2.00 at the end of the fiscal year. These projections are reported to the
Commissioners in order to take corrective action in time to avoid non-compliance with debt
covenants.

Section 10. Fund Balances

For the purpose of maintaining financial stability, the Commission will maintain fund balances or
cash reserves for use as intended. These cash reserves are considered as available for use under
certain circumstances as defined by each policy.

Policy 10.1 Operating Fund Balance
The Commission will meet or exceed minimum Fund’ balance requirements and
maintain a minimum balance of not less than 200 days of unrestricted cash’.

Unrestricted cash-on-hand gives the Commission flexibility in setting aside funds for the scheduled
repair or replacement of capital assets with projected useful lives of ten years or less, acquiring
unbudgeted but necessary items, paying for capital cost overruns, implementing small capital
projects without bonding, and providing cash for emergency situations, such as a critical asset
failure, hurricanes, or economic downturns.

It is at times prudent to decrease the amount of cash-on-hand in order to defray debt, avoid or delay
a bond issue by cash-funding capital projects, or prevent or lessen the need for a rate increase.

Policy 10.2 Maintain Operating Fund Balance
If cash reserves fall below the objective of 200 days of unrestricted cash, the
Commission will make it a priority to build them back up to that level as soon as
possible. Mid-year rate increase may be adopted to meet this objective, as well as
other actions.

Policy 10.3 Capital Project Fund Balance
The Commission will maintain a minimum fund balance as a contingency for the
Capital Improvements Plan. The minimum balance will be equal to at least 10% of
the total annual Capital Improvement Plan projected for R&R projects for the next
five years.

2 A Fund has a legal definition. It may be a single bank account or a group of accounts and may be held by MPW or
by a trustee.

3 This sum will equal 200/365 times the total annual operating budget, excluding debt service.

Mount Pleasant Wajﬁrg)works Cost Recovery Policy
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Policy 10.4 Impact Fee Fund Balance
The Commission will maintain a minimum fund balance of impact fees as a
contingency fund for the debt service payments and funding of E&E projects. The
minimum fund balance will be at least equal to the debt service payment for the
E&E debt for the next year or 10% of the total annual cash-funded Capital
Improvement Plan projected for E&E projects for the next five years, whichever is
greater.

Policy 10.5 Medical Reserve Fund Balance
The Commission will maintain a Medical Reserve fund balance equal to 25% of the
budget for Health Insurance Expense as a contingency for significant medical
expense that exceed the budgeted allotment in a given year.

Policy 10.6 Out-of-Town Wastewater Fund Balance
The Commission will maintain an Out-of-Town-Wastewater Fund. The source of
the fund is from the out-of-town wastewater surcharge.

Section 11. Funds Management

The term “flow of funds” refers to the binding system of money management that has been
established in the Commission’s existing bond ordinance. Under the Commission’s flow of funds
system, specific revenues must be deposited into specific funds and then applied to specific types
of expenditures in order of importance to the bondholders. Any revenues remaining after these
requirements have been met, or revenues from sources which were not pledged toward bond
repayment, may be managed and dispersed at the Commissioner’s discretion. Additional Funds
may be created, as long as their requirements do not diminish the rights of the bondholders or
conflict with the required system.

In this policy document, flow of funds refers to the Commission’s total system of money
management including requirements of the existing bond ordinance.

Exhibit 1 to this policy document describes the Commission’s flow of funds system.

Appropriate Disbursement of Operating Revenues
Operating revenues, generated from existing customers, are used to cover operating expenses that
benefit these existing customers.*

Debt service payments represent the cost of capital facilities that benefit both existing and future
customers and are paid with a mixture of operating revenues and impact fees, adding equity to the
cost recovery system. If impact fee revenues are unavailable for debt service, payment will come
from operating revenues. Such an event would decrease equity between existing and future
customers but would protect the Commission’s financial strength.

4 An exception is connection charges, which are generated from new customers, and are included in operating
revenues. Because expenses involved with new connections are only incurred when new connections occur, these
connection revenues and expenses are considered equal and therefore do not create an inequity with this policy.

Mount Pleasant Waﬁibworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Another appropriate expenditure of operating revenues is for renewal and replacement (R&R)
capital expenditures, including, but not limited to, budgeted routine capital outlays for equipment
such as automobiles, and capital projects such as reverse osmosis membrane replacement or other
short-term assets.

Appropriate Disbursement of Impact Fee Revenues
Impact fee revenues will be expended only for capital items that directly benefit the future
customers for which they were paid. Two types of expenditures are appropriate:

e Direct costs of planning, designing, or constructing capital facilities that will be
extended or expanded (E&E) for future customers.

e Debt service payments for capital facilities planned, designed, or constructed for future
customers, if available.

e FEach year, as a part of the budget resolution, the Commission will determine the
amount of water and wastewater E&E cash to transfer to the General Revenue Fund
pay towards E&E debt. It is the intent of the Commission to continue the transfers until
all E&E debt is paid through impact fee revenues.

Appropriate Disbursement of Non-Operating Revenues

Depreciation is a real, but non-cash, expense. Each year, fixed assets become older, and at some
point in time, will need R&R. To keep the cost recovery system equitable, the Commission will
recover the cost of the future R&R over time from the customers who will benefit from the R&R.

Appropriate Disbursement of Debt Proceeds and Grants

In most cases, disbursement of bond proceeds (restricted to specific capital projects) will be
controlled by a trustee or the State Budget and Control Board. Grant funds will be disbursed for
the capital projects for which they were obtained.

Inter-fund Transfers

The Commission may provide for transfers of funds between the general fund, the water impact
fee fund and the wastewater impact fee fund as deemed necessary. Such transfers are considered
as internal loans between the funds to be reimbursed as soon as reasonably possible. Transfers may
include funds for operating and/or capital related expenditures and debt service. The
Commissioner’s shall approve the transfers and subsequent reimbursements.

Customer Security Deposits

Customer security deposits are deemed as restricted assets and will be maintained and accounted
for in a separate cash account. Deposits will be disbursed according to Operating Policy 4.1.3.
Security deposits are liabilities and the fund balance is not counted towards any fund balance goal.

Escrow (Maintenance Bond Deposits)
Maintenance bond deposits are deemed as restricted assets and will be maintained and accounted
for in a separate cash account. Deposits will be disbursed according to the Commission’s
Guidelines for Development. Maintenance bond deposits are liabilities and the fund balance is not
counted towards any fund balance goal.

Mount Pleasant Waﬁrlworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Medical Reserve Account

The medical reserve account funds are deemed as restricted assets and will be maintained and
accounted for in a separate cash account. The account is designated to provide funding to cover
medical claims in excess of budget during the fiscal year. The medical reserve account is a liability
and the fund balance is not counted towards any fund balance goal.

Reserve Funds

Reserve funds may be required to be established by the Commissioners from time to time. The
action establishing such reserve funds will define the restricted/unrestricted nature of the fund, the
segregation of the fund, the use and disbursement policy, the accounting and management of the
fund, and the inclusion or exclusion of the fund balance towards any fund balance goal.

Out of Town Wastewater Funds

The out-of-town wastewater surcharge funds are deemed as restricted assets and will be maintained
and accounted for in a separate cash account. The account is designated to provide funding for out-
of-town wastewater projects. The source of funding is from the out-of-town wastewater surcharge.
The fund balance is not counted towards any other fund balance goal.

Mount Pleasant WaﬁIQvorks Cost Recovery Policy
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EXHIBIT 1
Flow of Funds System

MPW'’s current flow of funds system is illustrated on the following page.
The six major sources of funds are:

1. Operating revenues primarily generated from existing customers,

2. Non-operating revenues primarily generated from the investment of existing operating

revenues,

Debt proceeds from lenders for specific projects for existing or future customers

4. Grants or special funds from governmental agencies for specific projects for existing or
future customers,

5. Growth-related revenues primarily generated from water and wastewater impact fees paid
principally by homebuilders or developers for capacity expansion, and

6. Escrow funds primarily paid by developers as maintenance warranties related to new water
and wastewater systems contributed to the Commission.

[98)

Operating Revenues

Operating revenues are the Commission’s primary source of funds. These revenues come from
monthly use charges including basic facility charges, water and wastewater volumetric rates, water
and wastewater connection charges for new customers, and miscellaneous charges for ancillary
services.

The bond ordinance requires that these revenues be deposited into a Gross Revenue Fund
(comprised of all revenues from all sources) and transferred out as needed to protect the interests
of the bond holders. The transfers that are to be made are:

1. A sum sufficient to cover Operations and Maintenance costs of the System (i.e.,
compensation and benefits, contractual services, supplies and materials, travel and
education and other O&M expenses),

2. A sum sufficient to cover Debt Service payments due monthly, quarterly or semi-annually
as required by the individual debt instruments (these payments are to be transferred to the
Trustee at least 5 days before a debt service payment is due), and

3. A sum sufficient to cover expenses for capital projects and capital outlays.

Non-operating Revenues

Non-operating revenues include interest earned primarily on General Revenue Funds and other
miscellaneous sources of revenue, such as insurance reimbursements, that are not generated from
normal operations. Non-operating revenues are not a steady source of revenue because the amount
received depends upon the total amount of money invested at a given time, the interest rate at
which it is invested, and other extraneous circumstances. Because these funds are generated from
revenues from existing customers, the most appropriate use of the funds is to help pay for R&R
capital projects and capital outlays that benefit existing customers.

Mount Pleasant Waﬁﬁworks Cost Recovery Policy
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Flow of Funds Diagram
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Impact Fee Revenues

Impact fees are payments made by homebuilders and developers to pay for capital projects and
debt service payments of debt funded facilities that benefit future customers. Case law requires
that impact fees be used for the direct benefit of future customers. Therefore, the flow of these
funds is kept separate from other revenues.

Debt Proceeds and Grants

Debt proceeds and grants are sources of funds provided by lenders or public agencies that are
restricted to expenditures on specific capital projects, regardless of the intended beneficiary.
Therefore, they are kept separate from other revenues in a construction or capital account.

Escrow (Maintenance Bond)

Escrow funds are warranty-type payments by developers to provide funds for any repairs or
replacements needed to water and wastewater assets within a given time frame of contributing the
system to MPW (usually two years). These funds are restricted to only repairs or replacements to
specific assets for a specific term, and are therefore kept separate from other revenues. If not used,
the funds are refunded to the developer.

Security Deposits
Security deposit funds are received from customers to provide funds to cover unpaid water and

wastewater bills. These funds are restricted and disbursement is controlled by the Commission’s
Operating Policy 4.1.3.

Mount Pleasant Waﬁigvorks Cost Recovery Policy
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Addendum # 1

Bond Ordinance — Definitions

“Expenses of Operating and Maintaining the System” shall mean the current expenses, paid or
accrued, of operation, maintenance and current repair of the System, as calculated in accordance
with generally accepted accounting principles and shall include, without limiting the generality of
the foregoing, salaries, wages, employee benefits, cost of material and supplies, cost of water, cost
of power, cost of gas, cost of routine repairs, renewals, replacements and alterations occurring in
the usual course of business, cost of billings and collections, cost of insurance, cost of audit, taxes,
if any, and other administrative and overhead expenses. Expenses of Operating and Maintaining
the System shall not include debt service on any Indebtedness or any allowance for depreciation
or renewals or replacement of capital assets of the System.

“Net Earnings” shall mean the Revenues of the System after deducting the Expenses of Operating
and Maintain the System.

“Net Operating Revenues” shall mean the Operating Revenues of the System after deduction the
Expenses of Operating and Maintaining the System.

“Operating Revenues” shall mean all Revenues other than impact fees, as determined, in
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles.

“Revenue” shall mean all fees, tolls, rates, rentals and charges to be levied in connection with, and
all other income and receipts of whatever kind of character derived from the operations of the
System, except the proceeds of grants, customer deposits and special assessments for water or
sewer improvement, or any amount collected by the Town representing sales tax or user fee with
are required by law or agreement to be paid to the State of South Carolina. Revenue shall include
any water or sewer tap-in fees, connection fees and impact fees, less any adjustment for refunded
impact fees.

Mount Pleasant Waﬁigvorks Cost Recovery Policy
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1031 5. Caldwell Strael Phona 704, 373.1199 www_raltelis_com
Suile 100 Fax 704,373,113
Charlalle, NC 20201

RAFTELIS

July 21, 2014

Mr. Mark Coffin

Chief Financial Officer
Mount Pleasant Waterworks
1619 Rifle Range Road
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464

Dear Mark:

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc (RFC) is submitting this engagement letter to assist Mount Pleasant
Waterworks (MPW) and Camp Dresser McKee, Inc. (CDM) in determining updated water and
wastewater residential equivalent units (REUs) for utility planning and rate making purposes. In
perfarming these services, RFC will work with MPW and CDM to develop current demands for the REUs
MPW uses in determining its future water and wastewater capacity needs and in assessing its user rates
and charges program and impact fees.

MPW has determined that certain commercial customers have been assigned an incorrect number of
REUs, which is a equivalent measure of demand used to quantify utility customer loadings and identify
future capacity necessary to accommodate new customer demands. Assigning a lower number of water
and wastewater REUs to commercial customers has an adverse impact on revenues because MPW
assesses its user charges and impact fees based on the equivalent demands associated with REUs.
Furthermare, the equivalent measures of demand as expressed in gallons per day (gpd) of water and
wastewater used to define an REUs for master planning purposes are not consistent with the REUs used
to define user rate block intervals and the anticipated loadings for new customers paying impact fees.
These inconsistencies present complexities an potential customer inequities in estimating user charge
revenues and defining the current and future levels of service for calculating impact fees.

To address this, MPW has requested that RFC work with CDM as it updates the equivalent measures of
demands, existing REUs, and future REUs as part of MPWs water and wastewater master plans updates.
This will include RFC participating in conference calls and potential meetings with CDM to understand
the approach used to define the REUs used for capacity planning and identify potential approaches to
determine consistent equivalent measures of demands and REUs for user rate and impact fee rate
making purposes.

To provide this assistance, RFC anticipates a scope of work that includes the following tasks:

1. Conference Calls and Meetings: RFC will participate in a series of conference calls and meetings
with CDM and MPW to discuss and understand the technical approach used by CDM to calculate the
usage per REU and number of REU currently served by MPW. These calls and meetings will also be
used as a forum to discuss the current inconsistencies between the usage factors associated with
the planning REUs and those associated with the user rate and charges and impact fees. RFC
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Mr. Mark Caffin
Mount Pleasant Waterworks Page 2

anticipates working closely with CDM and MPW Lo ensure the revised equivalent measures of
demand and REUs determined as part of the water and wastewater master plans can be tied to
and/or reconciled with the REU currently recorded in MPWs hilling system. RFC will submit a
technical memorandum to document the reconciliation of the planning REU with the user rate and
impact fee REU and describe how the equivalent measures of demands will be used for MPWSs rate
and impact fee programs.

2. Update MPW Rate Model: Once the approach to reconciling the REUs is determined, RFC will make
appropriate revisions to the MPW Rate Model. This will ensure the appropriate REU are reflected in
the customer demand schedules and the usage block intervals for volumetric rates. In addition,
MPW has expressed an interest in revising the capital component of the Rate Model to provide
more flexibility in evaluating annual debt issues and forecasting debt service on proposed deht
issues. RFC will work with MPW to determine the most effective, efficient, and accurate approach
ta developing annual debt service calculations under the variety of debt funding sources available to
MPW.

3. Update MPW Impact Fee Model: RFC will also update the MPW Impact Fee Model to reflect the
revised REU approach and impact fee calculations. This will include revising the forecast of impact
fee REUS ta be consistent with the forecast of planning REU, and the calculation of the water and
wastewater impact fees.

4. Conduct REU Worlishop: Once the approach to reconciling the REUs is determined and the Models
are updated, RFC will conduct a workshop to discuss the approach to reconciling the planning, user
rates and charges, and impact fee REUs with MPW staff and Commissioners. This will summarize
any adjustments to the REU and the potential rate and impact fee impacts.

To assist MPW and CDM in determining updated water and wastewater REUs, RFC estimates project
fees and expenses of $20,000. This fee estimate is based on approximately 85 hours of effort and the
2014 hourly hilling rates for the personnel assigned to the project team. The personnel for this project
include Frank Davis serving as Project Manager and Joe Crea serving as Lead Consultant. Direct
expenses relate to travel and meals associated with our planned travel for three (3) meetings in Mount
Pleasant.

We are pleased to have this opportunity to work with you again and to provide continued assistance to
Mounl Pleasant Waterworks. |f you agree with the scope of services and level of effort documented in
this letter, please sign in the space below, and return one copy for our files. Should you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact Frank Davis at (704) 577-8133.

Sincerely yours,
RAFTELIS FINANCIAL CONSULTANTS, INC

George Raftelis
Chairman of Board of Directors
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Mr. Mark Coffin
Mount Pleasant Waterworks

The Mount Pleasant Waterworks accepts the project terms outlined in this letter:

i

Page 3

] .
.!%U Mr" August 20,. 2014
Si

ature Date
CFO Mark L Coffin, CGMA
Title Name of authorized agent
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CDM

Memorandum

To: Mount Pleasant Waterworks (MPW)
From: CDM Smith
Date: November 12, 2014

Subject: Water Demand and Wastewater Flow Factors and Future REU Projections

MPW uses residential equivalency units (REUs) as a basis to determine current and future water
demands and wastewater flows. An REU is defined as a unit of development (residential,
commercial, industrial, or other type) which is equivalent to the average water usage or
wastewater flow for a typical residential customer. A standard usage factor (gallons/REU) is
applied to the number of REUs to develop water demand and wastewater flow projections, and to
calculate impact fees, basic facility charges and excessive-use tiers.

This memorandum describes the evaluation of historical MPW water demands and wastewater
flows to develop a recommended standard usage value for future REU assignments. This
memorandum also presents future REU projections for the near-term (approximately 5 years), mid-
term (approximately 10-years), and buildout (i.e. long-term) planning periods,

Water Demand Factors

Water demand factors were evaluated from both the perspective of billing data, which can be
analyzed by customer type (residential vs. commercial), and from the perspective of water
production data, which accounts for the total water supplied to the MPW distribution system
including non-billed usage.

¥9/200TdO8T0Z#ASVO - SYI1d NOWWOD - NOLSITHVHO - INd LE:€ S0 4dV T20Z - d31Id ATIVOINOYLD3 13

Water Billing

Monthly water billing records from 2007 through 2014 were analyzed to compare water use among
residential and commercial customers for water and irrigation meters. Historical water usage was
also correlated with precipitation data. Figure 1 shows monthly water consumption trends for the
past 7 years. Water consumption trends indicate:

» The annual average water consumption has remained consistent over the past 7 years. As
expected, peak consumption is highest during the driest year (2011) and lowest during the
wettest year (2013).

= Residential water meters have higher seasonal usage than commercial meters.

= Metered use from irrigation-only meters (including both residential and commercial
irrigation meters) is approximately 10 percent of the total water consumption,
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Figure 1. Historical Monthly Water Consumption (from Billing Records)
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Historical consumption in each category was also compared with the number of REUs for the
respective customer accounts, as given in Table 1. Each residential water account is assigned one
REU. Allirrigation meters sized 1-inch or less are also assigned one REU. Irrigation meters greater
than 1-inch are assigned a greater number of REUs, proportional to the meter size. A standard
factor of 300 gallons per day per REU (gpd/REU) is used to determine the number of REUs
allocated to commercial water accounts.

MPW compiled data comparing the number of REUs allocated to commercial customers versus the
billed water consumption of those customers in 2013. Assuming one REU is equivalent to 300 gpd
average consumption, approximately 700 commercial customers used less than their allocated
REUs in 2013 and approximately 90 customers used more than their allocated REUs in 2013. The
difference between the allocated and calculated REUs for each customer account was summed,
resulting in a net of approximately 4,400 REUs that are allocated to commercial accounts, but are
“unused”. Itis assumed that the number of unused REUs is consistent over the past seven years.
Therefore, 4,400 REUs were subtracted from the total allocated commercial REUs for the analysis
presented in Table 1.
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In general, the billed consumption per REU for residential water accounts is within 10 percent of
the billed consumption per allocated REU for commercial water accounts, and has remained
consistent over the past 7 years. However, the average usage per commercial REU increases from
148 gpd/REU to 255 gpd/REU once the number of commercial REUs are adjusted. The billed
consumption for irrigation REUs is also higher than residential water REUs. Consumption per REU
for irrigation accounts increases during dry years and decreases during wet years.

Water Production

Water production is used to determine the water demand factor per REU for the Comprehensive
Utility Master Plan Update (Master Plan Update) to account for sizing of water distribution
infrastructure and water production capacity. Figure 2 shows a comparison of annual average
water consumption from hilling data versus combined water production from the water treatment
plants and water supplied from Charleston Water System (CWS). The difference between water
production and consumption, referred to as non-revenue water, is approximately 10 percent of the
total water production and has decreased from 15 percent since 2007.

Figure 2. Historical Annual Average Water Production and Billing
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When considering water production, both residential and commercial water REUs and irrigation
REUs were combined together and compared with total water production to determine a single
water demand factor (Table 2). Since 2007, MPW's average day demand (ADD) unit factor has
ranged from 188 to 228 gpd/REU, with an average of 209 gpd/REU. The 90% percentile value over
this period is 222 gpd/REU, i.e. 90 percent of the ADD unit demand factors since 2007 have been
less than 222 gpd/REU.

Table 2. Water Demand Factors

Calendar ADD' Adjusted Water Irrigation s ADD Unit Demand
2 Total REUs
Year (mgd) REUs REUs (epd/REU)
2010 8.2 33,913 3,816 37,729 218
2011 8.2 34,325 3,830 38,155 214
2012 8.0 34,954 3,872 38,826 205
2013 75 36,036 3,882 35,918 188

1}  Average day demand from combined RO plant flow and water supply from CWS
2} The allocated water REUs were adjusted down by 4,400 to account for unused commercial REUs {see Table 1).
3) Total REUs = water REUs plus irrigation REUs

Wastewater Flow Factors

The average monthly wastewater flow based on records at the Rifle Range Road and Center Street
wastewater treatment plants for 2007 through 2014 is shown in Figure 3. Historically, the
wastewater REUs comprise approximately 95 percent of the water REUs since some customers in
the service area receive water from MPW, but are on septic systems for wastewater. The
commercial wastewater REUs were adjusted similar to the water REUs. Of the 4,400 unused
commercial water REUs, 4,300 are also allocated to MPW's wastewater system. Therefore, 4,300
REUs were subtracted from the total allocated wastewater REUs. Table 3 lists the average annual
wastewater flow, REUs, and unit flow factor., Since 2007, flow factors range from 190 to 215
gpd/REU for average wastewater flow conditions, with an average of 202 gpd/REU. The 90t
percentile value over this period is 213 gpd/REU.
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Figure 3. Historical Monthly Wastewater Flow
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Table 3. Wastewater Flow Factors

Calendar Average Annual Allocated Adjusted Unit Flow Factor
Year Flow * (mgd) Wastewater REUs* Wastewater REUs ° (gpd/REU)
2010 6.8 36,361 32,061 212
2011 6.2 36,880 32,580 190
2012 6.4 37,625 33,325 192
2013 74 38,663 34,363 215

1) Total average annual flow based on flow records at Rifle Range Road and Center Street wastewater treatment plants,
2) Total allocated wastewater REUs based on billing data.

3)  The allocated wastewater REUs were adjusted down by 4,300 to account for unused commercial REUs.
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REU Assignment Recommendations

The 2010 Master Plan used a water demand factor of 215 gpd/REU and wastewater flow factor of
205 gpd/REU to develop the system-wide Capital Improvement Plan, However, MPW currently
uses a common factor of 300 gpd/REU to determine both water and wastewater impact fees and
rate calculations.

Figure 4 provides a comparison of water demand factors and wastewater factors since 2007,
assuming the commercial REUs are adjusted as given in Tables 2 and 3. Typically, wastewater
factors are slightly less than water demand factors. For 2011, the driest year since 2007, the
wastewater flow factor is 89 percent of the water demand factor. However, as shown in Figure 4,
the wastewater factors are highest during years with more rainfall. This is indicative of reduced
irrigation water use (which is not returned to the wastewater system) and higher
infiltration/inflow (I/I) into the wastewater system during wet years.

Since the historical water and wastewater factors are similar, a common value of 220 gpd/REU is
recommended for future REU assignments. This value is a conservative estimate of the
characteristics of demand on MPW's system over a 7 year historical period including both wet and
dry years.

Figure 4. Historical Annual Water Demand, Wastewater Flow, and Rainfall

Annual Rainfall =—=\Water Demand Factor =——=\Wastewater Flow Factor
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Other Considerations
Tiered Water Charges

MPW’s current volumetric rate structure is based on an REU equivalent of 300 gpd/REU.
Customers that exceed the allocated 300 gpd/REU usage on a monthly basis are charged an
additional excessive use charge. The excessive use charges fall into the following tiers (tier 1 is
regular usage charged for all gallons consumed):

= Tier 2: 9,201 to 18,400 gallons/REU/month (up to double the allocated 300 gpd/REU)
= Tier 3: 18,401 to 27,600 gallons/REU/month (double to triple the allocated 300 gpd/REU)
= Tier4: 27,601 or more gallons/REU/month (triple or more the allocated 300 gpd/REU)

The 2013 billing data was analyzed to determine how a change in REU equivalent to 200 gpd/REU
would impact the number of customers subject to excessive use charges. Table 4 lists the percent
of water and irrigation accounts that would be subject to tier 2 through 4 charges based on the
average annual usage assuming the tiers are adjusted to corresponding multiples of 200 gpd/REU
(i.e. tier 2 = up to double 200 gpd/REU; tier 3 = double to triple 200 gpd/REU; tier 4 = greater than
triple 200 gpd/REU).

Table 4. Comparison of 2013 Accounts Subject to Excessive Use Charges
200 gpd/REU Basis

300 gpd/REU Basis

: % of %of
Tier Charges Gallons/ % of Water !rrima{:ion Gallons/ % of Water Itri g;ticn
REU/ month® Accounts® g s REU/month® Accounts® 5 :
Accounts Accounts
Tier 1 only 6,100 or less 78.0% 78.2% 9,200 or less 93.5% 86.5%
Tier1&2 Up to 12,300 19.6% 13.0% Up to 18,400 6.0% 9.4%
Tierl&2&3 Up to 18,400 1.9% 4.6% Up to 27,600 0.3% 2.1%
Tieria283s4 | 134010r 0.5% 4.2% e i 0.2% 2.1%
more more

1)  Datais based on allocated REUs without any adjustrnent for unused commercial REUs,
2)  Percentage of all water accounts that would be subject to given tier charges based on 2013 annual average water usage from billing data,
3) Percentage of irrigation accounts with meters less than 1-inch that would be subject to given tier charges based on 2013 annual average

water usage from billing data.

The tier distribution of accounts presented in Table 4 indicates that 22 percent of water accounts
and 22 percent of irrigation accounts (with less than 1-inch meters) would be subject to tier 2 or
higher excessive use charges based on annual average usage of 200 gpd/REU or less. [n
comparison, 7 percent of water accounts and 14 percent of irrigation accounts (with less than 1-
inch meters) were subject to tier 2 or higher excessive use charges in 2013 based on annual
average usage of 300 gpd/REU or less.
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SCDHEC Contributory Loading

The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) has recently
changed the evaluation criteria for consideration of a reduction in unit contributory loading for
wastewater treatment facility capacity. The revised methodology uses the average of the three
highest months of wastewater flow within the past three years. This methodology is currently
under debate and may be subject to change.

For MPW, using the three highest months of wastewater flow would result in a flow per REU
equivalent to 237 gpd/REU, as shown in Table 5. However, further discussions with regulators
would be necessary to determine if reduction below 300 gpd/REU would be feasible.

Table 5. Wastewater Flow Factars based on Three Highest Months

Viohthd R_ainfall 2 Mcmth!\:l Average Total Adjusted ) Unit Flow Factor
(inches) Flow *(mgd) Wastewater REUs (epd/REU)
June 2013 10.25 8.17 34,340 238
July 2013 3.43 8.24 34,477 239
April 2014 2.18 8.26 35,252 234
Average 237

1}  Three months with the highest average wastewater flow from 2010 to 2014,

2)  Total monthly rainfall at the Charleston International Airport.

3)  Awverage monthly flow based on flow records at Rifle Range Road and Center Street wastewater treatment plants.

4)  The allocated wastewater REUs from billing data were adjusted down by 4,300 to account for unused commercial REUs.

Future REU Projections

The water and wastewater evaluations conducted for the Master Plan Update will evaluate near-
term, mid-term, and buildout planning periods. REU projections will be used to estimate water
demand and wastewater flows.

¥9/200TdO8T0Z#ASVO - SYI1d NOWWOD - NOLSITHVHO - INd LE:€ S0 4dV T20Z - d31Id ATIVOINOYLD3 13

As part of the 2010 Master Plan, growth projections were developed based on both population
forecasts for the Town from a McKibben Demographic Research study (low growth scenario) and
future land use provided in the Town of Mount Pleasant 2009-2019 Comprehensive Plan (high
growth scenario). The high growth scenario based on future land use was ultimately used to
identify potential improvements to the water and wastewater systems.

The Town of Mount Pleasant is completing a 2014 Comprehensive Plan Update. The future REU
projections in this memorandum have been updated from the 2010 projections to reflect changes to
the future land use in the 2014 Comprehensive Plan Update. In addition, the Town has expanded
its planning area to include areas of Charleston County east of Guerins Bridge Road to Steed Creek
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Road, as shown on Figure 5. The projections provided herein assume that the MPW service area
will also be expanded to match with the Town'’s planning area boundary.

A similar methodology to that used for the 2010 Master Plan was used to update the growth
projections based on future land use. The overall REUs estimated based on the future land use of
the water service planning area were used to determine overall growth of the system.

Figure 6 shows the future land use and land availability reflected in the 2014 Comprehensive Plan
Update. It was assumed that all developable land would be built-out to the maximum use specified
in the 2014 Comprehensive Plan Update. Developed, undevelopable, and restricted properties
were assumed to remain as-is with the exception of the “urban corridor” land use. Areas within this
corridor are expected to be redeveloped to a higher density based on the Comprehensive Plan and
zoning. The projections also account for some specific developments, most of which were identified
in the 2010 Master Plan, but are not currently fully developed (based on 2014 REUs within those
properties). “Engineering entry” REUs are also included in the projections and are considered once
the Impact Fees are paid, the system is completed, and all permits have been obtained. Capacity for
the engineering entry REUs is accounted for by MPW. Table 6 shows how the total number of
future REUs were determined for buildout conditions and presents a comparison of the 2010 and
2014 REU projections.

The projected future additional REUs based on the 2014 land use plan are approximately 15
percent greater than the REUs estimated in the 2010 Master Plan. Approximately 27,000 future
REUs will be added to the service area by buildout. Of these, the expanded portion of the service
area accounts for approximately 2,600 REUs at buildout.
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Table 6: Comparison of 2010 REU Projections and Updated 2014 REU Projections

ELECTRONICALLY FILED - 2021 Apr 05 3:37 PM - CHARLESTON - COMMON PLEAS - CASE#2018CP1002764

2010 REU Projections’” 2014 REU Projections™
Future Additlenal Futurc Additional
Description Acres | REU/ Acre REUs™ Acres | REU/ Acre'! AELS™ Notes
Engincering Entries
|Parcels with future “Engineering Entry’ REUs 1,493 nfa 2,207 1370 nfa 1,125 Mot Including Carolina Park
Urban Corridor Redevelopment
Coleman & Ben Sawyer Boulevards 224 16.0 2,456 224 16.0 2,418 Based on zoning of max density for resid i b 16-20 units
Johnnie Dodds Baulevard 600 12.0 4,002 600 120 4,042 Based on estimate used for 2010 Master Plan
Updated based an zoning of max density for residential between 16-20
Chuck Dawley Boulevard 52 6.5 185 52 16.0 725 itsfacre
Urban Corridor I 876 6,643 876 7,185
Developable Parcels (outside of Urban Corridor)
[specific Developments™
Caroling Park| 1,621 nfa 3,037 1,723 nfa 2676 Total estimated wastewater flow of 911,200 gpd = 3,037 REUs
Market at Ockland Plantation 74 n/a 385 74 n/a 355 Total 676,000 5q ft of office & retail space
Gregarie Ferry Landing 15 nfa 259 21 nfa 129 Total 232 condominium units & 40,000 sg. ft. of commercial/retall space
Total 180,000 sq ft office; 120,004 sq ft retail; 30,000 sq ft restawant; 565
dragerida 5 nfa 108 4 va 105 residential E.:M 700 hatel rooms & -
Central Mount Plegsant | nfa nfa o 83 n/a B35 391 single family urits; 25 rownhomes; 419 apartments approved
Other Developable Parcels by Landuse
Business / Light Industrial /€D | 134 20 249 139 2.0 130 REU/Acre based on existing developmant (parcels <5 acres)
Commerciol | 266 46 1,076 227 4.6 833 REU{Acre basad on existing development (parcels <5 acres)
Community Preservation| 1208 13 1,072 1,127 30 3,000 REU/Acre revised based on 2014 20ning density
Cultural Landscope | 350 oo o 417 3o 1,317 REU/Acre revised based on 2014 zoning density
High Density Neighborhood | 5% 86 494 59 9.0 a1z REU/Acre revised based on 2014 zoning density
Low Density Neighborhood | 851 ip 2,108 lo1 io 2,022 REU/Acre revised based on 2014 zoning density
Medium Density Neighborhood 92 65 S84 85 6.0 294 REU/Acre revised based on 2014 20ning density
Notwcal Open Space | 667 0.0 ] 555 0.0 0 No new development
Public-Institutfonal | 101 13 13 51 13 61 REU/fAcre based on existing development (parcels <5 acres)
Reercation Open Space 40 00 Q 21 0o ] No new development
Aurol Conservation | 1254 08 727 nfa nfa ] Landuse not applicable for 2024 update
Rurcl Conservation - 3| 2453 03 EBl8 3,458 03 1,153 AEU/Acre based on zoning 1 unit/3 acres
Rural Conservation - 10'| 698 01 70 752 0.1 a0 REU/Acre based on zoning 1 unit/10 acres
Rural Conservation - 25 361 0.04 14 502 0.04 i1 REU/Acre based on zoning 1 unit/25 acres
Waterfront Gateway | 209 12.0 2,49 nfa nfa a Landuse categorized by Cooper River and Wando River for 2014 update
Worterfrant Goteway - Cooper River nfa nfa a 45 12.0 571 REU/Acre revised based on 2014 7oning density
S\ﬁu.sloaﬁ Gateway - Wande River n/a nfa 1] 174 6.0 1,114 REU/Acre revised based on 2014 zoning dersity
Developoble Parcels Sub 10,500 14530 10,571 16,019
Additional Service Area for 2014 Master Plan'”!
Rural Conservation- 3|  n/fa nfa 0 2,877 03 920 REU/Acre based en zoning 1 unit/3 acres
Rural Canservation - 10 na nfa 0 2,298 01 245 AEU/Acre based on zoning 1 unit/10 acres
Rural Canservation - 25| /s nfa a 34,440 0.04 1,468 REU/Acre based on zoning 1 unit/25 acres
Additional Service Arga Subtotal nfo [1] 39,614 2,633
GRAND TOTAL| 12,875 23,381 52,432 26,962 _

1) 2010 REU projections based an Future Land Use from 2009-2019 Comprehensive Plan
2} 2014 REU projections based an Future Land Use from 2014 Comprehensive Plan Update
3) Future Additional REUs = Acreage multiplied by REL/acre minus any existing REUs within the specified parcels plus an increase of 5 percent to account for uncertainty in future projections.
4) For values in RED, the REU/ acre density has changed since the 2010 Comprahensive Utility Master Plan based on updated 2014 2aning density

5) Development within Park West, Dunes West, and Oyster Point neighborhoods are accounted for under Engineering Entries and within the developable parcels by landuse.

€) Itis assumed that MPW will not extend wastewater serivce to areas located north of the Wando River and areas east of Guerins Sridze Road that are zoned far

rural conservation-10 and rural conservation-25.

7) Itis assumed that MPW will extend water service to the additional service area, but not wastewater service.
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A total of 65,591 REUSs are projected at buildout for the entire planning area including the
additional service area east of Guerins Bridge Road to Steed Creek Road. As shown in Figure 7, the
total existing REUs in 2014 (38,629 REUs adjusted for unused commercial REUs) are similar to
those projected in the 2010 Master Plan (38,545 REUs adjusted for unused commercial REUs),
indicating that growth over the past 7 years has followed the linear trend projected in the 2010
Master Plan. Based on MPW’s planned development information, the following growth rates are
assumed for each planning period:

= Existing to near-term planning period - Growth is assumed to be 2.0 percent per year.
= Near-term to mid-term planning period — Growth is assumed to be 1.5 percent per year.

» Mid-term to buildout planning period - Growth is assumed to be 1.4 percent per year, with
a buildout year of 2049 (consistent with the 2010 Master Plan). [t is assumed MPW will
extend service to the area east of Guerins Bridge Road between mid-term and buildout.

Figure 7 presents the projected REU growth trend through buildout. Table 7 summarizes the REU
projections for each planning period. The water REUs in Table 7 correspond to the REU projections
in Table 6 and Figure 7. In addition, some water users will have separate irrigation meters. A
review of historical REU data indicates that irrigation REUs comprise approximately 9 percent of
MPW's total allocated water REUs. It is assumed that irrigation REUs will remain at the same
percentage of overall water use in the future. The projected irrigation REUs given in Table 7, along
with projected water REUs, will be used in the calculation of future water demands.

Table 7. Summary of REU Projections

F'Iam"ﬁng Approximate Year ErpIcatE REL
Period Irrigation Wastewater
Existing™* 2014 38,629 3,981 37,067
Near-Term 2019 42,650 4,218 41,088
Mid-Term 2024 45,946 4,544 44,384
Buildout 2049 65,591 6,487 62,857

*The existing allocated water REUs were adjusted down by 4,400 to account for unused commercial REUs. The existing allocated wastewater
REUs were adjusted down by 4,300 to account for unused commercial REUs. Existing REUs do not include engineering entries.
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Figure 7. MPW Service Area Future REU Projections
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* Note: 2010 High growth scenario and 2014 existing REUs adjusted down by 4,400 to account for unused
commercial REUs.

The wastewater REUs for recent years comprise approximately 95 percent of the water REUs. The
difference can be attributed to MPW's customers who receive water service, but are still on septic
systems for wastewater as well as other water use that is not returned to the sewer. Itis assumed
that the number of existing water customers on septic will remain relatively unchanged for the
near-term and mid-term planning periods However, by buildout all customers on septic systems
will receive both water and sewer service from MPW (i.e, water REUs will be equivalent to sewer
REUSs). It was also assumed that all future development within the service area planning boundary
will receive both water and sewer service from MPW, with the exception of the following areas:

= [tis assumed that MPW will not extend wastewater service to areas north of the Wando River
that are zoned for rural conservation less than 1 unit per 3 acres.
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= Itis assumed that MPW will not extend wastewater service to the additional planning area
east of Guerins Bridge Road.

Allocation of Future REUs

The projected REUs for the near-term and mid-term planning scenarios are assigned to specific
areas based on discussions with MPW and the Town of Mount Pleasant Planning and Development
department about the probable timing and location of future development in the service area.
Figure 8 shows the general areas that are expected to develop in the near-term and mid-term.

Near-Term Planning Period

The following assumptions are used in allacating the future REUs for the near-term planning
period:

=  All existing engineering entries will be converted to active REUs by the near-term.

= The Gregorie Ferry Landing and Stratton by the Sound developments will be 100 percent
completed.

= The Market at Oakland Plantation will be approximately 75 percent built-out.
= (Carolina Park will be approximately 25 percent built-out.

= The following development projects will be completed to approximately 50 percent of
buildout in the near-term: Bridgeside, Central Mount Pleasant, Oyster Point, Johnson Tract
mixed-use development.

= Development within the Wando River Waterfront Gateway area will occur (to approximately
25 percent of buildout).

Mid-Term Planning Period

The following assumptions are used in allocating the future REUs for the mid-term planning period:

= The following development projects will be 100 percent completed by mid-term: Market at
QOakland Plantation, Central Mount Pleasant, Oyster Point, Johnson Tract mixed-use
development.

= (Carolina Park and Bridgeside development will be approximately 75 percent built-out.

= Development within the Wando River Waterfront Gateway area will continue [to
approximately 50 percent of buildout).

=  Some redevelopment along Johnnie Dodds Boulevard and Coleman Boulevard will occur.
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Water Demand Projections

Projected average day water demand is calculated by applying the water demand factor of 220
gpd/REU to the future REUs. To determine projected maximum day demand (MDD), a peaking
factor of 1.6 is applied to the average day demand. This peaking factor represents the 90
percentile historical value from 2007 through 2013 and is the same as the MDD:ADD peaking factor
used in the 2010 Master Plan. Table 8 summarizes the water demand projections for near-term,
mid-term, and buildout planning periods.

Table 8. Water Demand Projections

Average Day
Demand * (mgd)

Maximum Day
Demand * (mgd)

Planning Period

Approximate Year

Existing Actual 2014 8.0 116
Near-Term 2019 10.3 16.5
Mid-Term 2024 111 17.8

Buildout 2049 15.9 25.4

1)  Existing ADD is based on actual water usage. ADD for near-term, mid-term and buildout based on a demand factor of 220 gpd/REU.
2)  Existing MDD is based on actual water usage. MDD for near-term, mid-term and buildout based on MDD:ADD peaking factor of 1.6.

Wastewater Flow Projections

Similar to the water demands, the projected average annual wastewater flow is calculated by
applying the water demand factor of 220 gpd/REU to the future REUs. Peak wet weather
wastewater flow is estimated by applying a peaking factor of 3.65, which is the same peaking factor
used in the 2010 Master Plan. This peaking factor results in a peak unit flow per REU of
approximately 800 gpd/REU, which is slightly greater than the State design criteria of 300 gpd/REU
x 2.5 peaking factor = 750 gpd/REU. Table 9 summarizes the wastewater flow projections for
near-term, mid-term, and buildout planning periods.

Table 9. Wastewater Flow Projections

Average Annual

Peak Flow * (mgd)

Planning Period Approximate Year

Flow * (mgd)
Existing Actual 2014 7.4 -
Near-Term 2018 2.0 329
Mid-Term 2024 9.8 35.8
Buildaut 2049 13.8 50.4

1)  Existing annual average flow is based on flow records at Rifle Range Road and Center Street wastewater treatment plants, Annual
average flow for near-term, mid-term and buildout based on a flow factor of 220 gpd/REU.
2)  Peak flow for near-term, mid-term and buildout based on a peaking factor of 3.65.

340

¥9/200TdO8T0Z#ASVYD - SYI1d NOWWOD - NOLSITHVHO - INd LE:€ S0 4dv T20Z - A3 114 ATIVOINOYLD3 13



Schedule 1: FY 2007 Water & Wastewater System Demands

Schedule 2: Water & Wastewater System Capacities

Schedule 3: Fixed Asscts Records as of June 30, 2007

Schedule 4: Capital Improvements Plan ("CIP")

Schedule 5: Existing Debt Credit Calculations

Schedule 6 - A: Water Tmpact Fee Proposed Debt Principal Credit Caleulation
Schedule 6 - B: Wastewater Impact Fee Proposed Debt Principal Credit Caleulation

Schedule 7: Reimbursement Portion of Impact Fees Related to Existing Facilities

Schedule 8: Impact Fee Revenue Forecast

Schedule 9: Debt Service Estimates for Expansions & Extensions

Schedule 10:  Interest Estimates for Expansions & Extensions

Schedule 11:  Cash Flow Analysis: Water E&E

Schedule 12:  Cash Flow Analysis: Wastewater E&E

Schedule 13:  Consolidation Caleulation of Water and Wastewater Impact Fees
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Sheryl Smith - March 4, 2020

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

)

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.

SNEE FARM LAKES HOMEOWNER'S
ASSOCIATION, INC.,
INDIVIDUALLY AND ON BEHALF
OF THOSE SIMILARLY SITUATED,

Plaintiff,

THE COMMISSIONERS OF PUBLIC
WORKS FOR THE TOWN OF MOUNT
PLEASANT d/b/a MOUNT
PLEASANT WATERWORKS,

THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

2018-CP-10-2764

Page 1

Defendant.
* * * * *
DEPOSITION OF':
DATE TAKEN:
TIME:
PLACE:

REPORTED BY:

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
Vs. )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CHARLESTON,

* * * * * * * * * * * *

SHERYL SMITH
Wednesday, 2020

10:11 a.m.

March 4,

Turner Padget Graham & Laney
1831 West Evans Street
Suite 400

Florence, South Carolina
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EVE WILBANKS

Registered Professional
Reporter, Certified LiveNote
Reporter and Notary Public

POST OFFICE BOX 21119
SOUTH CAROLINA 29413

Live Oak Reporting

843-437-9697 www.LiveOakReporting.com

Electronically signed by Eve Wilbanks (101-177-349-6970)
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A PPEARANCES

REPRESENTING THE PLAINTIFEF:

ROSS A. APPEL, ESQUIRE
McCullough Khan, LLC

359 King Street

Suite 200

Charleston, South Carolina 29401
Ross@mklawsc.com

REPRESENTING THE DEFENDANT:

(VIA PHONE)

AMY L.B. HILL, Esquire
Gallivan White & Boyd

P.O. Box 7368 (29202)

1201 Main Street, Suite 1200
Columbia, South Carolina 29201
AHill@GWBlawfirm.com

TIMOTHY J.W. MULLER, Esquire
Rosen, Rosen & Hagood, LLC

151 Meeting Street

Suite 400

Charleston, South Carolina 29401
Tmuller@rosenhagood.com

REPRESENTING THE WITNESS:

JEFFREY L. PAYNE, ESQUIRE
Turner, Padget, Graham & Laney,
P.A.

P.0O. Box 5478

Florence, South Carolina 29502
JPayne@TurnerPadget.com
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843-437-9697 www.LiveOakReporting.com
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Sheryl Smith - March 4, 2020 g
Py
2
Page 30 §
1 Q. So you all are just studying prior E
2 demand and future demand and assigning a demand é
3 factor to various components, correct? g
4 A. Correct. g
5 Q. Let's look at this fifth bullet, if you %
6 don't mind. It says, "MPW has done some analysis %
7 to identify commercial water users that have more i
8 REUs allocated than are being used (based on 300 %
9 gpd/REU) . MPW will provide this analysis to CDM g
10 Smith." Do you see that? i
11 A. Yes. %
12 Q. What does it mean to have more REUs %
13 allocated than are being used? g
14 A. I believe this is in reference to some Q
15 commercial users that had reserved a certain %
16 capacity and weren't using that much capacity. %
17 Q. How do you use an REU? What does that g
18 mean? %
19 A. Um, I think I'm probably not best to
20 answer that question, because this statement was
21 provided to us by MPW. So they provided us some
22 data on an adjusted number of commercial REUs, but
23 we didn't get into the details of how they
24 determined what REUs were unused.
25 Q. Do you recall who from MPW provided this

Live Oak Reporting
843-437-9697 www.LiveOakReporting.com
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24

25

Page 55

0.396, and there's a variety of other numbers

behind that. 1Is it accurate to say that 40

percent of the REUs assigned to commercial

accounts in Mt. Pleasant in 2013 were unused?
MS. HILL: Object to the form.

A. I would just reference back to -- this
was the data provided by Mt. Pleasant. There was
an adjustment made. That adjustment accounts for
40 percent of the allocated REUs listed in the
table.

Q. Could you please turn to page 4 of that
document? In the first paragraph, it talks about
how the average usage per commercial REU increases
from 148 gallons per day per REU to 255 gallons
per day per REU once the number of commercial REUs
are adjusted. Do you see that?

A. Yes.

¥9/200TdD8T0Z#3ASVYD - SYA1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd ZE:€ S0 JdV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH1D3 13

0. Why does the removal of the unused
commercial REUs cause an increase in the number?

A. So this 1s just a straight mathematical
comparison. If we take fixed usage and divide it
by, you know, more REUs versus less REUs, we're
going to come up with a bigger number versus a
smaller number.

0. Gotcha.

Live Oak Reporting
843-437-9697 www.LiveOakReporting.com
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1 A. Yes. Clay was there for at least a E
2 portion of it. é
3 Q. Do you know 1if any minutes were recorded g
4 as part of that retreat? ;
5 A. I don't have minutes from that, but I %
6 would expect that there are minutes for the %
7 retreat. i
I
8 Q. This is a bit of a shot in the dark, and 5
9 I completely understand if you don't have the g
10 answer off the top of your head. Do you recall i
11 the date of the retreat? %
12 A. Not without looking at a calendar, no. %
13 Q. We can find it. Thank you. Is it g
14 accurate to say that the 4,400 unused commercial Q
15 REUs were removed to determine accurate demand %
16 projections? %
17 MS. HILL: Object to the form. g
18 A. Um, we wanted to use the most accurate %
19 up-to-date data in our calculations.
20 Q. Was that accomplished by removing the
21 4,400 unused REUs?
22 MS. HILL: Object to the form.
23 A. To our knowledge, that was the most
24 accurate up-to-date information, so we wanted to
25 use that.

Live Oak Reporting
843-437-9697 www.LiveOakReporting.com
348

Electronically signed by Eve Wilbanks (101-177-349-6970) 1f588d4c-252e-4d81-bca1-94eee72d295¢



ELECTRONICALLY FILED - 2021 Apr 05 3:37 PM - CHARLESTON - COMMON PLEAS - CASE#2018CP1002764

EXHIBIT E

349



Mount Pleasant Waterworks
Memorandum

To: Clay

From: Nicole

Date: 8.27.15

Re: Wastewater Excessive Use Communications

In May, 43 certified letters were sent to customers that fell into a category of
very high excessive use (based on the number of REUs over their current
REUs and how many months they exceeded this number in a row). These
customers were determined to be most affected by the wastewater excessive
use charges in January 2016. The letter included information about the
upcoming wastewater excessive use implementation and offered them options
for their account regarding water and wastewater excessive use charges.

Letters:
¢ 43 certified letters sent
e 23 have not responded
e 20 have made contact regarding the letter
Of those 20:
» 3 have confirmed they are staying at their current REUs and
paying excessive use
» 5 have either purchased or are in the process of purchasing
additional REUs or an irrigation meter (Buffalo Creek Land Co,
The Wreck, Wando Wash, Old Village Post House, Oakland
KOA)
¢ 12 have been provided the information they needed to help make
their decision, but have not alerted us as to their plans.

Additional Wastewater Excessive Use Communications with all customers:

Communications completed as of August 27, 2015:
¢ June — Budget Advertisement
e July Bill Message

“Purchase Your Irrigation Meter Today
Using an irrigation meter saves money on your water bill. Beginning in
January 2016 MPW will charge for wastewater excessive use. Avoid these
charges by installing your irrigation meter today.

350
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August 27, 2015

June, July, and August On-Hold Recordings
Irrigation Meter Message

Did you know that using an irrigation meter saves money on your water bill?
Beginning in January of 2016 Mount Pleasant Waterworks will charge for
wastewater excessive use. You can avoid these charges by installing your
irrigation meter today. Speak with a Customer Service Specialist to learn
more.

Planned Communications:

September — October Water Lines Cover Story (provided with customer’s
bills and posted on website)

Coming Down the Pipe posting on website (cover story from September
— October Water Lines cover)

September — December On-Hold Recordings

October — It's All About Clean Water Article

October- Posting to Social Media

November — Bill Message

November- December Water Lines — follow-up article
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EXHIBIT F

This exhibit has been marked “confidential” by MPW. Therefore, per the
agreement of the parties, the exhibit will be provided to chambers for in camera
review pursuant to Paragraph 7 of the Confidentiality Order. Plaintiff respectfully
requests this exhibit be made part of the record.
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EXHIBIT G

This exhibit has been marked “confidential” by MPW. Therefore, per the
agreement of the parties, the exhibit will be provided to chambers for in camera
review pursuant to Paragraph 7 of the Confidentiality Order. Plaintiff respectfully
requests this exhibit be made part of the record.
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Ex-Officio

Will Haynie, Mayor

Joe Bustos, Chair

Water Supply Committee, Town
Council

Elected

Rick M. Crosby, Chair

Susan |. Mellichamp, Vice-Chair

H. Mac Jenkinson, Secretary-Treasurer
Diane D. Lauritsen, Ph.D.

John W. Burn

Clay Duffie, General Manager

Snee Farm Lakes HOA
1130 Hidden Cove DR
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464

February 2, 2018
RE: Account #00040158-00353890, Residential Equivalent Unit Audit

Dear Snee Farm Lakes HOA,

Mount Pleasant Waterworks (MPW) is currently conducting an audit to compare the
number of allocated Residential Equivalent Units (REUs) with the number of REUs each
commercial customer is using. An REU is an equivalent assignment of capacity in
gallons per day. An audit of your account has revealed that you are underutilizing your
assigned REUs or assigned capacity. You may want to consider lowering your assigned
REUs which will result in lower monthly Basic Facility Charges (BFC). Below is detailed
information regarding your account and your options.

A Residential Equivalent Unit (REU) is a unit of measurement used to calculate the
amount of water/wastewater a customer uses. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day
(GPD). The proposed water and wastewater demand is divided by 300 GPD to calculate
the REU allocation. In many cases, the allocated REUs to an account is determined
based upon anticipated use data provided by the customer’s own design team. This
allocation tells Mount Pleasant Waterworks how much capacity must be available for our
customers to use each day.

Our records show that your assigned REUs exceed the gallons you are using. You are
currently paying Basic Facility Charges for each REU assigned to your account. If you do
not plan to increase your gallons used per month in the future, MPW has policies in place
that allow a customer to lower their assigned REUs.

¥9/200TdD8T0Z#3ASVYD - SYA1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd LE:€ S0 JdV T20Z - 3713 ATIVOINOH1D3 13

You have the following options:

e Make no changes and keep the REUs originally assigned to your account.
e Lower your assigned REUs to the monthly average of your highest
quarter.

Average Consumption

Your average monthly consumption for your highest quarter is 697,383 gallons. You may
want to lower to 76 REUs which are more closely aligned to your usage. Keeping in mind
that if you lower your REUs and exceed the new allocated number of gallons you will pay
excessive use charges. In addition, if you are planning to increase your usage in the
future you may want to keep enough assigned REUs to meet your anticipated future
demand.

COMMISSIONERS OF PUBLIC WORKS OF THE TOWN OF

MOUNT PLEASANT
1619 Rifle Range Road + Post Office Box 330 + Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29465-0330 + Phone 843-884-9626 + FAX 843-849-2227 +

355

MPW-02271



Basic Facility Charges per month

You are currently paying $3,418.80 per month in Basic Facility Charges. Lowering your
REUs to the average month of your highest quarter would lower your monthly Basic
Facility Charges to $1,755.60 per month.

To decrease your capacity allocation to 76 REUs

Please visit our website to fill out the Reduction of Residential Equivalent Unit Form and
submit it by email. Please complete this action within two weeks of receiving this
notification.

Steps:

visit mountpleasantwaterworks.com

click on the Customers tab at the top of the page

Look for the section titled Customer Service Forms

Click on the Reduction of Residential Equivalent Unit Form

Fill out the form and submit via email.

Once we receive your form and make the change to your account you will receive
a confirmation email from Account Management confirming this change (this
process may take up to one week).

The next opportunity to lower your REUs will occur in March of 2019. All future requests
for reduction of REUs must be received in writing (by form submittal) by MPW prior to
March 15th each year. Should the request for reduction be approved, the effective date
of the reduction shall be July 1 of the year the request was submitted.

MPW Policy 5.3.3

MPW'’s Policy 5.3.3- Impact Fee Management can be found on our website. It explainsin
detail the management of Impact Fees and REUs.

If you reduced the number of REUs or if the REUs have lapsed you may adjust active
REUs once per year to a number that does not exceed the REUs originally assigned to the
property. To add any reduced or lapsed REUs back to the property, impact fees or back
BFCs must be paid at MPW'’s current rate in accordance with Policy 5.3.2 (whichever is
less).
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We are here to help

If you would like to meet to discuss your account options or we can provide you
additional information please email Kelly Rourk Account Management Supervisor at
kellyrourk@mpwonline.com.

Sincerely,

MOUNT PLEASANT WATERWORKS

Pk, Fato
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Customer Services Manager

Nicole Bates
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Impact Fee Calculation
Handbook

A guide to help you understand how
Mount Pleasant Waterworks
calculates Impact Fees

The information in this handbook is for example calculations and illustration only. It should not be
used to calculate impact fees. Your impact fees are calculated by Mount Pleasant
Waterworks Engineering Department based on the Guidelines for Development, historical
data, and other influential information including South Carolina Department of Health and
Environmental Control recommendations and calculations.



An Introduction. to
Impact Fees

Impact Fees:

Impact fees are collected to recover part of the cost of expanding the water and wastewater infrastructure
to serve development . Impact fees offset the costs of developing the new service directly from the
customers who will benefit from the service.

Impact Fees recover major costs associated with expanding water and wastewater facilities, including but
not limited to:

Water and wastewater treatment plants,

Storage facilities,

Pumps,

Transmission mains and lines,

Other capital equipment related to system capacity.*

*Impact Fees do NOT pay for subdivision infrastructure.

What is Development?

Any improvement to a piece of land or existing building for residential, commercial, or industrial purposes, including suck:
things as property subdivision and building retrofits.

Residential Equivalent Unit:

A Residential Equivalent Unit (REU) is a unit of measurement used to calculate the amount of
water/wastewater a development uses. One REU is equal to 300 gallons per day (GPD). Impact fees are
assessed on the proposed water and wastewater usage and divided by 300 gpd to calculate the REU.

REUs vary based on the type of development. MPW determines impact fees based on the guidelines for
assessing water and wastewater usage shown on the chart on the following page.

Basic REU Calculation:

Amount of Estimated Water Used Per Day
= Number of REUs

300 GPD

Current Impact Fees (Subject to change):
Water Impact Fee = $2,000/REU
Wastewater Impact Fee = $4,500/REU



Flow Assessment

Guidelines for Assessing Water and Wastewater Usage

Type of Establishment GPD* Type of Establishment GPD*
Residential Schools
Daycare, Kindergarten, Elementary,
Middle per person= |7
Single Family Lot = | 300 High School per person=|10
Condominiums, Townhomes Laundries self-service
served by individual meters
Per Unit =| 300 Per Machine = {400
Apartments, Condominiums Factories
served by master meter Each Employee (no showers) = | 25
Each Employee (w/showers) = [ 35
Each Employee (w/kitchen
Per Bedroom= | 100 facilities/showers) = [ 40
Duplexes Hotels
Per Unit =| 300 Per Bedroom (no restaurant) =| 100
Bars: Motels
Each Employee = [ 10
Each Seat (excluding restaurant) = | 20 Per Unit (no restaurant) =| 100
Food Service Operations Nursing Homes
Per Bed (no laundry) = | 100
Per Seat =40 Per Bed (with laundry) =| 150
Camps: Shopping Centers
Resort (luxury) =|300
Per Travel Trailer Site = | 120 Per 1,000 sq. ft. (no restaurant) = [ 200
Churches: Offices
Per Seat= | 3
Per Student in School =| 10 Per 100 sq. ft. = |8

*GPD= Gallons Per Day




Calculating Residential
Impact Fees

3 Lots x 300 GPD/Single Family Lot = 900 GPD
900 GPD x 1 REU / 300 GPD = 3 REUs

Water: 3 REUs x $2,000/REU = $6,000
Wastewater: 3 REUs x $4,500/REU = $13,500
Total Impact Fees due for 3 Lots = $19,500
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Calculating Commercial
Impact Fees

YV T

Office/Retail Space:
Larger spaces are calculated by

square footage:
45,000 sq. ft. x 8 gallons/100 sq. ft. = 3,600 GPD
3,600 GPD x 1 REU/300 GPD = 12 REUs

Water: 12 REUs x $2,000/REU = $24,000
Wastewater: 12 REUs x $4,500/REU = $54,000
Total Impact Fees: $78,000
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Retail spaces individually metered:
6 spaces x 300 gallons = 1,800 GPD
1,800 GPD x 1 REU / 300 GPD = 6 REUs

Water: 6 REUs x $2,000/REU = $12,000
Wastewater: 6 x $4500/REU = $27,000
Total Impact Fees: $39,000




Calculating Commercial
Impact Fees

Restaurant

To determine the gallons used per day and
the impact fees due, MPW will review the
following:

Number of seats,

12 month water usage records for
restaurant owned by the applicant at
another similar location.

Water usage records for restaurants that
have similar menu and seating size.

Example = 120 Seat Restaurant

120 seats x 40 gallons/seat = 4,800 GPD
4,800 GPD x 1 REU / 300 GPD = 16 REUs

Water Impact Fee - $2,000/REU x 16 REUs =
$32,000

Wastewater Impact Fee - $4,500/REU x 16
REUs = $72,000

Total Impact Fee due for 120 seat
restaurant = $104,000




Paying Impact Fees

Collection of Impact Fees

System Extensions: If new main lines are required, impact Fees are due prior to
MPW accepting the water/wastewater system extension for operation.

Non System Extension/Service Available: Impact Fees are due prior to subdivision
plat approval (if applicable) and/or MPW sign off on a Town or County building permit.

Adjustment of Impact Fees:

Water usage may be reevaluated based on maximum three month average over
previous 12-months.

A non-residential property owner who has paid impact fees may request a partial
refund of the actual fees paid if, after the first full year of operation, use of the water
and/or wastewater systems remains below the level estimated for the assessment of
impact fees. The right to request a refund will expire on the third anniversary of the
payment of the impact fees.




Further Information

MPW Guidelines for Development

For a more detailed explanation of the development process, including impact fee
calculations, visit www.mountpleasantwaterworks.com. Click on the Developers
section to view guidelines, specifications, rate schedules and other information.

Contact Us:
Email: engineering@mpwonline.com
Phone: (843) 375-5472

Mount P ANT
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Commercial Customer
Residential Equivalent Unit (REU) Communication Plan

Standard Operating Procedure

Reason: A recent audit of commercial accounts revealed that a portion of customers had more
REUs assigned to their account than they were using in their highest quarter of each year.
Customers have long had the option to lower the number of REUs assigned to their account.
Policy allowed this adjustment to take place within the first two years with an available refund
of Impact Fees or after the initial two years without a refund of impact fees. With the recent
audit, we made adjustments to the policies regarding making these changes and decided to
initiate a communication plan to the specific accounts that could be most affected.

Goal: The goal of this project is to communicate the account status with the customer and
make them aware of the possibilities they have regarding their account. The ultimate decision
and action to change the number of REUs lies with the customer, but MPW will work with each
customer as they request to try to help them find the REU assignment they feel best fits their
needs.

Action: The communications will be organized in phases so that staff is not over extended and
can provide the necessary research and aid to each customer that wishes to analyze their use
and make changes. We will start with the clients with the greatest number of underutilized
REUs and those that have recently reached two years of service or those that are nearing their
two-year anniversary date. Starting there we will then work through the list at about 30
customers at a time.

The timing of the project is pertinent to the budget calendar. We will need to have a good
understanding of the REUs that customers may adjust to in order to plan for the Basic Facility
Fees revenue for Fiscal Year 2019. We will provide a monthly update regarding the fiscal
impact each month as the project progresses. We plan to allow these adjustments to be made
as they are received from the customers.
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Packet, customers will receive the following:

e A letter explaining REU assignment and their current usage with a recommendation for
the REUs that most closely equal their monthly average for the highest quarter in the
past two years.

e Account information including their highest quarter gallons used and other pertinent
information that they may want to consider.

e The link information for the online form they can submit to lower the REUs.

First List of 30 customers (customers with multiple accounts are consolidated to receive one
letter containing information relevant to all of their accounts).

Insert list of 30 customers here

Attached please find example of Policy 5.3.3 located on MPW website, the letter template, the
Reduction of Residential Equivalent Unit Form, the REU Reduction Process in CIS procedure and
the final email sent to customers that closes the process.

Steps:

1. Letteris sent to customer via mail and email when both addresses are available. A copy
of the letter is saved to the account in CIS and saved in the file for managing this project.
We are sending to both email and mail to maximize our possibility of contacting the
appropriate party involved in the decision-making process.

Consolidated letters- many customers identified in this process have multiple accounts
(especially townhomes/condos). We are consolidating these into one letter that
explains the effect on each account and the recommendation for each account. They
will still have to fill out a form for each account. We will explain this in their letter.

2. Customers may contact Kelly as directed in the letter if they are in need of additional
information or would like to discuss the details of the letter. Kelly will manage the
customer contact by assigning the customers to herself, Tammy and Nicole depending
on workload and availability. Tammy and Nicole will keep Kelly informed on customer
contact and information provided so the files for each customer are up to date. Notes
will be added in CIS as well for each customer contact.

3. The forms that customers fill out will be submitted via the account management email.
Kelly and Tammy will monitor the email for incoming forms. Kelly will collect the forms
and keep track of their status in the project file. The CIS steps to change the REUs are
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attached here in the REU Reduction CIS Process. Once this is completed Kelly will be
given the paperwork.

She will verify this has been done correctly in CIS and send an email/letter to the
customer to let them know that the action is complete (sample attached). This email

will also provide details about future account REU actions that can be taken per policy.

She will send a confirmation recognition that the customer must take action on and
keep copy of this so that we have record should anything come up in the future.
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|
Account - Customer |Customer Name St Address Highest Quarter |Highest Quarter Consumption [highest quarter #of Peak month Peak month REU's |# of REU|diff diff BFC volumetric peak | highest month bill[without BFC, rate $16.1diff if all volumetric ;U'
00225350 - 00042302 |HARBOR POINTE APTS 331 HARBOR POINTE DR July 2016 4,648,200 168 24 1,720,000 344 176 157 7,568.00 17,905.20 $25,473.20 $27,692.00 -$2,218.80
00736302 - 00042026 |S C STATE PORTS AUTHORITY 400 LONG POINT RD July 2016 3,656,100 132 24 1,866,300 203 300 168 97 6,600.00 19,428.18 $26,028.18 $30,047.43 -$4,019.25 U
00365905 - 00131755 |HIBBEN FERRY APARTMENTS LLC 1054 ANNA KNAPP BLVD July 2016 4,253,600 154 24 1,481,500 161 304 150 143 6,688.00 15,422.42 22,110.42 $23,852.15 -$1,741.74 rd
00220055 - 00018299 | RUNAWAY BAY APTS 800 RUNAWAY BAY LN October 2016 2,034,000 74 24 1,071,800 117 208 134 92 4,576.00 11,157 .44 15,733.44 $17,255.98 -$1,522.54 =
00737940 - 00111246 |[EAST BRIDGE TOWN LOFTS HOA 269 ALEXANDRA DR July 2016 2,119,100 7 24 876,500 95 200 123 105 4,400.00 $9,124.37 13,524.37 $14,111.65 -$687.29 )
00092485 - 00105323 |BAYCLUB HOMES LLC 1481 CENTER STREET EXT April 2015 1,459,500 53 24 699,100 76 162 109 86 3,564.00 $7,277.63 10,841.63 $11,255.51 -$413.88 S
00362481 - 00042298 | CRICKENTREE APARTMENTS 1601 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 1,308,000 47 24 521,500 57 152 105 95 3,344.00 $5,428.82 $8,772.82 $8,396.15 $376.66 =
00306255 - 00040460 |MONTCLAIR ASSOC LIMITED 1861 MONTCLAIR DR July 2016 2,817,500 102 24 1,240,700 135 200 98 65 4,400.00 $12,915.69 $17,315.69 $19,975.27 -$2,659.58 1
00306253 - 00042015 | THICKETT APARTMENTS 1900 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 1,245,000 45 24 475,000 52 128 83 76 2,816.00 $4,944.75 $7,760.75 $7,647.50 $113.25 I
00362606 - 00101834 | SANDPIPER INDEP & ASSIS LIVING LLC 1224 VILLAGE CREEK LN July 2016 1,525,900 55 24 527,300 57 133 78 76 2,926.00 $5,489.19 $8,415.19 $8,489.53 -$74.34 <
00321470 - 00041114 | ANCHORAGE APARTMENTS 1700 WHIPPLE RD July 2016 1,415,200 51 24 520,000 57 120 69 63 2,640.00 $5,413.20 $8,053.20 $8,372.00 -$318.80 ——
00353890 - 00040158 | SNEE FARM LAKES HOA 1130 HIDDEN COVE DR January 2016 2,393,900 87 23 1,209,200 131 148 61 17 $3,256.00 $12,587.77 $15,843.77 $19,468.12 -$3,624.35 L]
00083370 - 00042301 | T COVE HORIZONTAL PROP 1559 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2015 1,499,000 54 24 840,200 91 113 59 22 2,486.00 $8,746.48 $11,232.48 $13,527.22 -$2,294.74 —
00734820 - 00059267 | DARBY DEVELOPMENT 1175 MATHIS FERRY RD October 2015 1,180,400 43 24 505,800 55 100 57 45 $2,200.00 $5,265.38 $7,465.38 $8,143.38 -$678.00 m
00225322 - 00082857 | ESTATES MANAGEMENT CO 100 N PLAZA CT January 2016 1,274,000 46 24 664,400 72 100 54 28 $2,200.00 $6,916.40 $9,116.40 $10,696.84 -$1,580.44 —
00083355 - 00042152 | SIMMONS POINT HOA 1551 BEN SAWYER BLVD April 2016 982,800 36 24 396,300 43 84 48 4 $1,848.00 $4,125.48 $5,973.48 $6.380.43 -$406.95 o
00779305 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 735 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 772,700 28 24 273,900 30 76 48 46 $1,672.00 $2,851.30 $4,523.30 $4,409.79 $113.51 1
00350022 - 00029725 | BEAUMONT TOWNHOMES LTD P 2100 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2015 1,722,500 62 24 664,500 72 110 48 38 $2,420.00 $6,917.45 $9.,337.45 $10,698.45| -$1,361.01 [ EY
00071583 - 00040631 | RIVERWOOD APTS 1053 RIFLE RANGE RD July 2016 955,400 35 23 487,300 53 78 43 25 $1,716.00 $5,072.79 $6,788.79 $7.845.53 -$1,056.74 K
00306256 - 00040460 | MONTCLAIR ASSOC LIMITED 1861 MONTCLAIR DR April 2015 300 0 13 100 0 40 40 40 $880.00 $1.04 $881.04 $1.61 $879.43 Pt
00735460 - 00039574 | OAKLEAF TOWNHOUSES 1137 OAKLEAF DR July 2015 536,000 19 24 184,100 20 54 35 34 $1,188.00 1,916.48 $3,104.48 2,964.01 $140.47 Hied
00779580 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 725 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 802,700 29 24 313,200 34 62 33 28 $1,364.00 3,260.41 $4,624.41 5,042.52 -$418.11 =
00220170 - 00054626 | BRIDGEVIEW SUITES 400 MAGRATH DARBY BLVD April 2015 1,143,600 41 24 452,300 49 72 31 23 $1,584.00 4,708.44 $6,292.44 7,282.03 -$989.59 ™
00225302 - 00062902 |NEMLORP LLC 28 BRIDGESIDE BLVD July 2015 292,700 1 24 131,900 14 40 29 26 $880.00 1,373.08 $2,253.08 2,123.59 $129.49 s
00772890 - 00056605 | EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER 2000 HOSPITAL DR October 2016 1,961,500 Al 24 702,100 76 100 29 24 $2,200.00 7,308.86 $9,508.86 $11,303.81 -$1,794.95 -
00764590 - 00125751 | TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC 145 WINGO WAY April 2015 309,400 11 24 134,100 15 40 29 25 $880.00 1,395.98 $2,275.98 $2,159.01 $116.97 P
00223440 - 00156132 |EMPIRE RESTAURANTS LLC 960 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E|  October 2015 139,800 5 24 58,800 6 33 28 27 $726.00 $612.11 $1,338.11 $946.68 $391.43 =
00764585 - 00125751 | TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC 125 WINGO WAY April 2016 410,600 15 24 186,400 20 42 27 22 $924.00 1,940.42 $2,864.42 $3,001.04 -$136.62 el
00764580 - 00125751 | TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC 135 WINGO WAY July 2015 329,800 12 24 136,800 15 39 27 24 $858.00 1,424.09 $2,282.09 $2,202.48 $79.61 W
00300498 - 00008555 | GREYSTONE HOA 1718 GREYSTONE BLVD January 2016 666,500 24 24 361,600 39 50 26 11 $1,100.00 3,764.26 $4,864.26 $5,821.76 -$957.50 P
00734500 - 00152343 | VIBRA HOSPITAL OF CHARLESTON LLC 1200 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 2,029,700 74 24 694,200 75 98 24 23 $2,156.00 7,226.62 $9,382.62 $11,176.62 -$1,794.00 w
00764495 - 00123029 | SUNTRUST BANK 404 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 3,100 0 24 1,500 0 24 24 24 $528.00 15.62 $543.62 $24.15 $519.47 ~
00734580 - 00003429 | CHARLESTON NURSING CENTER 921 BOWMAN RD October 2016 1,039,300 38 24 434,100 47 60 22 13 $1,320.00 $4,518.98 $5,838.98 $6,989.01 -$1,150.03 Tl
00778590 - 00149329 |RIVERS WALK 300 SEAPORT LN July 2016 784,700 28 24 270,300 29 50 22 21 $1,100.00 $2,813.82 $3,913.82 $4,351.83 -$438.01 —
00734560 - 00055232 | EAST COOPER MED COMPLEX 900 BOWMAN RD October 2016 68,200 2 24 41,300 4 24 22 20 $528.00 $429.93 $957.93 $664.93 $293.00 =
00778980 - 00149329 |RIVERS WALK 310 SEAPORT LN October 2016 591,200 21 24 218,800 24 42 21 18 $924.00 $2,277.71 3,201.71 $3,522.68 -$320.97 N
00357003 - 00034244 |BI-LO INC #286 1909 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 133,900 5 24 47,600 5 25 20 20 $550.00 $495.52 1,045.52 $766.36 $279.16
00789330 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 2725 BULRUSH BASKET LN October 2015 301,800 " 18 125,500 14 31 20 17 $682.00 $1,306.46 1,988.46 $2,020.55 -$32.10 ( )
00736020 - 00133614 | JKS & K DBA MC DONALDS 1533 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 130,600 5 21 48,100 5 24 19 19 $528.00 $500.72 1,028.72 $774.41 $254.31 T
00455112 - 00037246 | WAL-MART STORES #1-632 1481 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 276,000 10 24 95,500 10 29 19 19 $638.00 $994.16 1,632.16 $1,537.55 $94.60 S
00779000 - 00149329 |RIVERS WALK 320 SEAPORT LN October 2016 891,800 32 24 315,500 34 50 18 16 $1,100.00 3,284.36 4,384.36 $5,079.55 -$695.20 =
00223402 - 00157502 | The Beach Co Village Point Shopping Center 920 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E| July 2016 316,300 " 24 131,300 14 29 18 15 $638.00 1,366.83 2,004.83 $2,113.93 -$109.10 A
00734862 - 00146535 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA PALMS AT MT PLE[998 LAKE HUNTER CIR April 2016 243,500 9 24 104,700 11 26 17 15 $572.00 1,089.93 1,661.93 1,685.67 -$23.74 —
00362604 - 00041116 |PLANTERS PLACE REGIME 1050 ANNA KNAPP BLVD July 2015 499,500 18 24 178,100 19 35 17 16 770.00 1,854.02 2,624.02 2,867.41 -$243.39 m
00783900 - 00160440 | AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1985 PARKFRONT DR April 2016 548,900 20 13 237,500 26 36 16 10 792.00 $2,472.38 3,264.38 3,823.75 -$559.38 N
00789315 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 2705 BULRUSH BASKET LN October 2016 419,100 15 18 214,300 23 31 16 8 682.00 $2,230.86 2,912.86 3,450.23 -$537.37 i
00739501 - 00151994 |HARRIS TEETER #457 1981 RIVIERA DR July 2016 129,700 5 24 48,000 5 20 15 15 440.00 $499.68 $939.68 $772.80 166.88 i
00776240 - 00146349 |UNIVERSITY MEDICAL ASSOCIATES OF MEDICAL|1600 MIDTOWN AVE April 2016 131,000 5 24 47,000 5 20 15 15 440.00 $489.27 $929.27 $756.70 172.57 U
00767900 - 00129533 | SOMERBY OF MOUNT PLEASANT AT PARKWEST |3100 TRADITION CIR October 2015 2,510,800 91 22 1,581,000 172 106 15 -66 $2,332.00 $16,458.21 $18,790.21 $25,454.10 -$6,663.89 rd
00776410 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC |1240 WINNOWING WAY July 2016 473,000 17 24 184,200 20 32 15 12 704.00 1,917.52 $2,621.52 $2,965.62 -$344.10 =
00776400 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC |1252 BERRY CREEK DR April 2015 474,900 17 24 173,900 19 32 15 13 704.00 1,810.30 $2,514.30 $2,799.79 -$285.49 '
00779690 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 1230 JABBERS DR April 2015 431,200 16 24 150,800 16 30 14 14 660.00 1,569.83 $2,229.83 $2,427.88 -$198.05 0O
00776405 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC |1250 WINNOWING WAY April 2015 487,500 18 24 196,500 21 32 14 11 704.00 2,045.57 $2,749.57 $3,163.65 -$414.09 PRy
00783905 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1975 PARKFRONT DR July 2016 464,300 17 15 166,900 18 31 14 13 $682.00 1,737.43 $2,419.43 $2,687.09 -$267.66 | @)
00064350 - 00116641 |VILLAGE OAKS OF MOUNT PLEASANT LLC 1240 FAIRMONT AVE July 2016 278,300 10 24 118,400 13 24 14 11 528.00 1,232.54 $1,760.54 $1.906.24 -$145.70 =
00223330 - 00160691 | CIRCLE K STORES INC 404 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 32,500 1 15 11,300 1 15 14 14 330.00 $117.63 $447.63 $181.93 $265.70 =
00485538 - 00154713 |PALMETTO STATE ARMORY 3365 S MORGANS POINT RD § January 2016 15,800 1 24 8,100 1 14 13 13 308.00 $84.32 $392.32 $130.41 261.91 S
00736305 - 00075842 |ROPER MT PLEASANT MED CTR 570 LONG POINT RD January 2016 112,600 4 24 40,400 4 17 13 13 374.00 $420.56 $794.56 $650.44 144.12 0O
00359703 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 20| _January 2016 210,000 8 24 95,800 10 20 12 10 440.00 $997.28 $1,437.28 $1,542.38 -$105.10 =
00020081 - 00010324 |ANGELYN AVINGER 508 MILL ST July 2015 298,600 11 24 112,700 12 23 12 1 $506.00 $1,173.21 $1,679.21 $1,814.47 -$135.26 =
00761965 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1700 FRANKE DR APT NO July 2016 190,200 7 24 70,200 8 19 12 11 418.00 $730.78 $1,148.78 $1,130.22 $18.56 -
00359711 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 12| January 2016 109,500 4 24 51,500 6 16 12 10 352.00 $536.12 $888.12 $829.15 $58.96 A
00622400 - 00101024 |PUBLIX SUPER MARKETS INC 1125 PARK WEST BLVD October 2016 276,400 10 24 101,000 11 22 12 11 484.00 $1,051.41 $1,535.41 $1,626.10 -$90.69 1
00776395 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC |1242 BERRY CREEK DR July 2016 553,000 20 24 189,500 21 32 12 1" 704.00 $1,972.70 $2,676.70 $3,050.95 -$374.26 111
00443483 - 00156430 | BREAKWATER FITNESS LLC 601 BELLE STATION BLVD October 2015 68,300 2 24 26,900 3 14 12 1 308.00 $280.03 $588.03 $433.09 154.94 )
00359706 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2016 239,500 9 24 100,000 11 20 11 9 440.00 $1,041.00 $1,481.00 $1,610.00 -$129.00 (da)
00776545 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 315 SLATE LN July 2016 297,500 " 24 105,300 1" 22 1" 1" 484.00 $1,096.17 $1,580.17 $1,695.33 -$115.16
00762905 - 00155637 |HTA TIDES MEDICAL ARTS CENTER LLC 180 WINGO WAY October 2015 218,500 8 24 83,800 9 19 1 10 418.00 $872.36 $1,290.36 $1,349.18 -$58.82 T
00201034 - 00089445 |BI-LO LLC #410 774 S SHELMORE BLVD October 2015 110,300 4 24 42,900 5 15 11 10 330.00 $446.59 $776.59 $690.69 $85.90 )
00220144 - 00014348 | COLEMAN BLVD ASSOC 280 W COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 277,400 10 24 165,000 18 21 11 3 462.00 $1,717.65 2,179.65 2,656.50 -$476.85 S
00740440 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1600 FRANKE DR July 2016 225,200 8 24 77,700 8 19 11 11 418.00 $808.86 1,226.86 1,250.97 -$24.11 =
00359708 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 15| October 2016 143,500 5 24 94,000 10 16 11 6 352.00 $978.54 1,330.54 1,513.40 -$182.86 U)
00359702 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 21| _October 2016 254,600 9 24 86,700 9 20 1 1 440.00 $902.55 1,342.55 1,395.87 -$53.32 M
00390038 - 00125074 |ZIFF PROPERTIES 210 WINGO WAY October 2016 62,600 2 24 25,700 3 13 1" 10 $286.00 $267.54 $553.54 $413.77 $139.77 e
00062870 - 00002433 |JUDY J WHITFIELD 1301 ERCKMANN DR October 2015 174,000 6 24 59,500 6 17 11 11 374.00 $619.40 $993.40 $957.95 $35.44 N
00776525 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 370 STONEWALL CT October 2016 231,400 8 24 112,300 12 19 11 7 418.00 $1,169.04 $1,587.04 $1,808.03 -$220.99 [an)
00359700 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 23| October 2016 157,000 6 24 57,500 6 16 10 10 352.00 $598.58 $950.58 $925.75 $24.82 _
00070680 - 00033722 |OSCEOLA APARTMENTS 1340 BEN SAWYER BLVD October 2016 26,700 1 24 10,500 1 1" 10 10 242.00 $109.31 $351.31 $169.05 $182.26 fa'a)
00767910 - 00127853 | OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC 1121 OAKLAND MARKET RD # April 2015 359,000 13 24 155,200 17 23 10 6 $506.00 $1,615.63 $2,121.63 $2,498.72 -$377.09 ~
00359710 - 00120229 |THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 11| April 2016 169,500 6 24 65,000 7 16 10 9 352.00 $676.65 $1,028.65 $1,046.50 -$17.85 A\
00632446 - 00081823 | GINN-LA PARKERS ISLAND 1700 RIVERTOWNE COUNTRY April 2015 91,600 3 24 34,500 4 13 10 9 286.00 359.15 $645.15 $555.45 89.69 U
00782155 - 00160440 | AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1405 LONG GROVE DR October 2016 176,200 6 15 65,200 7 16 10 9 352.00 678.73 $1,030.73 $1,049.72 -$18.99 =
00082440 - 00110317 |BI-LO # 101 1440 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2015 151,700 5 24 74,600 8 15 10 7 330.00 776.59 $1,106.59 $1,201.06 -$94.47 [@)
00071584 - 00040631 |RIVERWOOD APTS 1053 RIFLE RANGE RD April 2015 15,300 1 20 14,100 2 10 9 8 $220.00 146.78 $366.78 $227.01 $139.77 o
00457580 - 00145391 |BURTON'S GRILL 1875 N HIGHWAY 17 October 2016 293,600 1" 24 127,900 14 20 9 6 $440.00 $1,331.44 $1.771.44 $2,059.19 -$287.75 N
00747970 - 00150386 | SPPOTT INVESTMENTS LLC 1671 BELLE ISLE AVE October 2015 33,000 1 24 12,500 1 10 9 9 $220.00 $130.13 $350.13 $201.25 $148.88 ~l
00455174 - 00146704 | CRESCOM BANK 1492 STUART ENGALS BLVD April 2015 7,600 0 24 2,800 0 9 9 9 $198.00 $29.15 $227.15 $45.08 $182.07 (@)}
00735930 - 00149933 | 1156 BOWMAN LLC 1156 BOWMAN RD UNIT 200 April 2015 63,400 2 24 27,800 3 11 9 8 $242.00 289.40 $531.40 $447.58 $83.82 D
00074948 - 00094862 |RPWB LLC 1037 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD E| January 2016 36,500 1 24 16,800 2 10 9 8 220.00 174.89 $394.89 $270.48 $124.41
00462990 - 00037700 |HOBCAW YACHT CLUB 180 HOBCAW DR July 2015 38,000 1 23 19,500 2 10 9 8 220.00 203.00 $423.00 $313.95 $109.05
00773860 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1800 FRANKE DR April 2015 204,500 7 24 74,100 8 16 9 8 352.00 771.38 $1,123.38 $1,193.01 -$69.63
00361453 - 00101024 |PUBLIX SUPER MARKETS INC 1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD § July 2016 373,000 14 24 127,500 14 22 8 8 484.00 $1,327.28 $1,811.28 $2,052.75 -$241.48
00376982 - 00150556 |SOL SOUTHWEST KITCHEN 1101 STOCKADE LN July 2015 319,400 12 24 111,700 12 20 8 8 440.00 $1,162.80 $1,602.80 $1,798.37 -$195.57 i
00746305 - 00119134 |HOSPICE OF CHARLESTON INC 676 WANDO PARK BLVD April 2015 72,100 3 24 27,500 3 11 8 8 242.00 $286.28 $528.28 $442.75 $85.52 MPW-09652_
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00376988 - 00160691 | CIRCLE K STORES INC 2171 N HIGHWAY 17 October 2016 72,300 3 15 35,000 4 11 8 7 242.00 $364.35 $606.35 $563.50 $42.85 —_
00359704 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 19| _January 2016 321,500 12 24 150,800 16 20 8 4 440.00 $1,569.83 $2,009.83 $2,427.88 -$418.05 A
00359701 - 00120229 |THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 22| April 2015 323,400 12 24 162,800 18 20 8 2 440.00 $1,694.75 $2,134.75 $2,621.08 -$486.33 Q
00470011 - 00160691 | CIRCLE K STORES INC 2846 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 78,100 3 15 35,200 4 1" 8 7 242,00 366.43 $608.43 $566.72 $41.71 rd
00551721 - 00092729 |BULLS BAY GOLF CLUB 995 BULLS BAY BLVD October 2016 78,400 3 24 43,700 5 11 8 6 242.00 454.92 $696.92 $703.57 -$6.65 =
00783070 - 00160440 | AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1997 RIVIERA DR April 2016 189,700 7 15 70,400 8 15 8 7 330.00 732.86 $1,062.86 $1,133.44 -$70.58 0O
00767445 - 00125074 | ZIFF PROPERTIES 200 WINGO WAY July 2016 135,400 5 24 59,800 7 13 8 7 286.00 622,52 $908.52 $962.78 -$54.26 S
00776515 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 360 STONEWALL CT July 2016 308,000 1" 24 118,800 13 19 8 6 418.00 $1,236.71 $1,654.71 $1.912.68 -$257.97 =
00763045 - 00124002 |PORTSIDE CENTER HPR 421 WANDO PARK BLVD July 2015 33,000 1 24 12,700 1 9 8 8 198.00 $132.21 $330.21 $204.47 $125.74 |
00063040 - 00013499 [TACO BELL #2838 821 COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 90,000 3 24 34,600 4 11 8 7 $242.00 $360.19 $602.19 $557.06 $45.13 I
00779150 - 00084643 |BROTHERS PROPERTY MANAGMENT 34 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2016 372,300 13 24 168,500 18 21 8 3 462.00 $1,754.09 $2,216.09 $2,712.85 -$496.77 <
00480010 - 00046281 | CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB 1360 NATIONAL DR July 2016 69,200 3 24 31,500 3 10 7 7 220.00 $327.92 $547.92 $507.15 $40.76 J—
00781360 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1425 LONG GROVE DR October 2016 181,600 7 15 81,600 9 14 7 5 308.00 $849.46 $1,157.46 $1,313.76 -$156.30 L]
00359707 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 16| _January 2016 184,400 7 24 65,400 7 14 7 7 308.00 $680.81 $988.81 $1,052.94 -$64.13 —
00734520 - 00156609 |HTA EAST COOPER MEDICAL ARTS CENTER LLC|1280 HOSPITAL DR October 2016 74,500 3 24 32,400 4 10 7 6 220.00 $337.28 $557.28 $521.64 35.64 m
00406030 - 00074697 |YAMATO JAPANESE STEAK 1993 RIVIERA DR April 2015 295,400 " 24 105,800 12 18 7 7 396.00 $1,101.38 $1,497.38 $1,703.38 -$206.00 —
00443470 - 00131242 | WENDCHARLES | LLC 596 LONG POINT RD July 2016 130,000 5 24 48,300 5 12 7 7 264.00 $502.80 $766.80 $777.63 -$10.83 \)
00776535 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 380 STONEWALL CT October 2015 134,500 5 24 63,500 7 12 7 5 264.00 $661.04 $925.04 $1,022.35 -$97.32 1
00072264 - 00129854 |VITRE LLC 1303 BEN SAWYER BLVD April 2015 109,700 4 23 96,800 11 11 7 0 242.00 $1,007.69 $1,249.69 $1,558.48 -$308.79 Y
00776540 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 325 SLATE LN April 2015 137,800 5 24 56,200 6 12 7 6 $264.00 $585.04 $849.04 $904.82 -$55.78 —
00776510 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 350 STONEWALL CT July 2015 138,100 5 24 54,800 6 12 7 6 $264.00 $570.47 $834.47 $882.28 -$47.81 ,%"
00072615 - 00015684 | HARBOURTOWNE PLACE 1031 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD January 2015 29,300 1 24 15,900 2 8 7 6 176.00 $165.52 $341.52 $255.99 $85.53 Hhed
00776550 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 301 SLATE LN October 2016 139,900 5 24 54,500 6 12 7 6 264.00 $567.35 $831.35 $877.45 -$46.11 Lo
00070100 - 00160691 | CIRCLE K STORES INC 1402 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2016 31,500 1 15 11,100 1 8 7 7 176.00 $115.55 $291.55 $178.71 $112.84 I
00240020 - 00041403 |[EAST COOPER PHYSICIANS LTD 1300 HOSPITAL DR April 2016 171,200 6 24 93,500 10 13 7 3 286.00 $973.34 $1,259.34 $1,505.35 -$246.02 -
00764985 - 00126723 | MEDITERRANEAN SHIPPING CO INC 700 WATERMARK BLVD July 2015 144,300 5 24 51,100 6 12 7 6 264.00 $531.95 $795.95 $822.71 -$26.76 =
00224042 - 00158877 |BW RRI Il LLC 301 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 1,304,300 47 19 727,000 79 54 7 -25 $1,188.00 $7,568.07 $8,756.07 $11,704.70 -$2,948.63
00385560 - 00048531 | OMAR SHRINERS 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD January 2017 40,000 1 24 40,000 4 8 7 4 $176.00 416.40 $592.40 $644.00 -$51.60 b
00020460 - 00148610 | BAMBOO ASIAN & SUSHI BAR LLC 604 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 71,600 3 24 26,800 3 9 6 6 $198.00 278.99 $476.99 $431.48 $45.51 Ut
00020091 - 00130172 | ANGELYN AVINGER 508 MILL ST APT B January 2015 17,100 1 24 11,500 1 7 6 6 $154.00 119.72 $273.72 $185.15 $88.57 W
00074252 - 00092822 | CHRIS' DRY CLEANERS 808 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 155,500 6 24 60,500 7 12 6 5 $264.00 629.81 $893.81 $974.05 -$80.25 b
00770995 - 00132109 [MELLOW MUSHROOM 3110 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 238,500 9 24 120,600 13 15 6 2 $330.00 $1,255.45 $1,585.45 $1,941.66 -$356.21 W
00362500 - 00155112 |735 JDB LLC IN C/O LEE AND ASSOCIATES 735 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 104,500 4 24 51,500 6 10 6 4 $220.00 $536.12 $756.12 $829.15 -$73.04 ~
00784430 - 00159612 | GRAY PROPERTY 5222 LLC 1300 BELLE ISLE AVE January 2016 189,300 7 17 81,400 9 13 6 4 $286.00 847.37 $1,133.37 $1.310.54 -$177.17 -
00223977 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 935 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E| July 2015 51,700 2 24 26,100 3 8 6 5 $176.00 271.70 $447.70 $420.21 $27.49 -
00222950 - 00005716 |LANSING EAST HPR 940 LANSING DR October 2015 55,700 2 24 20,200 2 8 6 6 $176.00 210.28 $386.28 $325.22 $61.06 <
00425000 - 00074821 |HARRIS TEETER #87 620 LONG POINT RD UNIT H January 2016 169,100 6 24 81,800 9 12 6 3 $264.00 851.54 $1,115.54 $1,316.98 -$201.44 .
00051340 - 00000848 | THE HOUSING AUTHORITY 1 BANK ST October 2015 583,300 21 24 221,100 24 27 6 3 $594.00 $2,301.65 $2,895.65 $3,559.71 -$664.06
00756745 - 00104534 | SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH 750 LONG POINT RD January 2016 118,300 4 24 46,900 5 10 6 5 220.00 $488.23 $708.23 $755.09 -$46.86 QO
00222952 - 00005715 |LANSING EAST HPR 926 LANSING DR April 2015 148,700 5 24 56,800 6 1" 6 5 242,00 $591.29 $833.29 $914.48 -$81.19 T
00443230 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 385 EGYPT RD October 2015 232,000 8 24 106,500 12 14 6 2 308.00 $1,108.67 $1.416.67 $1,714.65 -$297.99 =~
00655805 - 00113568 |BLUES HOUSE OF WINGS @ WYMBERLY CROSS|[1905 HIGHWAY 41 STE 305 October 2016 70,300 3 24 36,900 4 8 5 4 176.00 $384.13 $560.13 $594.09 -$33.96 =
00359705 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 18| April 2015 236,000 9 24 143,000 16 14 5 -2 308.00 $1,488.63 $1,796.63 $2,302.30 -$505.67 A
00064340 - 00096447 |FAIRMONT HORIZONAL PROPER 1226 FAIRMONT AVE January 2015 512,100 19 24 258,800 28 24 5 -4 528.00 $2,694.11 $3,222.11 $4,166.68 -$944.57 —
00457684 - 00145496 |MP PIZZERIA INC DBA GRIMALDI'S PIZZA 1244 BELK DR July 2015 265,400 10 24 97,400 11 15 5 4 330.00 $1,013.93 $1,343.93 $1,568.14 -$224.21 m
00735820 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055 1059 EASTOVER DR July 2015 131,000 5 24 50,000 5 10 5 5 220.00 $520.50 $740.50 $805.00 -$64.50 on
00020070 - 00063503 |JUSTIN O'TOOLE LUCEY PA 415 MILL ST April 2015 21,300 1 24 9,500 1 6 5 5 132.00 $98.90 $230.90 $152.95 $77.95 U‘,
00745260 - 00157786 | STAR TACO 1109 PARK WEST BLVD STE [| April 2016 76,900 3 21 30,200 3 8 5 5 176.00 $314.38 $490.38 $486.22 $4.16 —1
00222240 - 00131796 | TITLEMAX OF SOUTH CAROLIA INC 425 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 22,500 1 24 17,100 2 6 5 4 132.00 $178.01 $310.01 $275.31 $34.70 Q
00454520 - 00069648 | CLASS TWO MANAGEMENT LLC 1787 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 272,000 10 24 107,000 12 15 5 3 330.00 $1,113.87 $1,443.87 $1,722.70 -$278.83 -
00776530 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 381 STONEWALL CT July 2015 109,500 4 24 42,500 5 9 5 4 198.00 $442.43 $640.43 $684.25 -$43.83 =
00231700 - 00117932 [MINI-SKOOL EARLY LEARNING CENTER 891 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 82,400 3 24 42,200 5 8 5 3 176.00 $439.30 $615.30 $679.42 -$64.12 '
00744695 - 00155822 | BRAVO & DELTA PIZZA INC 1795 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1 April 2015 56,100 2 24 22,100 2 7 5 5 154.00 $230.06 $384.06 $355.81 $28.25 )
00444441 - 00104077 |BELLE HALL lIl 672 LONG POINT RD July 2015 900 0 16 700 0 5 5 5 110.00 $7.29 $117.29 $11.27 $106.02 Py
00438004 - 00156173 | SUMMIT WORX LLC 490 WANDO PARK BLVD October 2016 1,400 0 22 1,000 0 5 5 5 110.00 $10.41 $120.41 $16.10 $104.31 | )
00362726 - 00151895 |INNOLABS 1007 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2016 29,300 1 24 11,600 1 6 5 5 132.00 120.76 $252.76 $186.76 $66.00 =
00360104 - 00081934 | BEHIND THE SOFA LLC 712 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 85,200 3 24 38,900 4 8 5 4 176.00 404.95 580.95 $626.29 -$45.34 2
00769175 - 00130817 |CHICK FILET 3102 IRONCLAD ALY October 2016 168,500 6 24 63,100 7 11 5 4 242.00 656.87 898.87 $1,015.91 -$117.04 <
00440171 - 00104534 | SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH 750 LONG POINT RD April 2016 31,800 1 24 18,400 2 6 5 4 132.00 191.54 323.54 $296.24 27.30 0O
00241610 - 00090661 |MT PLEASANT FAMILY PRACTICE 1400 HOSPITAL DR January 2016 32,900 1 24 20,500 2 6 5 4 132.00 213.41 345.41 $330.05 15.35 z
00376999 - 00041871 |NEW VILLAGE LAUNDROMAT 2161 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 253,700 9 20 92,000 10 14 5 4 308.00 $957.72 $1,265.72 $1,481.20 -$215.48 =
00773815 - 00017427 |FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 1151 GEORGE BROWDER BL) April 2015 89,400 3 24 35,500 4 8 5 4 176.00 $369.56 $545.56 $571.55 -$25.99 —_
00232480 - 00137130 | CELLULAR SALES 905 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2016 34,600 1 24 18,300 2 6 5 4 132.00 $190.50 $322.50 $294.63 27.87 v
00362725 - 00032805 | FAIRMOUNT SHOPPING CENTER | 1035 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 366,600 13 24 191,100 21 18 5 -3 396.00 $1,989.35 $2,385.35 $3,076.71 -$691.36 I
00783995 - 00159612 | GRAY PROPERTY 5222 LLC 1600 BELLE ISLE AVE October 2016 229,300 8 17 141,300 15 13 5 -2 286.00 $1,470.93 $1,756.93 $2,274.93 -$518.00 [T
00225130 - 00099453 | COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON TENNIS COMPLEX |75 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2015 9,000 0 24 5,200 1 5 5 4 110.00 $54.13 $164.13 83.72 $80.41 b
00776500 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 351 STONEWALL CT April 2015 147,800 5 24 50,000 5 10 5 5 220.00 $520.50 $740.50 $805.00 -$64.50 [@a)
00642999 - 00046122 |PLANTERS POINTE HOA 2801 PLANTERS POINTE BLVI| July 2015 68,200 2 24 39,100 4 7 5 3 154.00 $407.03 $561.03 $629.51 -$68.48 hdid
00361156 - 00151456 |MDO2 FITNESS LLC 910 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 317,700 12 24 144,000 16 16 4 0 352.00 $1,499.04 $1,851.04 $2,318.40 -$467.36 '
00377150 - 00139492 |BRICCO BRACCO 1161 BASKETWEAVE DR July 2016 98,700 4 24 39,500 4 8 4 4 176.00 411.20 587.20 635.95 -$48.76 0O
00456190 - 00032959 | T J MAXX 1487 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 72,700 3 24 25,700 3 7 4 4 154.00 267.54 421.54 413.77 $7.77 N
00462980 - 00024998 |HOBCAW VIEW CONDO ASSN 569 E HOBCAW DR October 2015 46,000 2 24 18,700 2 6 4 4 132.00 194.67 326.67 301.07 25.60 Ped
00764755 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 1251 PARK WEST BLVD April 2016 18,400 1 24 9,900 1 5 4 4 110.00 103.06 213.06 159.39 53.67 )
00020490 - 00143543 |BOTTLES LLC 610 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 19,600 1 24 11,500 1 5 4 4 110.00 119.72 229.72 185.15 44.57 [mnl
00064080 - 00125298 {418 MEETING STREET LLC 767 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 49,100 2 24 18,400 2 6 4 4 132.00 191.54 323.54 296.24 27.30 H
00443506 - 00045395 |EXXON FOOD MART #4 701 LONG POINT RD April 2015 243,600 9 24 101,800 1" 13 4 2 286.00 $1,059.74 $1,345.74 $1,638.98 -$293.24 N
00190067 - 00053517 |VICKERY'S BAR AND GRILL 1313 SHRIMP BOAT LN April 2015 409,800 15 24 147,500 16 19 4 3 418.00 $1,535.48 $1,953.48 $2,374.75 -$421.28 o
00739497 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1885 RIFLE RANGE RD July 2016 299,400 11 24 115,700 13 15 4 2 330.00 $1,204.44 $1,534.44 $1,862.77 -$328.33 —_
00151860 - 00160752 | PASTIME EQUITIES LLC 654 COLEMAN BLVD January 2016 23,600 1 14 12,700 1 5 4 4 110.00 $132.21 $242.21 $204.47 $37.74 I{'\‘\
00480012 - 00046281 | CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB 1270 NATIONAL DR July 2016 24,300 1 22 8,600 1 5 4 4 110.00 $89.53 $199.53 $138.46 $61.07 ~
00430003 - 00119495 [LONG POINT GRILL 479 LONG POINT RD October 2015 110,700 4 24 45,900 5 8 4 3 176.00 $477.82 $653.82 $738.99 -$85.17 \J
00737874 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 3500 THOMAS CAIRO BLVD October 2015 139,100 5 24 66,600 7 9 4 2 198.00 $693.31 $891.31 $1,072.26 -$180.95 Y]
00361468 - 00151999 | RAFFIA/ ANDREA DALTON 1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD § July 2016 1,500 0 24 900 0 4 4 4 $88.00 $9.37 $97.37 $14.49 $82.88 [=
00220180 - 00145475 | BENCHMARK REAL ESTATE LLC 401 W COLEMAN BLVD January 2015 56,900 2 24 29,900 3 6 4 3 $132.00 $311.26 $443.26 $481.39 -$38.13 (@)
00359712 - 00120229 |THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 13| July 2016 334,000 12 24 120,000 13 16 4 3 $352.00 $1,249.20 $1,601.20 $1,932.00 -$330.80 (@)
00151960 - 00095977 |GDC 679 COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 4,600 0 24 2,100 0 4 4 4 $88.00 21.86 109.86 33.81 $76.05 N
00454909 - 00069747 |OFFICE DEPOT #2002 1491 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 7,200 0 24 2,700 0 4 4 4 $88.00 28.11 116.11 43.47 $72.64 ~l
00735902 - 00150878 |LANE COMMERCIAL LLC 1125 BOWMAN RD July 2016 7,600 0 24 4,800 1 4 4 3 $88.00 49.97 137.97 77.28 $60.69 [@))
00776555 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 310 SLATE LN October 2015 118,800 4 24 40,900 4 8 4 4 176.00 $425.77 601.77 $658.49 -$56.72 D
00425037 - 00082116 | STEIN MART INC # 266 620 LONG POINT RD January 2015 36,900 1 24 21,900 2 5 4 3 110.00 $227.98 337.98 $352.59 -$14.61
00734890 - 00131883 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA SWEETGRASS VII|601 MATHIS FERRY RD April 2016 838,000 30 24 316,500 34 34 4 0 748.00 $3,294.77 $4,042.77 $5,095.65 -$1,052.89
00013040 - 00104189 | THE COTTAGE 130 MILL ST April 2015 65,300 2 24 25,000 3 6 4 3 132.00 $260.25 $392.25 $402.50 -$10.25
00764520 - 00125517 | GERMAIN DERMATOLOGY 612 SEACOAST PKWY STE 10| October 2016 39,500 1 24 15,400 2 5 4 3 110.00 $160.31 $270.31 $247.94 $22.37
00769680 - 00130297 | ST BENEDICT CATHOLIC CHURCH 950 DARRELL CREEK TRL October 2015 40,400 1 24 22,500 2 5 4 3 110.00 $234.23 $344.23 $362.25 -$18.03 |
00747555 - 00161058 |JEAR LOGISTICS LLC 3409 SALTERBECK ST July 2016 13,100 0 14 6,000 1 4 4 3 $88.00 $62.46 $150.46 $96.60 $53.86 _MPW-09653_
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00741155 - 00000268 |MT PLEASANT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 305 CHURCH ST October 2016 13,800 1 24 5,200 1 4 4 3 $88.00 $54.13 $142.13 $83.72 $58.41 —_
00455812 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 1565 RIFLE RANGE RD January 2016 290,100 11 24 117,800 13 14 3 1 $308.00 $1,226.30 $1,534.30 $1,896.58 -$362.28 A
00783390 - 00155531 |RIVERSIDE SPORTS LLC 547 LONG POINT RD STE 111| January 2016 14,500 1 24 5,700 1 4 3 3 $88.00 $59.34 147.34 $91.77 $55.57 Q
00652985 - 00113143 | STARBUCKS CORP STORE # 8995 1824 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 42,100 2 24 19,600 2 5 3 3 $110.00 $204.04 314.04 $315.56 -$1.52 rd
00756065 - 00129266 | STUART ENGALS || CONDO ASSOCIATION INC 1439 STUART ENGALS BLVD { January 2016 42,300 2 24 23,400 3 5 3 2 $110.00 $243.59 353.59 $376.74 -$23.15 =
00740390 - 00131756 | MCALISTERS DELI 644 LONG POINT RD UNIT A April 2015 44,100 2 24 16,200 2 5 3 3 $110.00 $168.64 278.64 $260.82 $17.82 )
00610002 - 00036905 | BRICKYARD PLANTATION POA 1100 BRICKYARD PKWY July 2016 184,000 7 24 90,200 10 10 3 0 $220.00 $938.98 $1,158.98 $1,452.22 -$293.24 S
00456120 - 00140977 | MICHAELS STORES INC STORE#1060 1501 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2016 19,000 1 24 7,300 1 4 3 3 $88.00 $75.99 $163.99 $117.53 $46.46 =
00190071 - 00132638 |FINZ LLC 440 COLEMAN BLVD October 2015 74,500 3 24 32,200 4 6 3 3 $132.00 $335.20 $467.20 $518.42 -$51.22 |
00063017 - 00137994 |HERITAGE TRUST FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 847 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 47,300 2 24 23,300 3 5 3 2 $110.00 $242.55 $352.55 $375.13 -$22.58 I
00190062 - 00080261 | WHITMAN PROPERTIES LLC 1407 SHRIMP BOAT LN April 2015 433,700 16 24 176,700 19 19 3 0 $418.00 $1,839.45 $2,257.45 $2,844.87 -$587.42 <
00223470 - 00052955 | STAPLES INC #826 845 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E| July 2016 20,600 1 24 9,900 1 4 3 3 $88.00 103.06 191.06 159.39 $31.67 ——
00151077 - 00147294 |DARBY CAGLE LLC 730 COLEMAN BLVD UNIT G April 2016 20,800 1 24 13,600 1 4 3 3 $88.00 141.58 229.58 218.96 $10.62 L]
00735540 - 00025335 | ROSEMEAD TOWNHOUSES 1180 ROSEMEAD RD October 2015 76,100 3 24 42,400 5 6 3 1 $132.00 441.38 573.38 682.64 -$109.26 —
00073481 - 00085857 | CHRIST OUR KING CHURCH- FAMILY CENTER 1122 RUSSELL DR October 2016 49,400 2 24 25,600 3 5 3 2 $110.00 266.50 376.50 412.16 -$35.66 m
00151090 - 00074301 [ STARBUCKS COFFEE CO #8405 730 COLEMAN BLVD STE R October 2015 23,200 1 24 11,900 1 4 3 3 $88.00 123.88 211.88 191.59 20.29 —
00779575 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 1229 JABBERS DR April 2015 106,700 4 24 40,900 4 7 3 3 $154.00 425.77 579.77 658.49 -$78.72 o
00743745 - 00135918 | GREAT HARVEST BREAD CO 644 LONG POINT RD UNITH July 2016 24,300 1 24 8,600 1 4 3 3 $88.00 $89.53 177.53 138.46 39.07 1
00735700 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1063 EASTOVER DR April 2015 25,700 1 24 10,200 1 4 3 3 $88.00 106.18 194.18 164.22 29.96 Y
00010810 - 00155073 | SIMMONS MARINE & SEAFOOD LLC 110 HADDRELL ST January 2016 81,300 3 24 40,000 4 6 3 2 132.00 416.40 $548.40 $644.00 -$95.60 —
00752060 - 00123902 | SOUTHEASTERN SPINE INSTITUTE REAL ESTATE|1122 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD April 2016 54,900 2 24 20,900 2 5 3 3 110.00 217.57 $327.57 $336.49 -$8.92 ,%"
00767190 - 00127853 | OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC 1120 OAKLAND MARKET RD #  October 2016 193,500 7 24 68,200 7 10 3 3 220.00 709.96 $929.96 $1,098.02 -$168.06 Hhed
00779695 - 00152850 |THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 1244 JABBERS DR April 2015 83,500 3 24 28,700 3 6 3 3 132.00 298.77 $430.77 $462.07 -$31.30 Lo
00430070 - 00140063 | QUANT SYSTEMS INC 546 LONG POINT RD October 2015 111,400 4 24 72,300 8 7 3 -1 154.00 752.64 $906.64 $1,164.03 -$257.39 I
00767915 - 00127853 | OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC 3050 MORGANS POINT RD July 2016 139,700 5 24 47,300 5 8 3 3 176.00 492.39 $668.39 $761.53 -$93.14 -
00350024 - 00089063 |JKM HOLDINGS LLC 1200 CLUB DR April 2015 112,300 4 24 44,700 5 7 3 2 154.00 465.33 $619.33 $719.67 -$100.34 =
00735500 - 00025335 | ROSEMEAD TOWNHOUSES 1104 OLD GEORGETOWN RD July 2016 84,800 3 24 29,300 3 6 3 3 132.00 305.01 $437.01 $471.73 -$34.72
00735380 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 855 VON KOLNITZ RD April 2015 223,200 8 24 89,800 10 11 3 1 242.00 $934.82 $1,176.82 $1,445.78 -$268.96 b
00735260 - 00157223 | MATHIS FERRY LLC 851 VON KOLNITZ RD July 2016 30,400 1 22 16,300 2 4 3 2 $88.00 $169.68 $257.68 $262.43 -$4.75 Ut
00652105 - 00119037 |ETIWAN PT CONDOMINIUM COUNCIL OF OWNER|102 ETIWAN POINTE DR April 2016 30,500 1 24 25,000 3 4 3 1 $88.00 $260.25 $348.25 $402.50 -$54.25 W
00362515 - 00155256 | SOUTHERN FIRST BANK 691 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 3,000 0 24 1,400 0 3 3 3 $66.00 $14.57 $80.57 $22.54 $58.03 b
00735220 - 00157223 | MATHIS FERRY LLC 843 VON KOLNITZ RD July 2016 30,600 1 22 17,800 2 4 3 2 $88.00 $185.30 $273.30 $286.58 -$13.28 W
00363150 - 00160089 |CIAO GROUP LLC DBA CONGRESS 1035 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 59,000 2 17 46,200 5 5 3 0 $110.00 $480.94 $590.94 $743.82 -$152.88 ~
00734740 - 00124495 |929 BOWMAN ROAD LLC 929 BOWMAN RD January 2016 31,500 1 24 15,400 2 4 3 2 $88.00 $160.31 $248.31 $247.94 $0.37 -
00776495 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 331 STONEWALL CT July 2016 169,800 6 24 86,600 9 9 3 0 $198.00 $901.51 $1,099.51 $1,394.26 -$294.75 -
00359709 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 59,500 2 24 40,500 4 5 3 1 $110.00 $421.61 $531.61 $652.05 -$120.45 <
00454620 - 00072248 | WHIT-FAM INC 1825 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 114,900 4 24 45,000 5 7 3 2 $154.00 $468.45 $622.45 $724.50 -$102.05 .
00746560 - 00160684 |LOW COUNTRY KARATE LLC 1031 HIGHWAY 41 STE 100 April 2016 4,900 0 15 1,900 0 3 3 3 $66.00 $19.78 $85.78 $30.59 $55.19
00275502 - 00024836 |SC ELECTRIC & GAS 1277 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD July 2016 32,700 1 24 13,800 2 4 3 3 $88.00 143.66 $231.66 $222.18 $9.48 QO
00735180 - 00157223 | MATHIS FERRY LLC 835 VON KOLNITZ RD October 2016 32,800 1 15 14,100 2 4 3 2 $88.00 146.78 $234.78 $227.01 $7.77 T
00735780 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1054 EASTOVER DR July 2015 33,600 1 24 13,800 2 4 3 3 $88.00 143.66 $231.66 $222.18 $9.48 =~
00762010 - 00128034 |IMAGING SPECIALISTS OF CHARLESTON 1241 WOODLAND AVE October 2015 33,700 1 24 18,300 2 4 3 2 $88.00 90.50 $278.50 $294.63 -$16.13 >
00083300 - 00088588 | LIGHTHOUSE FINANCIAL 1275 BEN SAWYER BLVD January 2016 6,400 0 24 2,400 0 3 3 3 $66.00 24.98 $90.98 $38.64 52.34 A
00340012 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 1560 MATHIS FERRY RD July 2016 34,300 1 24 25,000 3 4 3 1 $88.00 $260.25 $348.25 $402.50 -$54.25 —
00757450 - 00124695 | POINT HOPE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 3404 TURGOT LN APT October 2016 7,100 0 24 3,200 0 3 3 3 $66.00 33.31 $99.31 $51.52 47.79 m
00180130 - 00054774 | CHARLOTTE MEARES 926 BLACKRAIL CT April 2016 34,700 1 24 12,700 1 4 3 3 $88.00 132.21 $220.21 $204.47 15.74 on
00734490 - 00104723 |HOLLINGS CANCER CTR @ EAST COOPER 1180 HOSPITAL DR April 2015 34,800 1 24 18,000 2 4 3 2 $88.00 187.38 $275.38 $289.80 -$14.42 U‘,
00756980 - 00121560 |4 LARCH LN LLC 4 LARCH LN October 2016 64,300 2 24 28,000 3 5 3 2 $110.00 291.48 $401.48 $450.80 -$49.32 =
00491838 - 00078767 | O'BRION'S PUB AND GRILLE 361 N SHELMORE BLVD UNIT| October 2015 64,400 2 24 24,800 3 5 3 2 $110.00 258.17 $368.17 $399.28 -$31.11 Q
00438008 - 00099440 |GUS H BELL LLC 474 WANDO PARK BLVD July 2016 175,100 6 24 88,900 10 9 3 -1 $198.00 925.45 $1,123.45 $1.431.29 -$307.84 -
00362492 - 00052271 | ANDREWS AND SHULL LLC 755 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2015 10,100 0 24 4,900 1 3 3 2 $66.00 $51.01 $117.01 $78.89 $38.12 =
00780275 - 00152324 | CHILDREN'S DISCOVERY CENTER INC 3300 STOCKDALE ST July 2016 93,000 3 17 47,700 5 6 3 1 $132.00 $496.56 $628.56 $767.97 -$139.41 '
00180090 - 00092242 | 1218 PRINCE ST ASSOCIATES 907 ROYAL TERN LN July 2016 38,700 1 24 15,800 2 4 3 2 $88.00 $164.48 $252.48 $254.38 -$1.90 0O
00223320 - 00133200 |LOUIS SHAW 350 W COLEMAN BLVD April 2015 66,500 2 24 24,000 3 5 3 2 $110.00 $249.84 359.84 $386.40 -$26.56 Py
00180140 - 00096298 [ THE LETO AGENCY LLC 918 BLACKRAIL CT July 2015 39,900 1 24 15,600 2 4 3 2 $88.00 $162.40 250.40 $251.16 -$0.76 @)
00779650 - 00150634 | CAROLINA ONE OFFICE 2713 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 12,400 0 24 4,300 0 3 3 3 $66.00 $44.76 110.76 $69.23 $41.53 =
00769125 - 00160705 | JOEY BAG A DONUTS 1118 PARK WEST BLVD STE € April 2016 12,600 0 15 4,500 0 3 3 3 $66.00 $46.85 112.85 $72.45 $40.40 2
00180085 - 00101756 |KEVIN ORTEGA 903 ROYAL TERN LN April 2015 40,300 1 24 25,500 3 4 3 1 $88.00 265.46 353.46 $410.55 -$57.10 <
00781405 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1480 LONG GROVE DR July 2016 123,500 4 15 43,200 5 7 3 2 $154.00 449.71 $603.71 $695.52 -$91.81 0O
00220042 - 00152149 |GPM SOUTHEAST LLC 508 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 41,200 1 24 17,700 2 4 3 2 $88.00 184.26 $272.26 $284.97 -$12.71 z
00735620 - 00021961 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES (1051) 1051 EASTOVER DR July 2016 41,600 2 24 15,200 2 4 2 2 $88.00 158.23 246.23 $244.72 $1.51 =
00735140 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 827 VON KOLNITZ RD April 2015 41,800 2 18 24,000 3 4 2 1 $88.00 249.84 337.84 386.40 -$48.56 —_
00361160 - 00081560 | CREEKSIDE CORP CENTRE 887 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2015 42,000 2 24 25,800 3 4 2 1 88.00 68.58 356.58 415.38 -$58.80 v
00735060 - 00157223 | MATHIS FERRY LLC 805 VON KOLNITZ RD # 811 April 2016 42,100 2 22 30,300 3 4 2 1 88.00 15.42 403.42 487.83 -$84.41 I
00151060 - 00128656 {802 COLEMAN ASSOCIATES LLC 802 COLEMAN BLVD April 2015 69,900 3 24 28,000 3 5 2 2 $110.00 91.48 401.48 450.80 -$49.32 [T
00740400 - 00131756 | MCALISTERS DELI 644 LONG POINT RD UNIT B July 2015 16,100 1 24 6,400 1 3 2 2 66.00 66.62 132.62 103.04 $29.58 b
00223840 - 00047128 | ICHIBAN RESTRAUANT INC 909 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E| _January 2016 16,300 1 24 5,900 1 3 2 2 66.00 61.42 127.42 $94.99 $32.43 [@a)
00223980 - 00028218 | TOWNHALL ASSOCIATES 941 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E| July 2016 44,100 2 24 16,900 2 4 2 2 $88.00 $175.93 263.93 $272.09 -$8.16 hdid
00782150 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1401 LONG GROVE DR July 2016 44,100 2 15 17,300 2 4 2 2 $88.00 $180.09 268.09 $278.53 -$10.44 '
00443482 - 00034025 | WAFFLE HOUSE INC #951 609 LONG POINT RD October 2016 99,300 4 24 37,000 4 6 2 2 $132.00 $385.17 517.17 $595.70 -$78.53 0O
00220050 - 00135504 |KVH HOSPITALITY GROUP LLC 350 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 954,900 35 24 383,300 42 37 2 -5 $814.00 $3,990.15 $4,804.15 $6,171.13 -$1,366.98 N
00451305 - 00118056 |UNITED RESTAURANT GROUP DBA TGI FRIDAYS | 1835 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 458,500 17 24 158,700 17 19 2 2 $418.00 $1,652.07 $2,070.07 $2,555.07 -$485.00 Ped
00651385 - 00140705 | TRIDENT TECHNICAL COLLEGE 1125 JOHN DILLIGARD LN October 2016 18,200 1 24 11,700 1 3 2 2 $66.00 $121.80 187.80 188.37 -$0.57 U)
00433610 - 00129301 |WRS INC 550 LONG POINT RD July 2015 18,300 1 24 7,300 1 3 2 2 $66.00 $75.99 141.99 117.53 $24.46 [mnl
00406013 - 00078632 |MIKE CALDER'S PUB 1971 RIVIERA DR UNIT 4 October 2015 46,100 2 24 17,100 2 4 2 2 $88.00 $178.01 266.01 275.31 -$9.30 H
00509490 - 00120013 |LONG GROVE POA 1600 LONG GROVE DR April 2015 18,900 1 24 8,500 1 3 2 2 66.00 $88.49 154.49 136.85 $17.64 N
00224780 - 00030699 | STICKY FINGERS 341 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 184,600 7 24 66,000 7 9 2 2 $198.00 $687.06 885.06 $1,062.60 -$177.54 o
00470012 - 00146252 | MAMMA BROWN'S BBQ 2390 HIGHWAY 41 January 2016 101,900 4 24 38,700 4 6 2 2 $132.00 $402.87 $534.87 $623.07 -$88.20 —_
00457764 - 00159684 | ORCHID MASSAGE LLC 1113 MARKET CENTER BLVD July 2016 19,200 1 17 7,100 1 3 2 2 66.00 $73.91 $139.91 $114.31 $25.60 I{'\‘\
00763120 - 00122916 |PUBLIX @ BEN SAWYER BLVD # 1055 1435 BEN SAWYER BLVD April 2016 212,400 8 24 74,800 8 10 2 2 $220.00 778.67 $998.67 $1,204.28 -$205.61 ~
00406052 - 00140646 | OPAL RESTAURANT 1960 RIVIERA DR STE C April 2016 130,200 5 24 45,800 5 7 2 2 $154.00 476.78 $630.78 737.38 -$106.60 \J
00180135 - 00096298 | THE LETO AGENCY LLC 922 BLACKRAIL CT January 2016 47,500 2 24 18,900 2 4 2 2 $88.00 196.75 $284.75 304.29 -$19.54 Y]
00456110 - 00140742 | NEW TOKYO SUSHI AND HIBACHILLC 1501 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT B July 2015 75,100 3 24 31,800 3 5 2 2 $110.00 331.04 $441.04 511.98 -$70.94 [=
00783065 - 00160440 | AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 2005 RIVIERA DR January 2016 47,700 2 15 22,900 2 4 2 2 $88.00 238.39 $326.39 368.69 -$42.30 (@)
00220190 - 00099090 |B & C ENTERPRISES 405 COLEMAN BLVD January 2016 20,400 1 24 7,800 1 3 2 2 $66.00 $81.20 $147.20 125.58 21.62 (@)
00652485 - 00151456 |MDO2 FITNESS LLC 3301 STOCKDALE ST October 2016 158,500 6 24 82,500 9 8 2 -1 $176.00 $858.83 $1,034.83 $1.328.25 -$293.43 N
00360107 - 00123368 |14 CHAPEL LLC 786 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 20,800 1 24 9,600 1 3 2 2 $66.00 $99.94 $165.94 $154.56 $11.38 ~l
00072450 - 00132595 | SEA ISLAND SUDS LLC 1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE| April 2015 490,200 18 24 174,400 19 20 2 1 $440.00 $1,815.50 $2,255.50 $2,807.84 -$652.34 [@))
00779630 - 00150619 | CAROLINA PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC |1541 BANNING ST July 2016 21,200 1 24 8,800 1 3 2 2 $66.00 $91.61 157.61 $141.68 $15.93 D
00406011 - 00078632 | MIKE CALDER'S PUB 1971 RIVIERA DR October 2016 21,400 1 24 8,100 1 3 2 2 $66.00 $84.32 150.32 $130.41 $19.91
00225318 - 00105311 | GINN-LA FUND |V CHAS DBA 1 PATRIOTS POINT RD October 2016 105,700 4 24 52,200 6 6 2 0 $132.00 $543.40 675.40 $840.42 -$165.02
00746565 - 00134880 |RIO GRANDE 2 660 LONG POINT RD UNIT C July 2015 106,100 4 24 37,400 4 6 2 2 $132.00 $389.33 $521.33 $602.14 -$80.81
00782830 - 00056605 | EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER 851 LEONARD FULGHUM DR July 2015 437,400 16 24 208,800 23 18 2 -5 $396.00 $2,173.61 $2,569.61 $3,361.68 -$792.07
00180125 - 00148771 |W F ASSOCIATES LLC 930 BLACKRAIL CT April 2015 51,400 2 24 21,400 2 4 2 2 $88.00 $222.77 $310.77 $344.54 -$33.77 |
00781365 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1435 LONG GROVE DR July 2016 51,600 2 15 19,400 2 4 2 2 $88.00 $201.95 $289.95 $312.34 -$22.39 _MPW-09654_
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00770925 - 00124858 [PALMETTO PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 1720 CAROLINA PARK BLVD | _October 2016 24,100 1 24 11,300 1 3 2 2 $66.00 $117.63 $183.63 $181.93 $1.70 ——
00283820 - 00026047 |SUPER SUDS CARWASH 1117 BOWMAN RD April 2016 328,300 12 24 134,800 15 14 2 -1 $308.00 $1,403.27 $1,711.27 $2,170.28 -$459.01 A
00054375 - 00017427 |FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 681 MCCANTS DR October 2015 25,000 1 24 11,500 1 3 2 2 $66.00 119.72 $185.72 $185.15 $0.56 Q
00425020 - 00076109 | STARBUCKS # 8408 636 LONG POINT RD UNIT A July 2016 80,200 3 24 36,500 4 5 2 1 $110.00 379.97 $489.97 $587.65 -$97.69 -
00020280 - 00082485 |ART'S BAR AND GRILL 413 COLEMAN BLVD January 2016 80,300 3 24 33,800 4 5 2 1 $110.00 351.86 $461.86 $544.18 -$82.32 =
00224600 - 00145079 |BRIDGEWATER CENTER HPR 966 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT f___July 2015 190,900 7 24 69.200 8 9 2 1 $198.00 720.37 $918.37 $1,114.12 -$195.75 0O
00776560 - 00145625 |SAVVY YOHN 1162 BASKETWEAVE DR July 2016 26,100 1 24 10,200 1 3 2 2 66.00 106.18 $172.18 $164.22 $7.96 S~
00220152 - 00084643 [BROTHERS PROPERTY MANAGMENT 24 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2015 81,700 3 24 27,900 3 5 2 2 $110.00 290.44 $400.44 $449.19 -$48.75 =
00020095 - 00033697 [BAILEY'S 410 MILL ST October 2015 26,500 1 24 14,800 2 3 2 1 66.00 154.07 $220.07 $238.28 -$18.21 T
00225326 - 00089477 | COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON 85 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2016 82,000 3 24 38,200 4 5 2 1 $110.00 397.66 $507.66 $615.02 -$107.36 I
00223400 - 00017392 [HARRIS TEETER STORE NO 19 920 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E|___April 2015 193,000 7 24 69,800 8 9 2 1 $198.00 726.62 924.62 $1,123.78 -$199.16 <
00734940 - 00134437 | PARISH PLACE CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION INC|1291 MATHIS FERRY RD July 2016 55,500 2 24 22,000 2 4 2 2 $88.00 229.02 317.02 354.20 -$37.18 —
00775630 - 00143397 [HAMLIN MEDICAL OFFICES LLC 2705 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 28,400 1 24 10,400 1 3 2 2 $66.00 108.26 174.26 167.44 $6.82 L]
00735020 - 00026297 |RICHARD RITTER 1307 MATHIS FERRY RD October 2016 56,000 2 24 23,000 3 4 2 2 $88.00 239.43 327.43 370.30 -$42.87 —
00443495 - 00090804 | DRIVE-IN USA (SONIC) 691 LONG POINT RD January 2016 84,300 3 24 51,000 6 5 2 -1 $110.00 $530.91 640.91 821.10 -$180.19 m
00607260 - 00123755 | SOUTHERN COMMUNITY SERVICES 1300 PARK WEST BLVD January 2017 1,600 0 20 1,200 0 2 2 2 44.00 $12.49 $56.49 $19.32 37.17 —
00360300 - 00128148 | SEGUI LAW FIRM LLC 864 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD STE| __ April 2015 1,700 0 24 600 0 2 2 2 44.00 $6.25 $50.25 $9.66 40.59 o
00201172 - 00093875 | SPORTS CORNER OF MOUNT PLEASANT 675 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD | October 2015 29,600 1 24 18,200 2 3 2 1 66.00 $189.46 $255.46 $293.02 -$37.56 1
00180160 - 00092240 |1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC 912 SEA GULL DR October 2015 57,400 2 24 19,800 2 4 2 2 $88.00 $206.12 $294.12 $318.78 -$24.66 S
00224452 - 00017155 [NORTHCUTT PLAZA 976 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E___July 2015 361.100 13 24 139,500 15 15 2 0 $330.00 $1,452.20 $1,782.20 $2,245.95 -$463.76 =
00655670 - 00155345 | CHARLESTON BAGEL CO 656 LONG POINT RD UNIT A July 2015 30,000 1 24 11,600 1 3 2 2 $66.00 §120.76 $186.76 $186.76 $0.00 Nrd
00180165 - 00092240 | 1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC 910 SEA GULL DR January 2015 57,700 2 24 38,000 4 4 2 0 $88.00 $395.58 $483.58 $611.80 $128.22 Hd
00359713 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 14| __April 2016 389,200 14 24 180,500 20 16 2 -4 $352.00 $1,879.01 $2,231.01 $2,906.05 -$675.05 Ll
00452030 - 00048555 | NATIONAL BANK OF SC 1470 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 3,100 0 24 1,300 0 2 2 2 $44.00 $13.53 $57.53 $20.93 $36.60 =
00652395 - 00159753 | SOVRAN ACQUISITION LP 1514 MATHIS FERRY RD October 2015 3,400 0 17 1,700 0 2 2 2 $44.00 $17.70 $61.70 $27.37 $34.33 =
00180110 - 00002489 | TRULUCK PROPERTIES OF CHARLESTON 923 BLACKRAIL CT January 2016 58,700 2 24 20,200 2 4 2 2 $88.00 $210.28 $298.28 $325.22 -$26.94 =
00740405 - 00131756 |MCALISTERS DELI 644 LONG POINT RD UNITC_ | January 2016 31,300 1 24 11,700 1 3 2 2 66.00 $121.80 $187.80 $188.37 -$0.57
00774150 - 00138644 |LADLES SOUPS MOUNT PLEASANT LLC 1164 BASKETWEAVE DR STE| _January 2016 31,300 1 24 12,500 1 3 2 2 66.00 $130.13 $196.13 $201.25 -$5.13 I
00021400 - 00143402 [TON GROUP LLC 414 WHILDEN ST July 2015 4,100 0 24 2,200 0 2 2 2 44.00 $22.90 66.90 35.42 31.48 ot
00021883 - 00009387 | DR JOHN A OUZTS 609 WHILDEN ST July 2016 4,200 0 24 2,200 0 2 2 2 44.00 $22.90 66.90 35.42 31.48 [o%)
00754660 - 00123249 |[EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL SLEEP CENT|897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 104 _January 2016 4,400 0 24 1,900 0 2 2 2 44.00 19.78 63.78 30.59 33.19 DI
00232744 - 00151439 | CHARLESTON AUTISM ACADEMY 930 PINE HOLLOW RD October 2016 4,500 0 24 1,800 0 2 2 2 44.00 18.74 62.74 28.98 33.76 W
00430001 - 00078328 [CURD ENTERPRISE 476 LONG POINT RD July 2016 4,800 0 24 1.900 0 2 2 2 44.00 19.78 $63.78 3059 33.19 ~
00201050 - 00160518 |VENTRUE VII LLC 611 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 4,900 0 15 1,800 0 2 2 2 44.00 18.74 $62.74 28.98 33.76 i
00180155 - 00096060 |[KMO INVESTMENTS 914 SEA GULL DR January 2016 60,200 2 24 27,500 3 4 2 1 88.00 $286.28 $374.28 $442.75 -$68.48 =
00362491 - 00086499 [PEARLMAN & PEARLMAN P C 751 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD | January 2016 5,100 0 24 2,500 [ 2 2 2 44.00 26.03 $70.03 $40.25 29.78 =
00735740 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1050 EASTOVER DR July 2016 60,300 2 24 21,300 2 4 2 2 88.00 $221.73 $300.73 $342.93 -$33.20 R
00220110 - 00139863 |MT PLEASANT MUSIC 918 LANSING DR STE F October 2016 5,200 0 24 2,000 0 2 2 2 44.00 $20.82 $64.82 32.20 32.62
00783460 - 00155695 |SMILING OAK DENTISTRY 1077 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2015 5,200 0 24 2,200 0 2 2 2 44.00 $22.90 $66.90 35.42 31.48 Q
00064100 - 00146427 [SIX MILE ANTIQUE MALL 761 COLEMAN BLVD STE A July 2016 5,600 [ 24 2,300 0 2 2 2 44.00 $23.94 $67.94 37.03 30.91 T
00360004 - 00131883 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA SWEETGRASS VII[1010 ANNA KNAPP EXT January 2016 474,900 17 24 334,800 36 19 2 17 $418.00 $3,485.27 $3,903.27 $5,390.28 -$1,487.01 el
00362518 - 00156396 [SOUTHERN SPAS LLC 725 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 88,700 3 24 33,500 4 5 2 1 $110.00 $348.74 $458.74 $539.35 -$80.62 P
00651030 - 00150699 |222 WEST COLEMAN LLC 222 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 5,900 0 24 4,200 0 2 2 2 44.00 43.72 $87.72 $67.62 $20.10 pu
00782715 - 00153730 |T & S FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 3850 BESSEMER RD STE 201| __July 2016 6.200 0 24 2,400 0 2 2 2 44.00 24.98 $68.98 $38.64 $30.34 —
00361462 - 00149472 |PALMETTO OUTDOOR KITCHENS LLC 1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD { _January 2017 6,300 0 24 6,300 1 2 2 1 44.00 65.58 $109.58 $101.43 $8.15 m
00745035 - 00118337 |CITADEL INVESTMENTS LLC 497 BRAMSON CT July 2015 61,500 2 24 27,100 3 4 2 1 $88.00 $282.11 $370.11 $436.31 -$66.20 ‘N
00378870 - 00041275 | THE ENCLAVE HOA 2000 RETREAT LNDG July 2016 6,400 0 17 3,500 0 2 2 2 $44.00 $36.44 $80.44 $56.35 $24.09 e
00443660 - 00056816 | THE SUNSHINE HOUSE #52 753 LONG POINT RD July 2015 172,000 6 24 86,200 9 8 2 -1 $176.00 $897.34 $1,073.34 $1,387.82 -$314.48 =
00617149 - 00158458 [MCCANN'S IRISH PUB 2700 N HIGHWAY 17 STE 120(__October 2015 61,700 2 20 23,400 3 4 2 1 $88.00 $243.59 $331.59 $376.74 -$45.15 Q
00769040 - 00161257 | WHIPPLE ROAD PLAZA 880 WHIPPLE RD April 2016 6,600 0 13 4,200 0 2 2 2 44.00 43.72 $87.72 $67.62 $20.10 -
00454672 - 00157643 [ECLETIC FINDS LLC 1670 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2015 7,100 0 22 3,400 0 2 2 2 44.00 35.39 $79.39 $54.74 $24.65 =
00223247 - 00081212 | VIRGINIA GREGORY DMD LLC 434 COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 7,500 0 24 3,800 0 2 2 2 44.00 39.56 $83.56 $61.18 22.38 !
00201053 - 00159453 | PATTAYA THAI RESTURANT INC 607 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD S| October 2015 35,100 1 18 17,800 2 3 2 1 66.00 $185.30 $251.30 $286.58 -$35.28 A
00762725 - 00104537 |[EAST COOPER MONTESSORI 250 PONSBURY RD October 2016 63,700 2 22 26,400 3 4 2 1 88.00 $274.82 $362.82 $425.04 -$62.22 Py
00406057 - 00146016 | TIDEWATER VETERINARY LLC 1964 RIVIERA DR STE H July 2016 8,900 0 24 3,100 0 2 2 2 44.00 $32.27 $76.27 $49.91 26.36 |©)
00424978 - 00159855 |MID ATLANTIC RESTURANT GROUP LLC 608 LONG POINT RD UNIT A July 2016 64,400 2 17 26,100 3 4 2 1 $88.00 $271.70 $359.70 $420.21 -$60.51 =
00749520 - 00138803 |MT PLEASANT INTERNAL MEDICINE AND PULMOI897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 10 _January 2016 9,400 0 24 3,500 0 2 2 2 44.00 $36.44 $80.44 $56.35 $24.09 =
00744230 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 1305 LONG GROVE DR April 2016 37,300 1 14 13,100 1 3 2 2 66.00 $136.37 $202.37 $210.91 -$8.54 <
00356353 - 00038149 | THE CHURCH OF JC LDS 2115 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 10.000 0 24 7500 1 2 2 1 44.00 78.08 $122.08 $120.75 $1.32 N
00767740 - 00152429 |NLP PARK WEST LLC 1124 PARK WEST BLVD October 2016 10,200 0 24 4,700 1 2 2 1 44.00 48.93 $92.93 $75.67 $17.26 =
00383582 - 00118120 |ORBIS_SIBRO INC 270 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 10,300 0 24 4,000 0 2 2 2 44.00 41.64 $85.64 $64.40 $21.24 P
00224201 - 00040184 |ANIMAL MEDICAL CLINIC/MT PLEASANT 958 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E___July 2016 65,700 2 24 24,400 3 4 2 1 $88.00 $254.00 $342.00 $392.84 -$50.84 J—
00072330 - 00120498 |[EXPECTATIONS STUDIO LLC 1256 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE| __July 2015 10,600 0 24 3,800 0 2 2 2 44.00 $39.56 $83.56 $61.18 $22.38 v
00433550 - 00050340 [LONG POINT CNTR LLC 501 WANDO PARK BLVD July 2016 38,400 1 24 13,900 2 3 2 1 66.00 $144.70 210.70 $223.79 -$13.09 T
00366121 - 00112485 [880 JOHNNIE DODDS LLC 880 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2015 10,800 0 24 5,700 1 2 2 1 44.00 $59.34 103.34 $91.77 $11.57 [T
00520831 - 00086349 |HAMLIN PLANTATION LLC 100 AMENITY PARK DR January 2016 10,900 0 24 7,600 1 2 2 1 44.00 $79.12 12312 $122.36 $0.76 >
00736982 - 00025734 |SMJ INC 1036 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 11,100 0 24 6.200 1 2 2 1 44.00 $64.54 108.54 $99.82 $8.72 N
00457716 - 00060159 [BELK INC 1200 BELK DR April 2016 66,500 2 24 26,300 3 4 2 1 $88.00 $273.78 361.78 $423.43 -$61.65 hdid
00777020 - 00146600 |O'QUINN SCHOOL OF PORTER GAUD 761 S SHELMORE BLVD April 2015 94,100 3 24 43,200 5 5 2 0 $110.00 $449.71 $559.71 $695.52 -$135.81 '
00782710 - 00153720 | TUESDAY MORNING #1174 680 LONG POINT RD October 2015 11,300 0 24 4,100 0 2 2 2 44.00 $42.68 $86.68 $66.01 $20.67 [
00767715 - 00128640 |WJM ENTERPRISES LLC 1130 PROFESSIONAL LN October 2016 11,400 0 24 5,000 1 2 2 1 44.00 $52.05 $96.05 $80.50 $15.55 N4
00223290 - 00160618 |L8J PROPERTIES LLC 622 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD | October 2016 11,400 0 15 5,800 1 2 2 1 44.00 $60.38 104.38 $93.38 $11.00 Ped
00769030 - 00131006 | WHIPPLE RD PLAZA 874 WHIPPLE RD April 2016 11,600 0 20 7,600 1 2 2 1 44.00 $79.12 123.12 $122.36 $0.76 U)
00357232 - 00035600 | COUNTY OF CHARLESTON 1189 SWEETGRASS BASKET | April 2016 94,500 3 24 37,600 4 5 2 1 $110.00 $391.42 501.42 $605.36 -$103.94 M
00762965 - 00123902 [ SOUTHEASTERN SPINE INSTITUTE REAL ESTATE|1106 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD | January 2016 122,100 4 24 54,800 6 6 2 0 $132.00 $§570.47 702.47 $882.28 -$179.81 T+
00241602 - 00148778 |COASTAL FERTILITY SPECIALISTS 1375 HOSPITAL DR April 2015 39,800 1 24 14,200 2 3 2 1 66.00 $147.82 213.82 $228.62 -$14.80 N
00631189 - 00103999 |RIVERTOWNE POA 2544 RIVERTOWNE PKWY July 2015 67,500 2 24 55,900 6 4 2 2 88.00 $581.92 669.92 $899.99 -$230.07 o
00430075 - 00097103 [BECKI L COLE DBA JAZZERCIZE 493 LA MESA RD UNIT D October 2015 12,500 0 24 5,600 1 2 2 1 44.00 $58.30 102.30 $90.16 $12.14 —
00480022 - 00046281 | CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB 1360 NATIONAL DR October 2015 12,800 0 24 7,400 1 2 2 1 44.00 $77.03 121.03 $119.14 $1.89 o0
00757925 - 00121705 | DAVID WEEKLEY HOMES 498 WANDO PARK BLVD STE | _October 2016 12,900 0 24 7,500 1 2 2 1 44.00 $78.08 122.08 $120.75 $1.32 —~
00778265 - 00148614 | JOURNEY CYCLING AND FITNESS STUDIO 1168 BASKETWEAVE DR January 2016 13,100 0 24 4,900 1 2 2 1 44.00 $51.01 $95.01 $78.89 16.12 \J
00360242 - 00084914 | TIDELANDS BANCSHARES INC 830 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD January 2016 40700 1 24 25,000 3 3 2 0 $66.00 $260.25 326.25 $402.50 -$76.25 1Y)
00735660 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1055 EASTOVER DR April 2015 68,700 2 24 31,600 3 4 2 1 88.00 $328.96 416.96 $508.76 -591.80 (=
00474341 - 00098269 | CHRIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH 2304 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 14,500 1 24 10,400 1 2 1 1 44.00 $108.26 152.26 $167.44 -$15.18 (@)
00223280 - 00057976 | PACK RAT MINI STORAGE 616 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD | October 2016 14,600 1 24 6,000 1 2 1 1 44.00 $62.46 106.46 $96.60 $9.86 [@)
00762025 - 00123312 | DEROMA'S PIZZERIA 1948 LONG GROVE DR STE 1] __July 2015 15,400 1 24 6.700 1 2 1 1 44.00 $69.75 11375 $107.87 $5.88 N
00735580 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1057 EASTOVER DR July 2015 181,000 7 24 65,400 7 8 1 1 $176.00 $680.81 856.81 $1,052.94 -$196.13 ]
00756400 - 00121417 [MATTRESS SOURCE 1751 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1| October 2016 15,800 1 24 5,600 1 2 1 1 44.00 $58.30 102.30 $90.16 12.14 o>}
00473867 - 00062789 | EASTBRIDGE PRESBYTERIAN 1250 LEXINGTON DR October 2016 15,800 1 24 9,600 1 2 1 1 44.00 $99.94 143.94 154.56 -510.62 N
00665398 - 00083738 |BELLE HALL HOA 455 ANTEBELLUM LN July 2016 43,600 2 18 20,200 2 3 1 1 66.00 $210.28 276.28 325.22 -$48.94
00021330 - 00071679 |STUBBS MULDROW HERIN ARCH 400 HIBBEN ST October 2016 16,200 1 24 7,000 1 2 1 1 44.00 $72.87 116.87 112.70 $4.17
00736900 - 00009045 [ WACHOVIA BANK # 3146 1100 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 16,200 1 24 10,500 1 2 1 1 44.00 $109.31 153.31 169.05 -$15.75
00224660 - 00026633 | WATERMARK ASSOCIATION 950 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E|__ October 2015 71,700 3 24 37.900 4 4 1 0 88.00 $394.54 482.54 610.19 -$127.65
00077381 - 00039942 |EBENEZER AME CHURCH 1095 RIFLE RANGE RD July 2015 16,700 1 24 8,000 1 2 1 1 44.00 $83.28 127.28 128.80 $1.52 1
00385550 - 00048531 [OMAR SHRINERS 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD October 2016 16,800 1 24 9,000 1 2 1 1 44.00 $93.69 137.69 144.90 -$7.21] MPW-09655]
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00742605 - 00090804 | DRIVE-IN USA (SONIC) 2880 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 72,000 3 24 36,600 4 4 1 0 $88.00 381.01 469.01 $589.26 -$120.25 —_
00360000 - 00065439 | CIRCLE K STORES #2705122 685 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 44,600 2 24 17,700 2 3 1 1 $66.00 184.26 250.26 $284.97 -$34.71 A
00020560 - 00156303 |LOWCOUNTRY FLY SHOP 626 COLEMAN BLVD October 2015 17,000 1 24 14,800 2 2 1 0 $44.00 154.07 198.07 238.28 -$40.21 Q
00444442 - 00110379 |PETSMART INC # 1250 676 LONG POINT RD April 2015 127,600 5 24 43,500 5 6 1 1 $132.00 452.84 584.84 700.35 -$115.52 - d
00438020 - 00146621 | EGROUP INC 482 WANDO PARK BLVD January 2016 17,300 1 24 11,000 1 2 1 1 $44.00 114.51 158.51 177.10 -$18.59 =
00223422 - 00158056 | WALGREENS #15442 389 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 17,700 1 21 14,400 2 2 1 0 $44.00 149.90 193.90 231.84 -$37.94 )
00734540 - 00016854 |RTM INC 1190 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 210,900 8 19 79,400 9 9 1 0 $198.00 826.55 $1,024.55 $1,278.34 -$253.79 S
00656575 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1500 FRANKE DR July 2015 349,100 13 23 118,700 13 14 1 1 $308.00 $1,235.67 $1,543.67 $1.911.07 -$367.40 =
00385450 - 00100548 | CAROLINA ONE REAL ESTATE 7359 195 W COLEMAN BLVD April 2015 18,000 1 24 9,500 1 2 1 1 $44.00 $98.90 $142.90 $152.95 -$10.06 1
00652095 - 00119037 |ETIWAN PT CONDOMINIUM COUNCIL OF OWNER|102 ETIWAN POINTE DR January 2016 73,400 3 14 70,200 8 4 1 -4 $88.00 $730.78 $818.78 $1,130.22 -$311.44 I
00151850 - 00061436 |HIBBEN METHODIST CHURCH 690 COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 46,300 2 24 21,400 2 3 1 1 $66.00 $222.77 288.77 344.54 -$55.77 <
00745960 - 00153296 | BRYAN COLE THE WINE BAR 664 LONG POINT RD UNIT G October 2015 18,700 1 24 7,600 1 2 1 1 $44.00 $79.12 123.12 122.36 $0.76 J—
00220070 - 00003107 |OFFICE OF ADJUTANT GENERAL 245 MATHIS FERRY RD January 2016 46,400 2 24 23,200 3 3 1 0 $66.00 $241.51 307.51 373.52 -$66.01 L]
00361380 - 00013517 |AUTOMOTIVE ASSOCIATES 1072 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 18,900 1 24 6,800 1 2 1 1 $44.00 $70.79 114.79 109.48 $5.31 —
00072130 - 00153638 |840 COLEMAN LLC C/O WILSON KIBLER INC 840 COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 101,800 4 23 61,400 7 5 1 -2 $110.00 $639.17 749.17 988.54 -$239.37 m
00276002 - 00104974 | CAMBRIDGE LAKES 1401 CAMBRIDGE LAKES DR | January 2017 19,100 1 24 19,100 2 2 1 0 44.00 $198.83 242.83 307.51 -864.68 —
00653760 - 00112569 | HUNAN CHINESE RESTAURANT 1200 QUEENSBOROUGH BLV| _ October 2016 47,000 2 24 20,700 2 3 1 1 66.00 $215.49 281.49 333.27 -$51.78 \)
00072921 - 00085857 | CHRIST OUR KING CHURCH- FAMILY CENTER 1144 RUSSELL DR April 2016 19,700 1 24 12,800 1 2 1 1 44.00 $133.25 177.25 206.08 -$28.83 1
00734864 - 00146535 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA PALMS AT MT PLE[1010 LAKE HUNTER CIR January 2016 682,200 25 24 249,900 27 26 1 -1 $572.00 $2,601.46 $3,173.46 $4,023.39 -$849.93 PNEY
00433556 - 00052720 |LONG POINT CENTER LLC 503 WANDO PARK BLVD October 2015 48,100 2 24 17,100 2 3 1 1 $66.00 178.01 244.01 $275.31 -$31.30 —
00781245 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 1251 PARK WEST BLVD October 2015 48,300 2 24 25,200 3 3 1 0 $66.00 262.33 328.33 405.72 -$77.39 ,%"
00385540 - 00048531 | OMAR SHRINERS 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD October 2015 20,800 1 24 12,400 1 2 1 1 $44.00 129.08 173.08 199.64 -$26.56 Hd
00785655 - 00074301 | STARBUCKS COFFEE CO #8405 3051 IRONCLAD ALY October 2016 76,300 3 23 28,400 3 4 1 1 $88.00 295.64 383.64 457.24 -$73.60 Lo
00747900 - 00149787 |REFUEL 14 1181 VENNING RD July 2015 76,500 3 24 28,300 3 4 1 1 $88.00 294.60 382.60 455.63 -$73.03 I
00440170 - 00104534 | SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH 750 LONG POINT RD April 2015 104,500 4 24 50,500 5 5 1 0 $110.00 $525.71 635.71 $813.05 -$177.35 -
00744185 - 00145397 |BLUESTEIN JOHNSON & BURKE LLC 1024 EWALL ST October 2015 22,100 1 24 8,200 1 2 1 1 $44.00 $85.36 129.36 $132.02 -$2.66 =
00224220 - 00091590 |WEST COLEMAN LLC 300 W COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 132,600 5 24 53,500 6 6 1 0 $132.00 $556.94 688.94 $861.35 -$172.42
00266500 - 00159275 | CROWN LEADERSHIP ACADEMY 1455 WAKENDAW RD October 2016 22,200 1 18 9,400 1 2 1 1 $44.00 $97.85 141.85 $151.34 -$9.49 b
00457606 - 00061802 | COASTAL ONE INC ABC 1712 TOWNE CENTRE WAY January 2016 132,700 5 24 53,300 6 6 1 0 $132.00 $554.85 $686.85 $858.13 -$171.28 Ut
00455120 - 00080143 | TJX DBA MARSHALL'S #829 1495 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 105,300 4 24 37,100 4 5 1 1 $110.00 386.21 $496.21 $597.31 -$101.10 W
00360280 - 00160008 |L & J PROPERTIES LLC 871 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD October 2015 22,500 1 16 13,300 1 2 1 1 $44.00 138.45 $182.45 $214.13 -$31.68 b
00438036 - 00068832 | THE PAW PLAZA HOTEL 367 WANDO PLACE DR October 2015 78,000 3 24 42,200 5 4 1 -1 $88.00 439.30 $527.30 $679.42 -$152.12 W
00746255 - 00119094 |MOUNT PLEASANT INTERNAL MEDICINE 897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 101 April 2016 23,100 1 24 16,900 2 2 1 0 $44.00 175.93 $219.93 $272.09 -$52.16 ~
00074912 - 00153679 | BRICCO BRACCO CUCINA 1034 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD July 2015 106,000 4 23 39,500 4 5 1 1 $110.00 411.20 $521.20 635.95 -$114.76 -
00454902 - 00040466 | YE OLD FASHION ICE CREAM 1502 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 78,600 3 24 28,900 3 4 1 1 88.00 300.85 $388.85 465.29 -$76.44 -
00473782 - 00148707 |HEALTH FIRST RAPID CARE INC 2863 N HIGHWAY 17 October 2016 23,600 1 24 15,900 2 2 1 0 44.00 165.52 $209.52 255.99 -$46.47 <
00224662 - 00058480 | WATERMARK Il ASSOCIATES 952 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E|  October 2015 23,800 1 24 11,700 1 2 1 1 44.00 121.80 $165.80 188.37 -$22.57 .
00779585 - 00152324 | CHILDREN'S DISCOVERY CENTER INC 1110 VENNING RD April 2016 134,300 5 24 60,800 7 6 1 -1 $132.00 632.93 $764.93 978.88 -$213.95
00180095 - 00092240 {1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC 906 ROYAL TERN LN October 2016 79,100 3 24 40,200 4 4 1 0 $88.00 418.48 $506.48 $647.22 -$140.74 QO
00072255 - 00121974 |1233 EXECUTIVE SUITES HPR 1233 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2015 79,100 3 24 41,400 5 4 1 -1 88.00 430.97 $518.97 $666.54 -$147.57 T
00361395 - 00150356 |KIDS TEETH LLC 1073A JOHNNIE DODDS BLVE| July 2016 24,300 1 24 8,900 1 2 1 1 44.00 $92.65 $136.65 $143.29 -$6.64 =~
00737020 - 00152253 | PAWS IN PARADISE 1058 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 107,100 4 24 41,600 5 5 1 0 $110.00 433.06 $543.06 $669.76 -$126.70 =
00020420 - 00157277 | SHEM CREEK DENTAL ASSOCIATES 211 SIMMONS ST October 2016 52,500 2 23 17,600 2 3 1 1 66.00 183.22 $249.22 $283.36 -$34.14 A
00425002 - 00076110 | DOG & DUCK RESTAURANT 624 LONG POINT RD UNIT A April 2015 135,500 5 24 59,100 6 6 1 0 $132.00 615.23 747.23 951.51 -$204.28 —
00744245 - 00160873 |ERIKKA CURIA 1317 LONG GROVE DR October 2016 25,100 1 14 14,700 2 2 1 0 44.00 153.03 197.03 236.67 -$39.64 m
00070700 - 00113626 | RESORT MAINTENANCE INC 1326 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE| October 2016 25,400 1 24 10,600 1 2 1 1 44.00 110.35 154.35 170.66 -$16.31 on
00443502 - 00145500 |BMC DISTRIBUTORS OF SCLLC DBA BLUE WATEH699 LONG POINT RD April 2016 80,600 3 24 43,500 5 4 1 -1 88.00 452.84 540.84 700.35 -$159.52 U‘,
00470911 - 00078568 | TIBBOEL INSURANCE AGENCY 2191 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2016 25,700 1 24 15,200 2 2 1 0 44.00 158.23 202.23 244.72 -$42.49 —1
00361400 - 00010351 |PARKS AUTO PARTS 1084 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 26,000 1 24 16,800 2 2 1 0 44.00 174.89 218.89 270.48 -$51.59 Q
00072250 - 00001073 |MT PLEASANT ANIMAL HOSP 1213 BEN SAWYER BLVD UNI| April 2016 26,100 1 24 9,800 1 2 1 1 44.00 102.02 146.02 157.78 -$11.76 -
00190075 - 00118279 |433 COLEMAN BLVD LLC 427 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 136,500 5 24 47,800 5 6 1 1 $132.00 497.60 629.60 769.58 -$139.98 =
00022070 - 00009670 |RALIEGH JOHNSON 102 ROYALL AVE October 2016 26,200 1 24 10,600 1 2 1 1 44.00 110.35 154.35 170.66 -§16.31 '
00180115 - 00028354 | JAMES C GOSS 927 BLACKRAIL CT October 2015 81,500 3 24 35,900 4 4 1 0 88.00 373.72 461.72 577.99 -$116.27 )
00073216 - 00085858 | STELLA MARIS SCHOOL 1183 RUSSELL DR October 2015 26,700 1 24 9,900 1 2 1 1 44.00 103.06 147.06 159.39 -$12.33 Py
00473865 - 00154882 | CAROLINA PHYSICAL THERAPY & SPORTS MEDIC|3040 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT A April 2016 26,700 1 24 20,100 2 2 1 0 44.00 209.24 253.24 323.61 -$70.37 | )
00470790 - 00045138 | THE SAWGRASS COMPANY 2233 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 54,600 2 24 20,600 2 3 1 1 $66.00 $214.45 $280.45 331.66 -$51.21 =
00358998 - 00070366 | PLEASANT FAMILY DENTISTRY 1204 TWO ISLAND CT October 2015 27,200 1 24 14,400 2 2 1 0 $44.00 149.90 193.90 231.84 -$37.94 2
00473864 - 00158483 | TONY POPE AGENT LLC 3044 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 27,500 1 20 19,600 2 2 1 0 $44.00 204.04 248.04 $315.56 -$67.52 <
00201037 - 00146460 |EVERYTHING BAGEL 766 S SHELMORE BLVD STE ¢ October 2016 55,500 2 24 19,500 2 3 1 1 $66.00 203.00 269.00 $313.95 -$44.96 0O
00362300 - 00004905 |R MICHAEL WILLIMS DMD PA 1065 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD { January 2016 27,900 1 24 14,400 2 2 1 0 44.00 149.90 193.90 $231.84 -$37.94 z
00474342 - 00096118 | CHRIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH 2304 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG A April 2016 28,100 1 24 10,000 1 2 1 1 44.00 104.10 148.10 161.00 -$12.90 P
00454799 - 00117169 |ABC & J INC 1533 N HIGHWAY 17 STE A July 2015 28,100 1 24 10,700 1 2 1 1 44.00 111.39 155.39 172.27 -$16.88 —_
00768860 - 00121840 | VETFRIENDS.COM LLC 547 LONG POINT RD STE 113| January 2015 28,100 1 24 24,800 3 2 1 -1 44.00 $258.17 302.17 399.28 -$97.11 v
00180080 - 00039156 | THOMAS H HOLLIDAY 905 SEA GULL DR July 2015 83,400 3 24 30,300 3 4 1 1 88.00 $315.42 403.42 487.83 -$84.41 I
00020240 - 00068293 {409 ASSOCIATES LLC 409 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 28,300 1 24 17,500 2 2 1 0 44.00 $182.18 226.18 281.75 -§55.58 [T
00013181 - 00000268 |MT PLEASANT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 302 HIBBEN ST October 2015 28,400 1 24 15,800 2 2 1 0 44.00 $164.48 $208.48 $254.38 -$45.90 b
00457739 - 00070761 | RARE HOSPITALITY INTERNAT 1845 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2015 277,000 10 24 98,100 11 11 1 0 $242.00 $1,021.22 $1,263.22 $1,579.41 -$316.19 [@a)
00735300 - 00157223 | MATHIS FERRY LLC 1315 MATHIS FERRY RD April 2015 139,000 5 19 75,400 8 6 1 -2 $132.00 $784.91 $916.91 $1,213.94 -$297.03 hdid
00735100 - 00157223 | MATHIS FERRY LLC 819 VON KOLNITZ RD July 2016 83,800 3 22 28,900 3 4 1 1 $88.00 $300.85 388.85 $465.29 -$76.44 '
00774520 - 00145636 |SUSHI TARO 1171 BASKETWEAVE DR October 2016 56,300 2 24 27,800 3 3 1 0 $66.00 $289.40 355.40 $447.58 -$92.18 0O
00073215 - 00085858 | STELLA MARIS SCHOOL 1183 RUSSELL DR October 2016 166,900 6 24 69,700 8 7 1 -1 $154.00 $725.58 879.58 $1,122.17 -$242.59 N
00443386 - 00103000 [TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 393 EGYPT RD April 2015 29,000 1 24 12,400 1 2 1 1 44.00 129.08 173.08 199.64 -$26.56 Ped
00775520 - 00142189 | CIRQUE SALON STUDIOS OF MOUNT PLEASANT |1167 BASKETWEAVE DR April 2015 57,200 2 24 21,000 2 3 1 1 66.00 218.61 284.61 338.10 -$53.49 )
00769660 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 840 VON KOLNITZ RD October 2015 57,700 2 24 22,700 2 3 1 1 66.00 236.31 302.31 365.47 -$63.16 [mnl
00443410 - 00098363 |CVS INC 640 LONG POINT RD April 2015 30,700 1 24 17,400 2 2 1 0 44.00 181.13 225.13 280.14 -$55.01 3
00779440 - 00149964 |OLD COLONY BAKERY 519 WANDO LN UNIT B April 2016 31,400 1 24 12,600 1 2 1 1 44.00 131.17 17517 $202.86 -$27.69 N)
00357011 - 00059323 | TACO BELL 1096 ISLE OF PALMS CONNE( April 2016 114,300 4 24 39,200 4 5 1 1 $110.00 408.07 518.07 $631.12 -$113.05 o
00201030 - 00105343 | GOLDEN GARDEN 778 S SHELMORE BLVD STE 1 July 2015 31,900 1 24 11,300 1 2 1 1 44.00 117.63 161.63 $181.93 -$20.30 —_
00074910 - 00096247 | STEPHEN BARLEY 1032 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD || October 2016 32,300 1 24 13,300 1 2 1 1 44.00 138.45 182.45 $214.13 -$31.68 I{'\‘\
00072616 - 00129270 |RICHARDSON PATRICK WESTBROOK & BRICKMA| 1017 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD January 2016 32,400 1 24 17,100 2 2 1 0 44.00 178.01 222.01 $275.31 -$53.30 ~
00358902 - 00157508 | RE/MAX ALLIANCE 1200 TWO ISLAND CT UNIT E July 2016 32,600 1 23 21,200 2 2 1 0 44.00 220.69 264.69 $341.32 -$76.63 \J
00735980 - 00157788 [NORDSTROM INC 1110 BOWMAN RD UNIT A October 2016 32,700 1 17 18,000 2 2 1 0 44.00 187.38 $231.38 $289.80 -$58.42 U
00747910 - 00130510 | THE BATTERY AT PARKWEST HOA 1025 BASILDON RD July 2015 32,800 1 24 15,600 2 2 1 0 44.00 162.40 $206.40 $251.16 -$44.76 [=
00223450 - 00012669 | MELVIN'S SOUTHERN BBQ 925 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E| July 2015 143,200 5 24 53,200 6 6 1 0 $132.00 $553.81 685.81 $856.52 -$170.71 (@)
00653075 - 00136933 |ANIMAL EYE CARE OF THE LOWCOUNTRY 1131 QUEENSBOROUGH BLV| April 2016 33,400 1 24 11,700 1 2 1 1 44.00 121.80 165.80 188.37 -$22.57 (@)
00652085 - 00143741 |TW PIZZALLC 1110 PARK WEST BLVD STE 3 April 2015 61,000 2 24 30,900 3 3 1 0 66.00 321.67 387.67 497.49 -$109.82 N
00223900 - 00152428 |[FOOTPRINT GROUP LLC 915 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E| January 2016 61,000 2 22 39,000 4 3 1 -1 66.00 405.99 471.99 627.90 -$155.91 ~l
00270150 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 1340 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD July 2016 33,600 1 14 13,100 1 2 1 1 44.00 136.37 180.37 210.91 -$30.54 [@))
00223345 - 00138513 | THE KING Il LLC DBA JUANITA GREENBERGS 410 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 144,400 5 24 51,800 6 6 1 0 $132.00 539.24 671.24 833.98 -$162.74 D
00442750 - 00113460 | CHRIST KIDS 341 EGYPT RD July 2016 117,000 4 24 49,500 5 5 1 0 $110.00 515.30 625.30 796.95 -$171.66
00736940 - 00033652 |DCI EAST OF THE COOPER 1088 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 393,600 14 24 140,200 15 15 1 0 $330.00 $1,459.48 $1,789.48 $2,257.22 -$467.74
00356969 - 00144818 |DMR HOLDINS IV LLC DBA JERSEY MIKES SUBS 1907 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1 April 2015 35,300 1 24 15,500 2 2 1 0 44.00 161.36 $205.36 $249.55 -$44.20
00072430 - 00145024 |MOMMA ROSA LLC 1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE| October 2016 63,200 2 24 27,600 3 3 1 0 66.00 287.32 $353.32 $444.36 -$91.04
00744450 - 00156133 |FAMILY VENTURES 1 LLC 1117 PARK WEST BLVD STE April 2016 35,700 1 24 16,900 2 2 1 0 44.00 175.93 $219.93 $272.09 -$52.16] i
00393712 - 00103000 [TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 355 7TH AVE July 2016 63,300 2 24 42,300 5 3 1 -2 $66.00 440.34 $506.34 $681.03 -$174.69 _MPW-09656_
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00385520 - 00145633 |HARBOR BREEZE 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2016 35,900 1 12,800 1 2 1 1 $44.00 133.25 177.25 $206.08 -$28.83 —_
00735860 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1058 EASTOVER DR July 2015 91,500 3 34,300 4 4 1 0 $88.00 357.06 445.06 $552.23 -$107.17 A
00656435 - 00078560 | THOMAS AND HUTTON ENGINEE 682 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2015 64,100 2 24,300 3 3 1 0 $66.00 252.96 318.96 $391.23 -$72.27 Q
00072273 - 00131242 | WENDCHARLES | LLC 1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2016 174,700 6 80,400 9 7 1 -2 $154.00 836.96 990.96 $1,294.44 -$303.48 rd
00360103 - 00151501 | MOUNT PLEASANT MALL LLC 708 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2016 37,000 1 14,100 2 2 1 0 $44.00 146.78 190.78 $227.01 -$36.23 =
00438040 - 00094499 | TEMPUS PUBLISHING INC 420 WANDO PARK BLVD April 2015 65,500 2 32,800 4 3 1 -1 $66.00 341.45 407.45 $528.08 -$120.63 0O
00361154 - 00156950 | 900 JOHNNIE DODDS POA 900 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 66,100 2 25,900 3 3 1 0 66.00 269.62 335.62 $416.99 -$81.37 S
00020710 - 00077824 | SHEM CREEK MARINA INC 526 MILL ST April 2016 39,100 1 22,300 2 2 1 0 44.00 232.14 276.14 $359.03 -$82.89 =
00383581 - 00156991 | MAPLE VIEW PROPERTIES LLC 272 W COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 39,600 1 37,700 4 2 1 -2 44.00 392.46 $436.46 $606.97 -$170.51 |
00452220 - 00070503 |MCALISTER-SMITH FUNERAL 1520 RIFLE RANGE RD April 2015 40,200 1 22,800 2 2 1 0 44.00 237.35 $281.35 $367.08 -$85.73 I
00454260 - 00161006 | NASH ORTHODONTICS PRACTICE LLC 1705 LACANNON LN October 2016 40,400 1 16,500 2 2 1 0 44.00 171.77 $215.77 $265.65 -$49.89 <
00320000 - 00037487 |J HENRY STUHR INC 1494 MATHIS FERRY RD July 2015 40,900 1 25,500 3 2 1 1 44.00 265.46 $309.46 $410.55 -$101.10 J—
00457704 - 00060918 |BED BATH BEYOND 00237 1744 TOWNE CENTRE WAY April 2016 41,000 1 16,900 2 2 1 0 44.00 175.93 $219.93 $272.09 -$52.16 L]
3,617 0 $1,045,525 —
m
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Account - Customer |Customer Name Service Address Highest Quarter |Highest Quarter Consumption |highest quarter REU| # of Readings | Highest Consumption | highest month REU's |# of REU |diff diff ;U'
00225350 - 00042302 |HARBOR POINTE APTS 331 HARBOR POINTE DR July 2016 4,648,200 168 24 1,720,000 187 344 176 157 N
00736302 - 00042026 |S C STATE PORTS AUTHORITY 400 LONG POINT RD July 2016 3,656,100 132 24 1,866,300 203 300 168 97 4
00365905 - 00131755 |HIBBEN FERRY APARTMENTS LLC 1054 ANNA KNAPP BLVD July 2016 4,253,600 154 24 1,481,500 161 304 150 143 =
00220055 - 00018299 | RUNAWAY BAY APTS 800 RUNAWAY BAY LN October 2016 2,034,000 74 24 1,071,800 117 208 134 92 O
00737940 - 00111246 |EAST BRIDGE TOWN LOFTS HOA 269 ALEXANDRA DR July 2016 2,119,100 77 24 876,500 95 200 123 105 >
00092485 - 00105323 |BAYCLUB HOMES LLC 1481 CENTER STREET EXT April 2015 1,459,500 53 24 699,100 76 162 109 86 —
00362481 - 00042298 | CRICKENTREE APARTMENTS 1601 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 1,308,000 47 24 521,500 57 152 105 95 !
00306255 - 00040460 |[MONTCLAIR ASSOC LIMITED 1861 MONTCLAIR DR July 2016 2,817,500 102 24 1,240,700 135 200 98 65
00306253 - 00042015 | THICKETT APARTMENTS 1900 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 1,245,000 45 24 475,000 52 128 83 76 T
00362606 - 00101834 | SANDPIPER INDEP & ASSIS LIVING LLC 1224 VILLAGE CREEK LN July 2016 1,525,900 55 24 527,300 57 133 78 76 —
00321470 - 00041114 | ANCHORAGE APARTMENTS 1700 WHIPPLE RD July 2016 1,415,200 51 24 520,000 57 120 69 63 m
00353890 - 00040158 | SNEE FARM LAKES HOA 1130 HIDDEN COVE DR January 2016 2,393,900 87 23 1,209,200 131 148 61 17 Q
00083370 - 00042301 |T COVE HORIZONTAL PROP 1559 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2015 1,499,000 54 24 840,200 91 113 59 22 '
00734820 - 00059267 |DARBY DEVELOPMENT 1175 MATHIS FERRY RD October 2015 1,180,400 43 24 505,800 55 100 57 45 N
00225322 - 00082857 |ESTATES MANAGEMENT CO 100 N PLAZA CT January 2016 1,274,000 46 24 664,400 72 100 54 28 o
00083355 - 00042152 |SIMMONS POINT HOA 1551 BEN SAWYER BLVD April 2016 982,800 36 24 396,300 43 84 48 41 N
00779305 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 735 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 772,700 28 24 273,900 30 76 48 46 =
00350022 - 00029725 | BEAUMONT TOWNHOMES LTD P 2100 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2015 1,722,500 62 24 664,500 72 110 48 38 P
00071583 - 00040631 |RIVERWOOD APTS 1053 RIFLE RANGE RD July 2016 955,400 35 23 487,300 53 78 43 25 =]
00306256 - 00040460 |MONTCLAIR ASSOC LIMITED 1861 MONTCLAIR DR April 2015 300 0 13 100 0 40 40 40 —
00735460 - 00039574 | OAKLEAF TOWNHOUSES 1137 OAKLEAF DR July 2015 536,000 19 24 184,100 20 54 35 34 m
00779580 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 725 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 802,700 29 24 313,200 34 62 33 28 PN
00220170 - 00054626 |BRIDGEVIEW SUITES 400 MAGRATH DARBY BLVD April 2015 1,143,600 41 24 452,300 49 72 31 23 bl
00225302 - 00062902 |NEMLORP LLC 28 BRIDGESIDE BLVD July 2015 292,700 11 24 131,900 14 40 29 26 u),
00772890 - 00056605 |[EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER 2000 HOSPITAL DR October 2016 1,961,500 71 24 702,100 76 100 29 24 =
00764590 - 00125751 | TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC 145 WINGO WAY April 2015 309,400 11 24 134,100 15 40 29 25 U
00223440 - 00156132 |EMPIRE RESTAURANTS LLC 960 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E|  October 2015 139,800 5 24 58,800 6 33 28 27 <
00764585 - 00125751 | TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC 125 WINGO WAY April 2016 410,600 15 24 186,400 20 42 27 22 1
00764580 - 00125751 | TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC 135 WINGO WAY July 2015 329,800 12 24 136,800 15 39 27 24 Ia)
00300498 - 00008555 | GREYSTONE HOA 1718 GREYSTONE BLVD January 2016 666,500 24 24 361,600 39 50 26 1 -
00734500 - 00152343 |VIBRA HOSPITAL OF CHARLESTON LLC 1200 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 2,029,700 74 24 694,200 75 98 24 23 {
00764495 - 00123029 |[SUNTRUST BANK 404 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 3,100 0 24 1,500 0 24 24 24 o
00734580 - 00003429 | CHARLESTON NURSING CENTER 921 BOWMAN RD October 2016 1,039,300 38 24 434,100 47 60 22 13 —
00778590 - 00149329 |RIVERS WALK 300 SEAPORT LN July 2016 784,700 28 24 270,300 29 50 22 21 m
00734560 - 00055232 |EAST COOPER MED COMPLEX 900 BOWMAN RD October 2016 68,200 2 24 41,300 4 24 22 20 N
00778980 - 00149329 |RIVERS WALK 310 SEAPORT LN October 2016 591,200 21 24 218,800 24 42 21 18 —
00357003 - 00034244 |BI-LO INC #286 1909 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 133,900 5 24 47,600 5 25 20 20 (@)
00789330 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 2725 BULRUSH BASKET LN October 2015 301,800 11 18 125,500 14 31 20 17 zZ
00736020 - 00133614 | JKS & K DBA MC DONALDS 1533 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 130,600 5 21 48,100 5 24 19 19 L
00455112 - 00037246 |WAL-MART STORES #1-632 1481 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 276,000 10 24 95,500 10 29 19 19 ~
00779000 - 00149329 |RIVERS WALK 320 SEAPORT LN October 2016 891,800 32 24 315,500 34 50 18 16 P
00223402 - 00157502 | The Beach Co Village Point Shopping Center 920 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2016 316,300 11 24 131,300 14 29 18 15 H
00734862 - 00146535 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA PALMS AT MT PL|998 LAKE HUNTER CIR April 2016 243,500 9 24 104,700 11 26 17 15 =
00362604 - 00041116 |PLANTERS PLACE REGIME 1050 ANNA KNAPP BLVD July 2015 499,500 18 24 178,100 19 35 17 16 <
00783900 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1985 PARKFRONT DR April 2016 548,900 20 13 237,500 26 36 16 10 Q
00789315 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 2705 BULRUSH BASKET LN October 2016 419,100 15 18 214,300 23 31 16 8 rd
00739501 - 00151994 |HARRIS TEETER #457 1981 RIVIERA DR July 2016 129,700 5 24 48,000 5 20 15 15 _—
00776240 - 00146349 |UNIVERSITY MEDICAL ASSOCIATES OF MEDICAI 1600 MIDTOWN AVE April 2016 131,000 5 24 47,000 5 20 15 15 o
00767900 - 00129533 | SOMERBY OF MOUNT PLEASANT AT PARKWEST|3100 TRADITION CIR October 2015 2,510,800 91 22 1,581,000 172 106 15 -66 :'n
00776410 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC |1240 WINNOWING WAY July 2016 473,000 17 24 184,200 20 32 15 12 [y
00776400 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC |1252 BERRY CREEK DR April 2015 474,900 17 24 173,900 19 32 15 13 i
00779690 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 1230 JABBERS DR April 2015 431,200 16 24 150,800 16 30 14 14 hid
00776405 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC 1250 WINNOWING WAY April 2015 487,500 18 24 196,500 21 32 14 11
00783905 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1975 PARKFRONT DR July 2016 464,300 17 15 166,900 18 31 14 13 1Y
00064350 - 00116641 |VILLAGE OAKS OF MOUNT PLEASANT LLC 1240 FAIRMONT AVE July 2016 278,300 10 24 118,400 13 24 14 1 Pl
00223330 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 404 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 32,500 1 15 11,300 1 15 14 14 vJ
00485538 - 00154713 |PALMETTO STATE ARMORY 3365 S MORGANS POINT RD { January 2016 15,800 1 24 8,100 1 14 13 13 A
00736305 - 00075842 | ROPER MT PLEASANT MED CTR 570 LONG POINT RD January 2016 112,600 4 24 40,400 4 17 13 13 N
00359703 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 20| January 2016 210,000 8 24 95,800 10 20 12 10 o
00020081 - 00010324 |ANGELYN AVINGER 508 MILL ST July 2015 298,600 1" 24 112,700 12 23 12 1 =
00761965 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1700 FRANKE DR APT NO July 2016 190,200 7 24 70,200 8 19 12 11 o
00359711 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 12| January 2016 109,500 4 24 51,500 6 16 12 10 1=
00622400 - 00101024 |PUBLIX SUPER MARKETS INC 1125 PARK WEST BLVD October 2016 276,400 10 24 101,000 1" 22 12 1" Y
00776395 - 00145504 | GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC |1242 BERRY CREEK DR July 2016 553,000 20 24 189,500 21 32 12 11 R
00443483 - 00156430 |BREAKWATER FITNESS LLC 601 BELLE STATION BLVD October 2015 68,300 2 24 26,900 3 14 12 11 o
00359706 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2016 239,500 9 24 100,000 11 20 11 9 N
00776545 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 315 SLATE LN July 2016 297,500 1" 24 105,300 11 22 " 1" 2
00762905 - 00155637 |HTA TIDES MEDICAL ARTS CENTER LLC 180 WINGO WAY October 2015 218,500 8 24 83,800 9 19 11 10 <
00201034 - 00089445 |BI-LO LLC #410 774 S SHELMORE BLVD October 2015 110,300 4 24 42,900 5 15 11 10 o
00220144 - 00014348 | COLEMAN BLVD ASSOC 280 W COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 277,400 10 24 165,000 18 21 11 3
00740440 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1600 FRANKE DR July 2016 225,200 8 24 77,700 8 19 11 "
00359708 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 15| _October 2016 143,500 5 24 94,000 10 16 11 6 MPW-09661
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00359702 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 21| October 2016 254,600 9 24 86,700 9 20 11 11 -
00390038 - 00125074 |ZIFF PROPERTIES 210 WINGO WAY October 2016 62,600 2 24 25,700 3 13 1" 10 )
00062870 - 00002433 |JUDY J WHITFIELD 1301 ERCKMANN DR October 2015 174,000 6 24 59,500 6 17 11 11 =
00776525 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 370 STONEWALL CT October 2016 231,400 8 24 112,300 12 19 11 7 =
00359700 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 23| October 2016 157,000 6 24 57,500 6 16 10 10 (@)
00070680 - 00033722 |OSCEOLA APARTMENTS 1340 BEN SAWYER BLVD October 2016 26,700 1 24 10,500 1 11 10 10 >
00767910 - 00127853 |OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC 1121 OAKLAND MARKET RD #| April 2015 359,000 13 24 155,200 17 23 10 6 —
00359710 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 11| April 2016 169,500 6 24 65,000 7 16 10 9 T
00632446 - 00081823 |GINN-LA PARKERS ISLAND 1700 RIVERTOWNE COUNTRY April 2015 91,600 3 24 34,500 4 13 10 9
00782155 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1405 LONG GROVE DR October 2016 176,200 6 15 65,200 7 16 10 9 T
00082440 - 00110317 |BI-LO # 101 1440 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2015 151,700 5 24 74,600 8 15 10 7 —
00071584 - 00040631 |RIVERWOOD APTS 1053 RIFLE RANGE RD April 2015 15,300 1 20 14,100 2 10 9 8 m
00457580 - 00145391 |BURTON'S GRILL 1875 N HIGHWAY 17 October 2016 293,600 11 24 127,900 14 20 9 6 [w]
00747970 - 00150386 |SPPOTT INVESTMENTS LLC 1671 BELLE ISLE AVE October 2015 33,000 1 24 12,500 1 10 9 9 1
00455174 - 00146704 | CRESCOM BANK 1492 STUART ENGALS BLVD April 2015 7,600 0 24 2,800 0 9 9 9 N
00735930 - 00149933 |1156 BOWMAN LLC 1156 BOWMAN RD UNIT 200 April 2015 63,400 2 24 27,800 3 1" 9 8 o
00074948 - 00094862 |RPWB LLC 1037 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD F  January 2016 36,500 1 24 16,800 2 10 9 8 N
00462990 - 00037700 |HOBCAW YACHT CLUB 180 HOBCAW DR July 2015 38,000 1 23 19,500 2 10 9 8 =
00773860 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1800 FRANKE DR April 2015 204,500 7 24 74,100 8 16 9 8 3
00361453 - 00101024 |PUBLIX SUPER MARKETS INC 1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD | July 2016 373,000 14 24 127,500 14 22 8 8 =]
00376982 - 00150556 |SOL SOUTHWEST KITCHEN 1101 STOCKADE LN July 2015 319,400 12 24 111,700 12 20 8 8 —_
00746305 - 00119134 |HOSPICE OF CHARLESTON INC 676 WANDO PARK BLVD April 2015 72,100 3 24 27,500 3 11 8 8 T
00376988 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 2171 N HIGHWAY 17 October 2016 72,300 3 15 35,000 4 11 8 7 .
00359704 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 19| January 2016 321,500 12 24 150,800 16 20 8 4 hed
00359701 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 22| April 2015 323,400 12 24 162,800 18 20 8 2 w
00470011 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 2846 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 78,100 3 15 35,200 4 11 8 7 N
00551721 - 00092729 |BULLS BAY GOLF CLUB 995 BULLS BAY BLVD October 2016 78,400 3 24 43,700 5 11 8 6 U
00783070 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERALLC 1997 RIVIERA DR April 2016 189,700 7 15 70,400 8 15 8 7 <
00767445 - 00125074 |ZIFF PROPERTIES 200 WINGO WAY July 2016 135,400 5 24 59,800 7 13 8 7 1
00776515 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 360 STONEWALL CT July 2016 308,000 11 24 118,800 13 19 8 6 N
00763045 - 00124002 |PORTSIDE CENTER HPR 421 WANDO PARK BLVD July 2015 33,000 1 24 12,700 1 9 8 8 =
00063040 - 00013499 | TACO BELL #2838 821 COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 90,000 3 24 34,600 4 11 8 7 =
00779150 - 00084643 |BROTHERS PROPERTY MANAGMENT 34 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2016 372,300 13 24 168,500 18 21 8 3 =
00480010 - 00046281 | CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB 1360 NATIONAL DR July 2016 69,200 3 24 31,500 3 10 7 7 =
00781360 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERALLC 1425 LONG GROVE DR October 2016 181,600 7 15 81,600 9 14 7 5 m
00359707 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 16| January 2016 184,400 7 24 65,400 7 14 7 7 [0s)
00734520 - 00156609 |HTA EAST COOPER MEDICAL ARTS CENTER LLC|1280 HOSPITAL DR October 2016 74,500 3 24 32,400 4 10 7 6 —
00406030 - 00074697 | YAMATO JAPANESE STEAK 1993 RIVIERA DR April 2015 295,400 1" 24 105,800 12 18 7 7 Q
00443470 - 00131242 |WENDCHARLES | LLC 596 LONG POINT RD July 2016 130,000 5 24 48,300 5 12 7 7 -
00776535 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 380 STONEWALL CT October 2015 134,500 5 24 63,500 7 12 7 5 .
00072264 - 00129854 |VITRE LLC 1303 BEN SAWYER BLVD April 2015 109,700 4 23 96,800 11 11 7 0 ~
00776540 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 325 SLATE LN April 2015 137,800 5 24 56,200 6 12 7 6 PR
00776510 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 350 STONEWALL CT July 2015 138,100 5 24 54,800 6 12 7 6 =
00072615 - 00015684 | HARBOURTOWNE PLACE 1031 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD January 2015 29,300 1 24 15,900 2 8 7 6 =
00776550 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 301 SLATE LN October 2016 139,900 5 24 54,500 6 12 7 6 <
00070100 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 1402 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2016 31,500 1 15 11,100 1 8 7 7 (@)
00240020 - 00041403 |EAST COOPER PHYSICIANS LTD 1300 HOSPITAL DR April 2016 171,200 6 24 93,500 10 13 7 3 o
00764985 - 00126723 | MEDITERRANEAN SHIPPING CO INC 700 WATERMARK BLVD July 2015 144,300 5 24 51,100 6 12 7 6
00224042 - 00158877 |BW RRI Il LLC 301 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 1,304,300 47 19 727,000 79 54 7 -25 U
00385560 - 00048531 |OMAR SHRINERS 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD January 2017 40,000 1 24 40,000 4 8 7 4 -
00020460 - 00148610 |BAMBOO ASIAN & SUSHIBAR LLC 604 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 71,600 3 24 26,800 3 9 6 6 Ny
00020091 - 00130172 |ANGELYN AVINGER 508 MILL ST APT B January 2015 17,100 1 24 11,500 1 7 6 6 S
00074252 - 00092822 |CHRIS' DRY CLEANERS 808 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 155,500 6 24 60,500 7 12 6 5 bl
00770995 - 00132109 |MELLOW MUSHROOM 3110 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 238,500 9 24 120,600 13 15 6 2
00362500 - 00155112 | 735 JDB LLC IN C/O LEE AND ASSOCIATES 735 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 104,500 4 24 51,500 6 10 6 4 )
00784430 - 00159612 | GRAY PROPERTY 5222 LLC 1300 BELLE ISLE AVE January 2016 189,300 7 17 81,400 9 13 6 4 Ped
00223977 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 935 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2015 51,700 2 24 26,100 3 8 6 5 )
00222950 - 00005716 [LANSING EAST HPR 940 LANSING DR October 2015 55,700 2 24 20,200 2 8 6 6 IRl
00425000 - 00074821 |HARRIS TEETER #87 620 LONG POINT RD UNIT H January 2016 169,100 6 24 81,800 9 12 6 3 NS
00051340 - 00000848 | THE HOUSING AUTHORITY 1 BANK ST October 2015 583,300 21 24 221,100 24 27 6 3 o
00756745 - 00104534 | SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH  |750 LONG POINT RD January 2016 118,300 4 24 46,900 5 10 6 5 =
00222952 - 00005715 |LANSING EAST HPR 926 LANSING DR April 2015 148,700 5 24 56,800 6 11 6 5 2%
00443230 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 385 EGYPT RD October 2015 232,000 8 24 106,500 12 14 6 2 L)
00655805 - 00113568 |BLUES HOUSE OF WINGS @ WYMBERLY CROSS|1905 HIGHWAY 41 STE 305 October 2016 70,300 3 24 36,900 4 8 5 4 Y
00359705 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 18| April 2015 236,000 9 24 143,000 16 14 5 -2 -
00064340 - 00096447 |FAIRMONT HORIZONAL PROPER 1226 FAIRMONT AVE January 2015 512,100 19 24 258,800 28 24 5 -4 o
00457684 - 00145496 |MP PIZZERIA INC DBA GRIMALDI'S PIZZA 1244 BELK DR July 2015 265,400 10 24 97,400 11 15 5 4 N
00735820 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1059 EASTOVER DR July 2015 131,000 5 24 50,000 5 10 5 5 ~
00020070 - 00063503 |JUSTIN O'TOOLE LUCEY PA 415 MILL ST April 2015 21,300 1 24 9,500 1 6 5 5 R’
00745260 - 00157786 |STAR TACO 1109 PARK WEST BLVD STE [ April 2016 76,900 3 21 30,200 3 8 5 5 -
00222240 - 00131796 | TITLEMAX OF SOUTH CAROLIA INC 425 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 22,500 1 24 17,100 2 6 5 4
00454520 - 00069648 |CLASS TWO MANAGEMENT LLC 1787 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 272,000 10 24 107,000 12 15 5 3
00776530 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 381 STONEWALL CT July 2015 109,500 4 24 42,500 5 9 5 4 MPW-09662
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00231700 - 00117932 |MINI-SKOOL EARLY LEARNING CENTER 891 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 82,400 3 24 42,200 5 8 5 3 -
00744695 - 00155822 |BRAVO & DELTA PIZZA INC 1795 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1 April 2015 56,100 2 24 22,100 2 7 5 5 =)
00444441 - 00104077 |BELLE HALL lil 672 LONG POINT RD July 2015 900 0 16 700 0 5 5 5 =
00438004 - 00156173 |SUMMIT WORX LLC 490 WANDO PARK BLVD October 2016 1,400 0 22 1,000 0 5 5 5 =
00362726 - 00151895 |INNOLABS 1007 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD | October 2016 29,300 1 24 11,600 1 6 5 5 (@)
00360104 - 00081934 |BEHIND THE SOFALLC 712 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 85,200 3 24 38,900 4 8 5 4 >
00769175 - 00130817 |CHICK FILET 3102 IRONCLAD ALY October 2016 168,500 6 24 63,100 7 11 5 4 —
00440171 - 00104534 | SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH 750 LONG POINT RD April 2016 31,800 1 24 18,400 2 6 5 4 T
00241610 - 00090661 |MT PLEASANT FAMILY PRACTICE 1400 HOSPITAL DR January 2016 32,900 1 24 20,500 2 6 5 4
00376999 - 00041871 |NEW VILLAGE LAUNDROMAT 2161 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 253,700 9 20 92,000 10 14 5 4 T
00773815 - 00017427 |FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 1151 GEORGE BROWDER BL) April 2015 89,400 3 24 35,500 4 8 5 4 —
00232480 - 00137130 |CELLULAR SALES 905 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2016 34,600 1 24 18,300 2 6 5 4 m
00362725 - 00032805 |FAIRMOUNT SHOPPING CENTER | 1035 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 366,600 13 24 191,100 21 18 5 -3 [w]
00783995 - 00159612 | GRAY PROPERTY 5222 LLC 1600 BELLE ISLE AVE October 2016 229,300 8 17 141,300 15 13 5 -2 1
00225130 - 00099453 | COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON TENNIS COMPLEX |75 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2015 9,000 0 24 5,200 1 5 5 4 N
00776500 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 351 STONEWALL CT April 2015 147,800 5 24 50,000 5 10 5 5 o
00642999 - 00046122 |PLANTERS POINTE HOA 2801 PLANTERS POINTE BLV]| July 2015 68,200 2 24 39,100 4 7 5 3 N
00361156 - 00151456 |MDO2 FITNESS LLC 910 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 317,700 12 24 144,000 16 16 4 0 =
00377150 - 00139492 |BRICCO BRACCO 1161 BASKETWEAVE DR July 2016 98,700 4 24 39,500 4 8 4 4 3
00456190 - 00032959 |T J MAXX 1487 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 72,700 3 24 25,700 3 7 4 4 o
00462980 - 00024998 |HOBCAW VIEW CONDO ASSN 569 E HOBCAW DR October 2015 46,000 2 24 18,700 2 6 4 4 —_
00764755 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 1251 PARK WEST BLVD April 2016 18,400 1 24 9,900 1 5 4 4 T
00020490 - 00143543 [BOTTLES LLC 610 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 19,600 1 24 11,500 1 5 4 4 .
00064080 - 00125298 |418 MEETING STREET LLC 767 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 49,100 2 24 18,400 2 6 4 4 hed
00443506 - 00045395 |EXXON FOOD MART #4 701 LONG POINT RD April 2015 243,600 9 24 101,800 11 13 4 2 w
00190067 - 00053517 |VICKERY'S BAR AND GRILL 1313 SHRIMP BOAT LN April 2015 409,800 15 24 147,500 16 19 4 3 N
00739497 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1885 RIFLE RANGE RD July 2016 299,400 1" 24 115,700 13 15 4 2 U
00151860 - 00160752 |PASTIME EQUITIES LLC 654 COLEMAN BLVD January 2016 23,600 1 14 12,700 1 5 4 4 <
00480012 - 00046281 | CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB 1270 NATIONAL DR July 2016 24,300 1 22 8,600 1 5 4 4 1
00430003 - 00119495 |LONG POINT GRILL 479 LONG POINT RD October 2015 110,700 4 24 45,900 5 8 4 3 N
00737874 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 3500 THOMAS CAIRO BLVD October 2015 139,100 5 24 66,600 7 9 4 2 =
00361468 - 00151999 | RAFFIA/ ANDREA DALTON 1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD { July 2016 1,500 0 24 900 0 4 4 4 =
00220180 - 00145475 | BENCHMARK REAL ESTATE LLC 401 W COLEMAN BLVD January 2015 56,900 2 24 29,900 3 6 4 3 =
00359712 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 13| July 2016 334,000 12 24 120,000 13 16 4 3 =
00151960 - 00095977 |GDC 679 COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 4,600 0 24 2,100 0 4 4 4 m
00454909 - 00069747 |OFFICE DEPOT #2002 1491 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 7,200 0 24 2,700 0 4 4 4 [0s)
00735902 - 00150878 |LANE COMMERCIAL LLC 1125 BOWMAN RD July 2016 7,600 0 24 4,800 1 4 4 3 —
00776555 - 00156918 |WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 310 SLATE LN October 2015 118,800 4 24 40,900 4 8 4 4 Q
00425037 - 00082116 |STEIN MART INC # 266 620 LONG POINT RD January 2015 36,900 1 24 21,900 2 5 4 3 -
00734890 - 00131883 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA SWEETGRASS V|601 MATHIS FERRY RD April 2016 838,000 30 24 316,500 34 34 4 0 .
00013040 - 00104189 | THE COTTAGE 130 MILL ST April 2015 65,300 2 24 25,000 3 6 4 3 ~
00764520 - 00125517 | GERMAIN DERMATOLOGY 612 SEACOAST PKWY STE 1( October 2016 39,500 1 24 15,400 2 5 4 3 PR
00769680 - 00130297 |ST BENEDICT CATHOLIC CHURCH 950 DARRELL CREEK TRL October 2015 40,400 1 24 22,500 2 5 4 3 =
00747555 - 00161058 |JEAR LOGISTICS LLC 3409 SALTERBECK ST July 2016 13,100 0 14 6,000 1 4 4 3 =
00741155 - 00000268 |MT PLEASANT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 305 CHURCH ST October 2016 13,800 1 24 5,200 1 4 4 3 <
00455812 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 1565 RIFLE RANGE RD January 2016 290,100 11 24 117,800 13 14 3 1 (@)
00783390 - 00155531 |RIVERSIDE SPORTS LLC 547 LONG POINT RD STE 111| January 2016 14,500 1 24 5,700 1 4 3 3 o
00652985 - 00113143 |[STARBUCKS CORP STORE # 8995 1824 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 42,100 2 24 19,600 2 5 3 3
00756065 - 00129266 | STUART ENGALS Il CONDO ASSOCIATION INC  |1439 STUART ENGALS BLVD | January 2016 42,300 2 24 23,400 3 5 3 2 U
00740390 - 00131756 |MCALISTERS DELI 644 LONG POINT RD UNIT A April 2015 44,100 2 24 16,200 2 5 3 3 -
00610002 - 00036905 |BRICKYARD PLANTATION POA 1100 BRICKYARD PKWY July 2016 184,000 7 24 90,200 10 10 3 0 Ny
00456120 - 00140977 |MICHAELS STORES INC STORE#1060 1501 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2016 19,000 1 24 7,300 1 4 3 3 S
00190071 - 00132638 |FINZ LLC 440 COLEMAN BLVD October 2015 74,500 3 24 32,200 4 6 3 3 bl
00063017 - 00137994 |HERITAGE TRUST FEDERAL CREDIT UNION 847 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 47,300 2 24 23,300 3 5 3 2
00190062 - 00080261 |WHITMAN PROPERTIES LLC 1407 SHRIMP BOAT LN April 2015 433,700 16 24 176,700 19 19 3 0 )
00223470 - 00052955 |STAPLES INC #826 845 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2016 20,600 1 24 9,900 1 4 3 3 Ped
00151077 - 00147294 |DARBY CAGLE LLC 730 COLEMAN BLVD UNIT G April 2016 20,800 1 24 13,600 1 4 3 3 )
00735540 - 00025335 |ROSEMEAD TOWNHOUSES 1180 ROSEMEAD RD October 2015 76,100 3 24 42,400 5 6 3 1 IRl
00073481 - 00085857 | CHRIST OUR KING CHURCH- FAMILY CENTER  |1122 RUSSELL DR October 2016 49,400 2 24 25,600 3 5 3 2 NS
00151090 - 00074301 |STARBUCKS COFFEE CO #8405 730 COLEMAN BLVD STE R October 2015 23,200 1 24 11,900 1 4 3 3 o
00779575 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 1229 JABBERS DR April 2015 106,700 4 24 40,900 4 7 3 3 =
00743745 - 00135918 | GREAT HARVEST BREAD CO 644 LONG POINT RD UNIT H July 2016 24,300 1 24 8,600 1 4 3 3 2%
00735700 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1063 EASTOVER DR April 2015 25,700 1 24 10,200 1 4 3 3 L)
00010810 - 00155073 | SIMMONS MARINE & SEAFOOD LLC 110 HADDRELL ST January 2016 81,300 3 24 40,000 4 6 3 2 Y
00752060 - 00123902 |SOUTHEASTERN SPINE INSTITUTE REAL ESTATI1122 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD April 2016 54,900 2 24 20,900 2 5 3 3 -
00767190 - 00127853 | OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC 1120 OAKLAND MARKET RD #  October 2016 193,500 7 24 68,200 7 10 3 3 o
00779695 - 00152850 | THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS 1244 JABBERS DR April 2015 83,500 3 24 28,700 3 6 3 3 N
00430070 - 00140063 |QUANT SYSTEMS INC 546 LONG POINT RD October 2015 111,400 4 24 72,300 8 7 3 -1 ~
00767915 - 00127853 | OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC 3050 MORGANS POINT RD July 2016 139,700 5 24 47,300 5 8 3 3 R’
00350024 - 00089063 | JKM HOLDINGS LLC 1200 CLUB DR April 2015 112,300 4 24 44,700 5 7 3 2 o
00735500 - 00025335 | ROSEMEAD TOWNHOUSES 1104 OLD GEORGETOWN RD July 2016 84,800 3 24 29,300 3 6 3 3
00735380 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 855 VON KOLNITZ RD April 2015 223,200 8 24 89,800 10 11 3 1
00735260 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 851 VON KOLNITZ RD July 2016 30,400 1 22 16,300 2 4 3 2
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00652105 - 00119037 |ETIWAN PT CONDOMINIUM COUNCIL OF OWNER 102 ETIWAN POINTE DR April 2016 30,500 1 24 25,000 3 4 3 1 -
00362515 - 00155256 | SOUTHERN FIRST BANK 691 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 3,000 0 24 1,400 0 3 3 3 )
00735220 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 843 VON KOLNITZ RD July 2016 30,600 1 22 17,800 2 4 3 2 =
00363150 - 00160089 |CIAO GROUP LLC DBA CONGRESS 1035 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 59,000 2 17 46,200 5 5 3 0 =
00734740 - 00124495 |929 BOWMAN ROAD LLC 929 BOWMAN RD January 2016 31,500 1 24 15,400 2 4 3 2 (@)
00776495 - 00156918 | WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC 331 STONEWALL CT July 2016 169,800 6 24 86,600 9 9 3 0 >
00359709 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 59,500 2 24 40,500 4 5 3 1 —
00454620 - 00072248 |WHIT-FAM INC 1825 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 114,900 4 24 45,000 5 7 3 2 T
00746560 - 00160684 |LOW COUNTRY KARATE LLC 1031 HIGHWAY 41 STE 100 April 2016 4,900 0 15 1,900 0 3 3 3
00275502 - 00024836 |SC ELECTRIC & GAS 1277 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD July 2016 32,700 1 24 13,800 2 4 3 3 T
00735180 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 835 VON KOLNITZ RD October 2016 32,800 1 15 14,100 2 4 3 2 —
00735780 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1054 EASTOVER DR July 2015 33,600 1 24 13,800 2 4 3 3 m
00762010 - 00128034 |IMAGING SPECIALISTS OF CHARLESTON 1241 WOODLAND AVE October 2015 33,700 1 24 18,300 2 4 3 2 [w]
00083300 - 00088588 |LIGHTHOUSE FINANCIAL 1275 BEN SAWYER BLVD January 2016 6,400 0 24 2,400 0 3 3 3 1
00340012 - 00098772 | CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 1560 MATHIS FERRY RD July 2016 34,300 1 24 25,000 3 4 3 1 N
00757450 - 00124695 |POINT HOPE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 3404 TURGOT LN APT October 2016 7,100 0 24 3,200 0 3 3 3 o
00180130 - 00054774 | CHARLOTTE MEARES 926 BLACKRAIL CT April 2016 34,700 1 24 12,700 1 4 3 3 N
00734490 - 00104723 |HOLLINGS CANCER CTR @ EAST COOPER 1180 HOSPITAL DR April 2015 34,800 1 24 18,000 2 4 3 2 =
00756980 - 00121560 |4 LARCH LN LLC 4 LARCH LN October 2016 64,300 2 24 28,000 3 5 3 2 3
00491838 - 00078767 |O'BRION'S PUB AND GRILLE 361 N SHELMORE BLVD UNIT| October 2015 64,400 2 24 24,800 3 5 3 2 =]
00438008 - 00099440 |GUS HBELL LLC 474 WANDO PARK BLVD July 2016 175,100 6 24 88,900 10 9 3 -1 —_
00362492 - 00052271 | ANDREWS AND SHULL LLC 755 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2015 10,100 0 24 4,900 1 3 3 2 T
00780275 - 00152324 | CHILDREN'S DISCOVERY CENTER INC 3300 STOCKDALE ST July 2016 93,000 3 17 47,700 5 6 3 1 .
00180090 - 00092242 | 1218 PRINCE ST ASSOCIATES 907 ROYAL TERN LN July 2016 38,700 1 24 15,800 2 4 3 2 hed
00223320 - 00133200 |LOUIS SHAW 350 W COLEMAN BLVD April 2015 66,500 2 24 24,000 3 5 3 2 w
00180140 - 00096298 | THE LETO AGENCY LLC 918 BLACKRAIL CT July 2015 39,900 1 24 15,600 2 4 3 2 N
00779650 - 00150634 | CAROLINA ONE OFFICE 2713 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 12,400 0 24 4,300 0 3 3 3 U
00769125 - 00160705 | JOEY BAG A DONUTS 1118 PARK WEST BLVD STE ¢ April 2016 12,600 0 15 4,500 0 3 3 3 <
00180085 - 00101756 |KEVIN ORTEGA 903 ROYAL TERN LN April 2015 40,300 1 24 25,500 3 4 3 1 1
00781405 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1480 LONG GROVE DR July 2016 123,500 4 15 43,200 5 7 3 2 N
00220042 - 00152149 |GPM SOUTHEAST LLC 508 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 41,200 1 24 17,700 2 4 3 2 =
00735620 - 00021961 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES (1051) 1051 EASTOVER DR July 2016 41,600 2 24 15,200 2 4 2 2 =
00735140 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 827 VON KOLNITZ RD April 2015 41,800 2 18 24,000 3 4 2 1 =
00361160 - 00081560 | CREEKSIDE CORP CENTRE 887 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2015 42,000 2 24 25,800 3 4 2 1 =
00735060 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 805 VON KOLNITZ RD # 811 April 2016 42,100 2 22 30,300 3 4 2 1 m
00151060 - 00128656 |802 COLEMAN ASSOCIATES LLC 802 COLEMAN BLVD April 2015 69,900 3 24 28,000 3 5 2 2 [0s)
00740400 - 00131756 |MCALISTERS DELI 644 LONG POINT RD UNIT B July 2015 16,100 1 24 6,400 1 3 2 2 —
00223840 - 00047128 |ICHIBAN RESTRAUANT INC 909 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E  January 2016 16,300 1 24 5,900 1 3 2 2 Q
00223980 - 00028218 | TOWNHALL ASSOCIATES 941 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2016 44,100 2 24 16,900 2 4 2 2 -
00782150 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC 1401 LONG GROVE DR July 2016 44,100 2 15 17,300 2 4 2 2 .
00443482 - 00034025 |WAFFLE HOUSE INC #951 609 LONG POINT RD October 2016 99,300 4 24 37,000 4 6 2 2 ~
00220050 - 00135504 |KVH HOSPITALITY GROUP LLC 350 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 954,900 35 24 383,300 42 37 2 -5 PR
00451305 - 00118056 |UNITED RESTAURANT GROUP DBA TGI FRIDAYS|1835 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 458,500 17 24 158,700 17 19 2 2 =
00651385 - 00140705 | TRIDENT TECHNICAL COLLEGE 1125 JOHN DILLIGARD LN October 2016 18,200 1 24 11,700 1 3 2 2 =
00433610 - 00129301 |WRS INC 550 LONG POINT RD July 2015 18,300 1 24 7,300 1 3 2 2 <
00406013 - 00078632 |MIKE CALDER'S PUB 1971 RIVIERA DR UNIT 4 October 2015 46,100 2 24 17,100 2 4 2 2 (@)
00509490 - 00120013 |LONG GROVE POA 1600 LONG GROVE DR April 2015 18,900 1 24 8,500 1 3 2 2 o
00224780 - 00030699 |STICKY FINGERS 341 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 184,600 7 24 66,000 7 9 2 2
00470012 - 00146252 | MAMMA BROWN'S BBQ 2390 HIGHWAY 41 January 2016 101,900 4 24 38,700 4 6 2 2 U
00457764 - 00159684 |ORCHID MASSAGE LLC 1113 MARKET CENTER BLVD July 2016 19,200 1 17 7,100 1 3 2 2 -
00763120 - 00122916 |PUBLIX @ BEN SAWYER BLVD # 1055 1435 BEN SAWYER BLVD April 2016 212,400 8 24 74,800 8 10 2 2 Ny
00406052 - 00140646 |OPAL RESTAURANT 1960 RIVIERADR STE C April 2016 130,200 5 24 45,800 5 7 2 2 S
00180135 - 00096298 | THE LETO AGENCY LLC 922 BLACKRAIL CT January 2016 47,500 2 24 18,900 2 4 2 2 bl
00456110 - 00140742 |NEW TOKYO SUSHI AND HIBACHI LLC 1501 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT B July 2015 75,100 3 24 31,800 3 5 2 2
00783065 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERALLC 2005 RIVIERA DR January 2016 47,700 2 15 22,900 2 4 2 2 )
00220190 - 00099090 |B & C ENTERPRISES 405 COLEMAN BLVD January 2016 20,400 1 24 7,800 1 3 2 2 Ped
00652485 - 00151456 |MDO2 FITNESS LLC 3301 STOCKDALE ST October 2016 158,500 6 24 82,500 9 8 2 -1 )
00360107 - 00123368 |14 CHAPEL LLC 786 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 20,800 1 24 9,600 1 3 2 2 IRl
00072450 - 00132595 | SEA ISLAND SUDS LLC 1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE April 2015 490,200 18 24 174,400 19 20 2 1 NS
00779630 - 00150619 | CAROLINA PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC|1541 BANNING ST July 2016 21,200 1 24 8,800 1 3 2 2 o
00406011 - 00078632 |MIKE CALDER'S PUB 1971 RIVIERA DR October 2016 21,400 1 24 8,100 1 3 2 2 =
00225318 - 00105311 | GINN-LA FUND IV CHAS DBA 1 PATRIOTS POINT RD October 2016 105,700 4 24 52,200 6 6 2 0 2%
00746565 - 00134880 |RIO GRANDE 2 660 LONG POINT RD UNIT C July 2015 106,100 4 24 37,400 4 6 2 2 L)
00782830 - 00056605 |EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER 851 LEONARD FULGHUM DR July 2015 437,400 16 24 208,800 23 18 2 -5 Y
00180125 - 00148771 |W F ASSOCIATES LLC 930 BLACKRAIL CT April 2015 51,400 2 24 21,400 2 4 2 2 -
00781365 - 00160440 |AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERALLC 1435 LONG GROVE DR July 2016 51,600 2 15 19,400 2 4 2 2 o
00770925 - 00124858 | PALMETTO PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 1720 CAROLINA PARK BLVD October 2016 24,100 1 24 11,300 1 3 2 2 N
00283820 - 00026047 | SUPER SUDS CARWASH 1117 BOWMAN RD April 2016 328,300 12 24 134,800 15 14 2 -1 ~
00054375 - 00017427 |FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 681 MCCANTS DR October 2015 25,000 1 24 11,500 1 3 2 2 R’
00425020 - 00076109 |[STARBUCKS # 8408 636 LONG POINT RD UNIT A July 2016 80,200 3 24 36,500 4 5 2 1 -
00020280 - 00082485 |ART'S BAR AND GRILL 413 COLEMAN BLVD January 2016 80,300 3 24 33,800 4 5 2 1
00224600 - 00145079 |BRIDGEWATER CENTER HPR 966 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2015 190,900 7 24 69,200 8 9 2 1
00776560 - 00145625 |SAVVY YOHN 1162 BASKETWEAVE DR July 2016 26,100 1 24 10,200 1 3 2 2
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00220152 - 00084643 |[BROTHERS PROPERTY MANAGMENT 24 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2015 81,700 3 24 27,900 3 5 2 2 -
00020095 - 00033697 |BAILEY'S 410 MILL ST October 2015 26,500 1 24 14,800 2 3 2 1 )
00225326 - 00089477 | COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON 85 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2016 82,000 3 24 38,200 4 5 2 1 =
00223400 - 00017392 |HARRIS TEETER STORE NO 19 920 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT April 2015 193,000 7 24 69,800 8 9 2 1 =
00734940 - 00134437 |PARISH PLACE CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION IN(1291 MATHIS FERRY RD July 2016 55,500 2 24 22,000 2 4 2 2 (@)
00775630 - 00143397 |HAMLIN MEDICAL OFFICES LLC 2705 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 28,400 1 24 10,400 1 3 2 2 >
00735020 - 00026297 |RICHARD RITTER 1307 MATHIS FERRY RD October 2016 56,000 2 24 23,000 3 4 2 2 —
00443495 - 00090804 |DRIVE-IN USA (SONIC) 691 LONG POINT RD January 2016 84,300 3 24 51,000 6 5 2 -1 T
00607260 - 00123755 | SOUTHERN COMMUNITY SERVICES 1300 PARK WEST BLVD January 2017 1,600 0 20 1,200 0 2 2 2
00360300 - 00128148 |SEGUI LAW FIRM LLC 864 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD STE April 2015 1,700 0 24 600 0 2 2 2 T
00201172 - 00093875 |SPORTS CORNER OF MOUNT PLEASANT 675 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2015 29,600 1 24 18,200 2 3 2 1 —
00180160 - 00092240 |1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC 912 SEA GULL DR October 2015 57,400 2 24 19,800 2 4 2 2 m
00224452 - 00017155 [NORTHCUTT PLAZA 976 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2015 361,100 13 24 139,500 15 15 2 0 [w]
00655670 - 00155345 | CHARLESTON BAGEL CO 656 LONG POINT RD UNIT A July 2015 30,000 1 24 11,600 1 3 2 2 1
00180165 - 00092240 |1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC 910 SEA GULL DR January 2015 57,700 2 24 38,000 4 4 2 0 N
00359713 - 00120229 | THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC 2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 14| April 2016 389,200 14 24 180,500 20 16 2 -4 o
00452030 - 00048555 |[NATIONAL BANK OF SC 1470 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 3,100 0 24 1,300 0 2 2 2 N
00652395 - 00159753 |SOVRAN ACQUISITION LP 1514 MATHIS FERRY RD October 2015 3,400 0 17 1,700 0 2 2 2 =
00180110 - 00002489 | TRULUCK PROPERTIES OF CHARLESTON 923 BLACKRAIL CT January 2016 58,700 2 24 20,200 2 4 2 2 3
00740405 - 00131756 |MCALISTERS DELI 644 LONG POINT RD UNIT C January 2016 31,300 1 24 11,700 1 3 2 2 =]
00774150 - 00138644 |LADLES SOUPS MOUNT PLEASANT LLC 1164 BASKETWEAVE DR STE| January 2016 31,300 1 24 12,500 1 3 2 2 —_
00021400 - 00143402 |I'ON GROUP LLC 414 WHILDEN ST July 2015 4,100 0 24 2,200 0 2 2 2 T
00021883 - 00009387 |DR JOHN A OUZTS 609 WHILDEN ST July 2016 4,200 0 24 2,200 0 2 2 2 .
00754660 - 00123249 |EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL SLEEP CEN1897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 10] January 2016 4,400 0 24 1,900 0 2 2 2 hed
00232744 - 00151439 | CHARLESTON AUTISM ACADEMY 930 PINE HOLLOW RD October 2016 4,500 0 24 1,800 0 2 2 2 w
00430001 - 00078328 | CURD ENTERPRISE 476 LONG POINT RD July 2016 4,800 0 24 1,900 0 2 2 2 N
00201050 - 00160518 |VENTRUE VII LLC 611 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 4,900 0 15 1,800 0 2 2 2 U
00180155 - 00096060 |KMO INVESTMENTS 914 SEA GULL DR January 2016 60,200 2 24 27,500 3 4 2 1 <
00362491 - 00086499 |PEARLMAN & PEARLMAN P C 751 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 5,100 0 24 2,500 0 2 2 2 1
00735740 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1050 EASTOVER DR July 2016 60,300 2 24 21,300 2 4 2 2 N
00220110 - 00139863 |MT PLEASANT MUSIC 918 LANSING DR STE F October 2016 5,200 0 24 2,000 0 2 2 2 =
00783460 - 00155695 | SMILING OAK DENTISTRY 1077 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2015 5,200 0 24 2,200 0 2 2 2 =
00064100 - 00146427 |SIX MILE ANTIQUE MALL 761 COLEMAN BLVD STE A July 2016 5,600 0 24 2,300 0 2 2 2 =
00360004 - 00131883 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA SWEETGRASS V| 1010 ANNA KNAPP EXT January 2016 474,900 17 24 334,800 36 19 2 -17 =
00362518 - 00156396 | SOUTHERN SPAS LLC 725 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 88,700 3 24 33,500 4 5 2 1 m
00651030 - 00150699 |222 WEST COLEMAN LLC 222 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 5,900 0 24 4,200 0 2 2 2 [0s)
00782715 - 00153730 | T & S FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 3850 BESSEMER RD STE 201 July 2016 6,200 0 24 2,400 0 2 2 2 —
00361462 - 00149472 |PALMETTO OUTDOOR KITCHENS LLC 1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD {  January 2017 6,300 0 24 6,300 1 2 2 1 (@)
00745035 - 00118337 |CITADEL INVESTMENTS LLC 497 BRAMSON CT July 2015 61,500 2 24 27,100 3 4 2 1 -
00378870 - 00041275 | THE ENCLAVE HOA 2000 RETREAT LNDG July 2016 6,400 0 17 3,500 0 2 2 2 .
00443660 - 00056816 | THE SUNSHINE HOUSE #52 753 LONG POINT RD July 2015 172,000 6 24 86,200 9 8 2 -1 ~
00617149 - 00158458 | MCCANN'S IRISH PUB 2700 N HIGHWAY 17 STE 120(  October 2015 61,700 2 20 23,400 3 4 2 1 PR
00769040 - 00161257 |WHIPPLE ROAD PLAZA 880 WHIPPLE RD April 2016 6,600 0 13 4,200 0 2 2 2 =
00454672 - 00157643 |ECLETIC FINDS LLC 1670 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2015 7,100 0 22 3,400 0 2 2 2 =
00223247 - 00081212 |VIRGINIA GREGORY DMD LLC 434 COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 7,500 0 24 3,800 0 2 2 2 <
00201053 - 00159453 | PATTAYA THAI RESTURANT INC 607 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD S| October 2015 35,100 1 18 17,800 2 3 2 1 (@)
00762725 - 00104537 |[EAST COOPER MONTESSORI 250 PONSBURY RD October 2016 63,700 2 22 26,400 3 4 2 1 o
00406057 - 00146016 | TIDEWATER VETERINARY LLC 1964 RIVIERA DR STE H July 2016 8,900 0 24 3,100 0 2 2 2
00424978 - 00159855 |MID ATLANTIC RESTURANT GROUP LLC 608 LONG POINT RD UNIT A July 2016 64,400 2 17 26,100 3 4 2 1 U
00749520 - 00138803 |MT PLEASANT INTERNAL MEDICINE AND PULMO|897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 10] January 2016 9,400 0 24 3,500 0 2 2 2 -
00744230 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 1305 LONG GROVE DR April 2016 37,300 1 14 13,100 1 3 2 2 Ny
00356353 - 00038149 | THE CHURCH OF JC LDS 2115 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 10,000 0 24 7,500 1 2 2 1 n
00767740 - 00152429 |NLP PARK WEST LLC 1124 PARK WEST BLVD October 2016 10,200 0 24 4,700 1 2 2 1 bl
00383582 - 00118120 |ORBIS SIBRO INC 270 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 10,300 0 24 4,000 0 2 2 2
00224201 - 00040184 | ANIMAL MEDICAL CLINIC/MT PLEASANT 958 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2016 65,700 2 24 24,400 3 4 2 1 )
00072330 - 00120498 |[EXPECTATIONS STUDIO LLC 1256 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE| July 2015 10,600 0 24 3,800 0 2 2 2 Ped
00433550 - 00050340 |LONG POINT CNTRLLC 501 WANDO PARK BLVD July 2016 38,400 1 24 13,900 2 3 2 1 )
00366121 - 00112485 |880 JOHNNIE DODDS LLC 880 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2015 10,800 0 24 5,700 1 2 2 1 IRl
00520831 - 00086349 |HAMLIN PLANTATION LLC 100 AMENITY PARK DR January 2016 10,900 0 24 7,600 1 2 2 1 NS
00736982 - 00025734 |SMJ INC 1036 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 11,100 0 24 6,200 1 2 2 1 o
00457716 - 00060159 |BELK INC 1200 BELK DR April 2016 66,500 2 24 26,300 3 4 2 1 =
00777020 - 00146600 | O'QUINN SCHOOL OF PORTER GAUD 761 S SHELMORE BLVD April 2015 94,100 3 24 43,200 5 5 2 0 2%
00782710 - 00153720 | TUESDAY MORNING #1174 680 LONG POINT RD October 2015 11,300 0 24 4,100 0 2 2 2 L)
00767715 - 00128640 |WJM ENTERPRISES LLC 1130 PROFESSIONAL LN October 2016 11,400 0 24 5,000 1 2 2 1 Y
00223290 - 00160618 |L&J PROPERTIES LLC 622 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2016 11,400 0 15 5,800 1 2 2 1 -
00769030 - 00131006 | WHIPPLE RD PLAZA 874 WHIPPLE RD April 2016 11,600 0 20 7,600 1 2 2 1 o
00357232 - 00035600 | COUNTY OF CHARLESTON 1189 SWEETGRASS BASKET April 2016 94,500 3 24 37,600 4 5 2 1 N
00762965 - 00123902 |SOUTHEASTERN SPINE INSTITUTE REAL ESTATI1106 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD January 2016 122,100 4 24 54,800 6 6 2 0 ~
00241602 - 00148778 | COASTAL FERTILITY SPECIALISTS 1375 HOSPITAL DR April 2015 39,800 1 24 14,200 2 3 2 1 R’
00631189 - 00103999 |RIVERTOWNE POA 2544 RIVERTOWNE PKWY July 2015 67,500 2 24 55,900 6 4 2 -2 -
00430075 - 00097103 |BECKI L COLE DBA JAZZERCIZE 493 LA MESA RD UNIT D October 2015 12,500 0 24 5,600 1 2 2 1
00480022 - 00046281 | CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB 1360 NATIONAL DR October 2015 12,800 0 24 7,400 1 2 2 1
00757925 - 00121705 |DAVID WEEKLEY HOMES 498 WANDO PARK BLVD STE| October 2016 12,900 0 24 7,500 1 2 2 1 MPW-09665
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00778265 - 00148614 |JOURNEY CYCLING AND FITNESS STUDIO 1168 BASKETWEAVE DR January 2016 13,100 0 24 4,900 1 2 2 1 -
00360242 - 00084914 | TIDELANDS BANCSHARES INC 830 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD January 2016 40,700 1 24 25,000 3 3 2 0 )
00735660 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1055 EASTOVER DR April 2015 68,700 2 24 31,600 3 4 2 1 =
00474341 - 00098269 |CHRIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH 2304 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 14,500 1 24 10,400 1 2 1 1 =
00223280 - 00057976 |PACK RAT MINI STORAGE 616 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2016 14,600 1 24 6,000 1 2 1 1 (@)
00762025 - 00123312 | DEROMA'S PIZZERIA 1948 LONG GROVE DR STE 1 July 2015 15,400 1 24 6,700 1 2 1 1 >
00735580 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1057 EASTOVER DR July 2015 181,000 7 24 65,400 7 8 1 1 —
00756400 - 00121417 |MATTRESS SOURCE 1751 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1 October 2016 15,800 1 24 5,600 1 2 1 1 T
00473867 - 00062789 |EASTBRIDGE PRESBYTERIAN 1250 LEXINGTON DR October 2016 15,800 1 24 9,600 1 2 1 1
00665398 - 00083738 |BELLE HALL HOA 455 ANTEBELLUM LN July 2016 43,600 2 18 20,200 2 3 1 1 T
00021330 - 00071679 | STUBBS MULDROW HERIN ARCH 400 HIBBEN ST October 2016 16,200 1 24 7,000 1 2 1 1 —
00736900 - 00009045 | WACHOVIA BANK # 3146 1100 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 16,200 1 24 10,500 1 2 1 1 m
00224660 - 00026633 |WATERMARK ASSOCIATION 950 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT f  October 2015 71,700 3 24 37,900 4 4 1 0 [w]
00077381 - 00039942 |[EBENEZER AME CHURCH 1095 RIFLE RANGE RD July 2015 16,700 1 24 8,000 1 2 1 1 1
00385550 - 00048531 |OMAR SHRINERS 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD October 2016 16,800 1 24 9,000 1 2 1 1 N
00742605 - 00090804 |DRIVE-IN USA (SONIC) 2880 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2016 72,000 3 24 36,600 4 4 1 0 o
00360000 - 00065439 |CIRCLE K STORES #2705122 685 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 44,600 2 24 17,700 2 3 1 1 N
00020560 - 00156303 |LOWCOUNTRY FLY SHOP 626 COLEMAN BLVD October 2015 17,000 1 24 14,800 2 2 1 0 =
00444442 - 00110379 |PETSMART INC # 1250 676 LONG POINT RD April 2015 127,600 5 24 43,500 5 6 1 1 3
00438020 - 00146621 |[EGROUP INC 482 WANDO PARK BLVD January 2016 17,300 1 24 11,000 1 2 1 1 o
00223422 - 00158056 | WALGREENS #15442 389 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 17,700 1 21 14,400 2 2 1 0 —_
00734540 - 00016854 |RTM INC 1190 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2015 210,900 8 19 79,400 9 9 1 0 T
00656575 - 00103854 | THE FRANKE HOME 1500 FRANKE DR July 2015 349,100 13 23 118,700 13 14 1 1 .
00385450 - 00100548 | CAROLINA ONE REAL ESTATE 7359 195 W COLEMAN BLVD April 2015 18,000 1 24 9,500 1 2 1 1 hed
00652095 - 00119037 |ETIWAN PT CONDOMINIUM COUNCIL OF OWNER|102 ETIWAN POINTE DR January 2016 73,400 3 14 70,200 8 4 1 -4 w
00151850 - 00061436 |HIBBEN METHODIST CHURCH 690 COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 46,300 2 24 21,400 2 3 1 1 N
00745960 - 00153296 |BRYAN COLE THE WINE BAR 664 LONG POINT RD UNIT G October 2015 18,700 1 24 7,600 1 2 1 1 U
00220070 - 00003107 |OFFICE OF ADJUTANT GENERAL 245 MATHIS FERRY RD January 2016 46,400 2 24 23,200 3 3 1 0 <
00361380 - 00013517 | AUTOMOTIVE ASSOCIATES 1072 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD April 2016 18,900 1 24 6,800 1 2 1 1 1
00072130 - 00153638 |840 COLEMAN LLC C/O WILSON KIBLER INC 840 COLEMAN BLVD April 2016 101,800 4 23 61,400 7 5 1 -2 N
00276002 - 00104974 | CAMBRIDGE LAKES 1401 CAMBRIDGE LAKES DR | January 2017 19,100 1 24 19,100 2 2 1 0 =
00653760 - 00112569 |HUNAN CHINESE RESTAURANT 1200 QUEENSBOROUGH BLV| October 2016 47,000 2 24 20,700 2 3 1 1 =
00072921 - 00085857 |CHRIST OUR KING CHURCH- FAMILY CENTER _ [1144 RUSSELL DR April 2016 19,700 1 24 12,800 1 2 1 1 =
00734864 - 00146535 |FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA PALMS AT MT PL|1010 LAKE HUNTER CIR January 2016 682,200 25 24 249,900 27 26 1 -1 =
00433556 - 00052720 |LONG POINT CENTERLLC 503 WANDO PARK BLVD October 2015 48,100 2 24 17,100 2 3 1 1 m
00781245 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 1251 PARK WEST BLVD October 2015 48,300 2 24 25,200 3 3 1 0 [0s)
00385540 - 00048531 |OMAR SHRINERS 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD October 2015 20,800 1 24 12,400 1 2 1 1 —
00785655 - 00074301 |[STARBUCKS COFFEE CO #8405 3051 IRONCLAD ALY October 2016 76,300 3 23 28,400 3 4 1 1 Q
00747900 - 00149787 |REFUEL 14 1181 VENNING RD July 2015 76,500 3 24 28,300 3 4 1 1 -
00440170 - 00104534 | SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH  |750 LONG POINT RD April 2015 104,500 4 24 50,500 5 5 1 0 .
00744185 - 00145397 |BLUESTEIN JOHNSON & BURKE LLC 1024 EWALL ST October 2015 22,100 1 24 8,200 1 2 1 1 -~
00224220 - 00091590 |WEST COLEMAN LLC 300 W COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 132,600 5 24 53,500 6 6 1 0 PR
00266500 - 00159275 | CROWN LEADERSHIP ACADEMY 1455 WAKENDAW RD October 2016 22,200 1 18 9,400 1 2 1 1 =
00457606 - 00061802 | COASTAL ONE INC ABC 1712 TOWNE CENTRE WAY January 2016 132,700 5 24 53,300 6 6 1 0 =
00455120 - 00080143 | TJX DBA MARSHALL'S #829 1495 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 105,300 4 24 37,100 4 5 1 1 <
00360280 - 00160008 |L & J PROPERTIES LLC 871 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD October 2015 22,500 1 16 13,300 1 2 1 1 (@)
00438036 - 00068832 | THE PAW PLAZA HOTEL 367 WANDO PLACE DR October 2015 78,000 3 24 42,200 5 4 1 -1 o
00746255 - 00119094 |MOUNT PLEASANT INTERNAL MEDICINE 897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 10 April 2016 23,100 1 24 16,900 2 2 1 0
00074912 - 00153679 |BRICCO BRACCO CUCINA 1034 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD July 2015 106,000 4 23 39,500 4 5 1 1 U
00454902 - 00040466 | YE OLD FASHION ICE CREAM 1502 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 78,600 3 24 28,900 3 4 1 1 -
00473782 - 00148707 |HEALTH FIRST RAPID CARE INC 2863 N HIGHWAY 17 October 2016 23,600 1 24 15,900 2 2 1 0 Ny
00224662 - 00058480 | WATERMARK Il ASSOCIATES 952 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E  October 2015 23,800 1 24 11,700 1 2 1 1 S
00779585 - 00152324 |CHILDREN'S DISCOVERY CENTER INC 1110 VENNING RD April 2016 134,300 5 24 60,800 7 6 1 -1 bl
00180095 - 00092240 |1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC 906 ROYAL TERN LN October 2016 79,100 3 24 40,200 4 4 1 0
00072255 - 00121974 | 1233 EXECUTIVE SUITES HPR 1233 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2015 79,100 3 24 41,400 5 4 1 -1 )
00361395 - 00150356 |KIDS TEETH LLC 1073A JOHNNIE DODDS BLVL July 2016 24,300 1 24 8,900 1 2 1 1 >
00737020 - 00152253 |PAWS IN PARADISE 1058 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 107,100 4 24 41,600 5 5 1 0 )
00020420 - 00157277 |SHEM CREEK DENTAL ASSOCIATES 211 SIMMONS ST October 2016 52,500 2 23 17,600 2 3 1 1 IRl
00425002 - 00076110 |DOG & DUCK RESTAURANT 624 LONG POINT RD UNIT A April 2015 135,500 5 24 59,100 6 6 1 0 NS
00744245 - 00160873 | ERIKKA CURIA 1317 LONG GROVE DR October 2016 25,100 1 14 14,700 2 2 1 0 o
00070700 - 00113626 |RESORT MAINTENANCE INC 1326 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE| October 2016 25,400 1 24 10,600 1 2 1 1 =
00443502 - 00145500 |BMC DISTRIBUTORS OF SCLLC DBA BLUE WATE|699 LONG POINT RD April 2016 80,600 3 24 43,500 5 4 1 -1 2%
00470911 - 00078568 | TIBBOEL INSURANCE AGENCY 2191 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2016 25,700 1 24 15,200 2 2 1 0 L)
00361400 - 00010351 |PARKS AUTO PARTS 1084 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD | January 2016 26,000 1 24 16,800 2 2 1 0 Y
00072250 - 00001073 |MT PLEASANT ANIMAL HOSP 1213 BEN SAWYER BLVD UNI April 2016 26,100 1 24 9,800 1 2 1 1 -
00190075 - 00118279 |433 COLEMAN BLVD LLC 427 COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 136,500 5 24 47,800 5 6 1 1 o
00022070 - 00009670 |RALIEGH JOHNSON 102 ROYALL AVE October 2016 26,200 1 24 10,600 1 2 1 1 N
00180115 - 00028354 |JAMES C GOSS 927 BLACKRAIL CT October 2015 81,500 3 24 35,900 4 4 1 0 ~
00073216 - 00085858 |STELLA MARIS SCHOOL 1183 RUSSELL DR October 2015 26,700 1 24 9,900 1 2 1 1 R’
00473865 - 00154882 | CAROLINA PHYSICAL THERAPY & SPORTS MEDI(3040 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT A April 2016 26,700 1 24 20,100 2 2 1 0 -
00470790 - 00045138 | THE SAWGRASS COMPANY 2233 N HIGHWAY 17 April 2015 54,600 2 24 20,600 2 3 1 1
00358998 - 00070366 |PLEASANT FAMILY DENTISTRY 1204 TWO ISLAND CT October 2015 27,200 1 24 14,400 2 2 1 0
00473864 - 00158483 | TONY POPE AGENT LLC 3044 N HIGHWAY 17 January 2016 27,500 1 20 19,600 2 2 1 0 MPW-09666

386



m
=
m
Q
00201037 - 00146460 |[EVERYTHING BAGEL 766 S SHELMORE BLVD STE] October 2016 55,500 2 24 19,500 2 3 1 1 -
00362300 - 00004905 |R MICHAEL WILLIMS DMD PA 1065 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD {  January 2016 27,900 1 24 14,400 2 2 1 0 )
00474342 - 00096118 | CHRIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH 2304 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG A April 2016 28,100 1 24 10,000 1 2 1 1 =
00454799 - 00117169 |ABC & J INC 1533 N HIGHWAY 17 STE A July 2015 28,100 1 24 10,700 1 2 1 1 =
00768860 - 00121840 |VETFRIENDS.COM LLC 547 LONG POINT RD STE 113| January 2015 28,100 1 24 24,800 3 2 1 -1 (@)
00180080 - 00039156 | THOMAS H HOLLIDAY 905 SEA GULL DR July 2015 83,400 3 24 30,300 3 4 1 1 >
00020240 - 00068293 |409 ASSOCIATES LLC 409 COLEMAN BLVD July 2015 28,300 1 24 17,500 2 2 1 0 —
00013181 - 00000268 |MT PLEASANT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 302 HIBBEN ST October 2015 28,400 1 24 15,800 2 2 1 0 T
00457739 - 00070761 |RARE HOSPITALITY INTERNAT 1845 N HIGHWAY 17 July 2015 277,000 10 24 98,100 11 " 1 0
00735300 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 1315 MATHIS FERRY RD April 2015 139,000 5 19 75,400 8 6 1 -2 T
00735100 - 00157223 |MATHIS FERRY LLC 819 VON KOLNITZ RD July 2016 83,800 3 22 28,900 3 4 1 1 —
00774520 - 00145636 | SUSHI TARO 1171 BASKETWEAVE DR October 2016 56,300 2 24 27,800 3 3 1 0 m
00073215 - 00085858 |STELLA MARIS SCHOOL 1183 RUSSELL DR October 2016 166,900 6 24 69,700 8 7 1 -1 [w]
00443386 - 00103000 |TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 393 EGYPT RD April 2015 29,000 1 24 12,400 1 2 1 1 1
00775520 - 00142189 | CIRQUE SALON STUDIOS OF MOUNT PLEASANT [1167 BASKETWEAVE DR April 2015 57,200 2 24 21,000 2 3 1 1 N
00769660 - 00103000 | TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 840 VON KOLNITZ RD October 2015 57,700 2 24 22,700 2 3 1 1 o
00443410 - 00098363 |CVS INC 640 LONG POINT RD April 2015 30,700 1 24 17,400 2 2 1 0 N
00779440 - 00149964 |OLD COLONY BAKERY 519 WANDO LN UNIT B April 2016 31,400 1 24 12,600 1 2 1 1 =
00357011 - 00059323 | TACO BELL 1096 ISLE OF PALMS CONNE( April 2016 114,300 4 24 39,200 4 5 1 1 3
00201030 - 00105343 | GOLDEN GARDEN 778 S SHELMORE BLVD STE July 2015 31,900 1 24 11,300 1 2 1 1 o
00074910 - 00096247 |STEPHEN BARLEY 1032 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD ||  October 2016 32,300 1 24 13,300 1 2 1 1 —_
00072616 - 00129270 |RICHARDSON PATRICK WESTBROOK & BRICKM/ 1017 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD January 2016 32,400 1 24 17,100 2 2 1 0 T
00358902 - 00157508 |RE/MAX ALLIANCE 1200 TWO ISLAND CT UNIT E July 2016 32,600 1 23 21,200 2 2 1 0 ,
00735980 - 00157788 |INORDSTROM INC 1110 BOWMAN RD UNIT A October 2016 32,700 1 17 18,000 2 2 1 0 b
00747910 - 00130510 | THE BATTERY AT PARKWEST HOA 1025 BASILDON RD July 2015 32,800 1 24 15,600 2 2 1 0 w
00223450 - 00012669 |MELVIN'S SOUTHERN BBQ 925 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT July 2015 143,200 5 24 53,200 6 6 1 0 N
00653075 - 00136933 |ANIMAL EYE CARE OF THE LOWCOUNTRY 1131 QUEENSBOROUGH BLV April 2016 33,400 1 24 11,700 1 2 1 1 U
00652085 - 00143741 |TW PIZZALLC 1110 PARK WEST BLVD STE { April 2015 61,000 2 24 30,900 3 3 1 0 <
00223900 - 00152428 |[FOOTPRINT GROUP LLC 915 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT f  January 2016 61,000 2 22 39,000 4 3 1 -1 1
00270150 - 00160691 |CIRCLE K STORES INC 1340 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD July 2016 33,600 1 14 13,100 1 2 1 1 )
00223345 - 00138513 | THE KING Il LLC DBA JUANITA GREENBERGS  |410 W COLEMAN BLVD July 2016 144,400 5 24 51,800 6 6 1 0 =
00442750 - 00113460 |CHRIST KIDS 341 EGYPT RD July 2016 117,000 4 24 49,500 5 5 1 0 =
00736940 - 00033652 |DCI EAST OF THE COOPER 1088 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD July 2016 393,600 14 24 140,200 15 15 1 0 =
00356969 - 00144818 |DMR HOLDINS IV LLC DBA JERSEY MIKES SUBS {1907 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1 April 2015 35,300 1 24 15,500 2 2 1 0 #
00072430 - 00145024 |MOMMA ROSA LLC 1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE| October 2016 63,200 2 24 27,600 3 3 1 0 m
00744450 - 00156133 |FAMILY VENTURES 1LLC 1117 PARK WEST BLVD STE § April 2016 35,700 1 24 16,900 2 2 1 0 [0s)
00393712 - 00103000 |TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT 355 7TH AVE July 2016 63,300 2 24 42,300 5 3 1 -2 —
00385520 - 00145633 |HARBOR BREEZE 176 PATRIOTS POINT RD April 2016 35,900 1 24 12,800 1 2 1 1 (@)
00735860 - 00022097 |VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055) 1058 EASTOVER DR July 2015 91,500 3 24 34,300 4 4 1 0 -
00656435 - 00078560 | THOMAS AND HUTTON ENGINEE 682 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2015 64,100 2 24 24,300 3 3 1 0 .
00072273 - 00131242 |WENDCHARLES | LLC 1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD July 2016 174,700 6 24 80,400 9 7 1 -2 ~
00360103 - 00151501 |MOUNT PLEASANT MALL LLC 708 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD October 2016 37,000 1 24 14,100 2 2 1 0 PR
00438040 - 00094499 | TEMPUS PUBLISHING INC 420 WANDO PARK BLVD April 2015 65,500 2 24 32,800 4 3 1 -1 =
00361154 - 00156950 |900 JOHNNIE DODDS POA 900 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD January 2016 66,100 2 24 25,900 3 3 1 0 =
00020710 - 00077824 | SHEM CREEK MARINA INC 526 MILL ST April 2016 39,100 1 24 22,300 2 2 1 0 <
00383581 - 00156991 |MAPLE VIEW PROPERTIES LLC 272 W COLEMAN BLVD October 2016 39,600 1 24 37,700 4 2 1 -2 (@)
00452220 - 00070503 | MCALISTER-SMITH FUNERAL 1520 RIFLE RANGE RD April 2015 40,200 1 24 22,800 2 2 1 0 o
00454260 - 00161006 | NASH ORTHODONTICS PRACTICE LLC 1705 LACANNON LN October 2016 40,400 1 13 16,500 2 2 1 0
00320000 - 00037487 |J HENRY STUHR INC 1494 MATHIS FERRY RD July 2015 40,900 1 24 25,500 3 2 1 -1 U
00457704 - 00060918 |BED BATH BEYOND 00237 1744 TOWNE CENTRE WAY April 2016 41,000 1 24 16,900 2 2 1 0 -
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Account - Customer
00225350 - 00042302
00365905 - 00131755
00737940 - 00111246
00736302 - 00042026
00362481 - 00042298
00220055 - 00018299
00092485 - 00105323
00306253 - 00042015
00362606 - 00101834
00306255 - 00040460
00321470 - 00041114
00779305 - 00152850
00734820 - 00059267
00083355 - 00042152
00350022 - 00029725
00735460 - 00039574
00779580 - 00152850
00225322 - 00082857
00223440 - 00156132
00225302 - 00062902
00764590 - 00125751
00764580 - 00125751
00764495 - 00123029
00772890 - 00056605
00220170 - 00054626
00734500 - 00152343
00764585 - 00125751
00083370 - 00042301
00778590 - 00149329
00357003 - 00034244
00734560 - 00055232
00455112 - 00037246
00778980 - 00149329
00779000 - 00149329
00362604 - 00041116
00776240 - 00146349
00739501 - 00151994
00223402 - 00157502
00734862 - 00146535
00779690 - 00152850
00485538 - 00154713
00776400 - 00145504
00734580 - 00003429
00736305 - 00075842
00776410 - 00145504
00776395 - 00145504
00761965 - 00103854
00064350 - 00116641
00443483 - 00156430
00622400 - 00101024
00020081 - 00010324
00300498 - 00008555
00776405 - 00145504
00359702 - 00120229
00776545 - 00156918
00740440 - 00103854
00062870 - 00002433
00359711 - 00120229
00201034 - 00089445
00390038 - 00125074

Customer Name

HARBOR POINTE APTS

HIBBEN FERRY APARTMENTS LLC

EAST BRIDGE TOWN LOFTS HOA

S C STATE PORTS AUTHORITY
CRICKENTREE APARTMENTS

RUNAWAY BAY APTS

BAYCLUB HOMES LLC

THICKETT APARTMENTS

SANDPIPER INDEP & ASSIS LIVING LLC
MONTCLAIR ASSOC LIMITED

ANCHORAGE APARTMENTS

THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS

DARBY DEVELOPMENT

SIMMONS POINT HOA

BEAUMONT TOWNHOMES LTD P

OAKLEAF TOWNHOUSES

THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS

ESTATES MANAGEMENT CO

EMPIRE RESTAURANTS LLC

NEMLORP LLC

TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC
TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC
SUNTRUST BANK

EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER
BRIDGEVIEW SUITES

VIBRA HOSPITAL OF CHARLESTON LLC
TIDES HORIZONTAL PROPERTY REGIME INC
T COVE HORIZONTAL PROP

RIVERS WALK

BI-LO INC #286

EAST COOPER MED COMPLEX

WAL-MART STORES #1-632

RIVERS WALK

RIVERS WALK

PLANTERS PLACE REGIME

Service Address

331 HARBOR POINTE DR
1054 ANNA KNAPP BLVD
269 ALEXANDRA DR

400 LONG POINT RD

1601 N HIGHWAY 17

800 RUNAWAY BAY LN
1481 CENTER STREET EXT
1900 N HIGHWAY 17

1224 VILLAGE CREEK LN
1861 MONTCLAIR DR

1700 WHIPPLE RD

735 COLEMAN BLVD

1175 MATHIS FERRY RD
1551 BEN SAWYER BLVD
2100 N HIGHWAY 17

1137 OAKLEAF DR

725 COLEMAN BLVD

100 N PLAZA CT

960 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
28 BRIDGESIDE BLVD

145 WINGO WAY

135 WINGO WAY

404 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2000 HOSPITAL DR

400 MAGRATH DARBY BLVD
1200 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
125 WINGO WAY

1559 BEN SAWYER BLVD
300 SEAPORT LN

1909 N HIGHWAY 17

900 BOWMAN RD

1481 N HIGHWAY 17

310 SEAPORT LN

320 SEAPORT LN

1050 ANNA KNAPP BLVD

UNIVERSITY MEDICAL ASSOCIATES OF MEDICAL 1600 MIDTOWN AVE

HARRIS TEETER #457
The Beach Co Village Point Shopping Center

1981 RIVIERA DR
920 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E

FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA PALMS AT MT PLE998 LAKE HUNTER CIR

THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS

PALMETTO STATE ARMORY

GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC
CHARLESTON NURSING CENTER

ROPER MT PLEASANT MED CTR

GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC
GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC
THE FRANKE HOME

VILLAGE OAKS OF MOUNT PLEASANT LLC
BREAKWATER FITNESS LLC

PUBLIX SUPER MARKETS INC

ANGELYN AVINGER

GREYSTONE HOA

GREGORIE FERRY APARTMENT HOLDINGS LLC
THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

THE FRANKE HOME

JUDY J WHITFIELD

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
BI-LO LLC #410

ZIFF PROPERTIES

1230 JABBERS DR

3365 S MORGANS POINT RD ¢
1252 BERRY CREEK DR

921 BOWMAN RD

570 LONG POINT RD

1240 WINNOWING WAY

1242 BERRY CREEK DR

1700 FRANKE DR APT NO
1240 FAIRMONT AVE

601 BELLE STATION BLVD
1125 PARK WEST BLVD

508 MILL ST

1718 GREYSTONE BLVD

1250 WINNOWING WAY

2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 21(
315 SLATE LN

1600 FRANKE DR

1301 ERCKMANN DR

2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 12(
774 S SHELMORE BLVD

210 WINGO WAY

Highest Quarter Highest Quarter Consumption highest quarter REU

July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
January 2016
October 2016
April 2015
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2015
April 2016
July 2015
July 2015
July 2015
January 2016
October 2015
July 2015
April 2015
July 2015
July 2016
October 2016
April 2015
July 2016
April 2016
July 2015
July 2016
April 2015
October 2016
April 2015
October 2016
October 2016
July 2015
April 2016
July 2016
July 2016
April 2016
April 2015
January 2016
April 2015
October 2016
January 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2015
October 2016
July 2015
January 2016
April 2015
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2015
January 2016
October 2015
October 2016

393

4,648,200
4,253,600
2,119,100
3,656,100
1,308,000
2,034,000
1,459,500
1,245,000
1,525,900
2,817,500
1,415,200
772,700
1,180,400
982,800
1,722,500
536,000
802,700
1,274,000
139,800

2,029,700
410,600
1,499,000
784,700
133,900
68,200
276,000
591,200
891,800
499,500
131,000
129,700
316,300
243,500
431,200
15,800
474,900
1,039,300
112,600
473,000
553,000

110,300
62,600

168
154

# of Readings Highest Consumption

24
24
24
24
24
24
24

1,720,000
1,481,500
876,500
1,866,300
521,500
1,071,800
699,100
475,000
527,300
1,240,700
520,000
273,900
505,800
396,300
664,500
184,100
313,200
664,400

25,700

d103713

highest month 's
187
161
95
203
57
117
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00762905 - 00155637
00070680 - 00033722
00359700 - 00120229
00359703 - 00120229
00632446 - 00081823
00359706 - 00120229
00359710 - 00120229
00455174 - 00146704
00747970 - 00150386
00074948 - 00094862
00361453 - 00101024
00746305 - 00119134
00735930 - 00149933
00773860 - 00103854
00376982 - 00150556
00763045 - 00124002
00063040 - 00013499
00082440 - 00110317
00359707 - 00120229
00776525 - 00156918
00443470 - 00131242
00480010 - 00046281
00767445 - 00125074
00406030 - 00074697
00734520 - 00156609
00764985 - 00126723
00072615 - 00015684
00551721 - 00092729
00767910 - 00127853
00457580 - 00145391
00776515 - 00156918
00020460 - 00148610
00776550 - 00156918
00776510 - 00156918
00776540 - 00156918
00222950 - 00005716
00359708 - 00120229
00020091 - 00130172
00074252 - 00092822
00223977 - 00103000
00776535 - 00156918
00020070 - 00063503
00756745 - 00104534
00222952 - 00005715
00362726 - 00151895
00744695 - 00155822
00735820 - 00022097
00776500 - 00156918
00225130 - 00099453
00457684 - 00145496
00362500 - 00155112
00776530 - 00156918
00456190 - 00032959
00222240 - 00131796
00769175 - 00130817
00773815 - 00017427
00232480 - 00137130
00440171 - 00104534
00064080 - 00125298
00655805 - 00113568
00462980 - 00024998

HTA TIDES MEDICAL ARTS CENTER LLC
OSCEOLA APARTMENTS

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
GINN-LA PARKERS ISLAND

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
CRESCOM BANK

SPPOTT INVESTMENTS LLC

RPWB LLC

PUBLIX SUPER MARKETS INC

HOSPICE OF CHARLESTON INC

1156 BOWMAN LLC

THE FRANKE HOME

SOL SOUTHWEST KITCHEN

PORTSIDE CENTER HPR

TACO BELL #2838

BI-LO # 101

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC
WENDCHARLES | LLC

CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB
ZIFF PROPERTIES

YAMATO JAPANESE STEAK

180 WINGO WAY

1340 BEN SAWYER BLVD
2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 23(
2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 20(
1700 RIVERTOWNE COUNTRY
2011 N HIGHWAY 17

2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 11(
1492 STUART ENGALS BLVD
1671 BELLE ISLE AVE

1037 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD B
1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD ¢
676 WANDO PARK BLVD

1156 BOWMAN RD UNIT 200
1800 FRANKE DR

1101 STOCKADE LN

421 WANDO PARK BLVD

821 COLEMAN BLVD

1440 BEN SAWYER BLVD
2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 16l
370 STONEWALL CT

596 LONG POINT RD

1360 NATIONAL DR

200 WINGO WAY

1993 RIVIERA DR

HTA EAST COOPER MEDICAL ARTS CENTER LLC 1280 HOSPITAL DR

MEDITERRANEAN SHIPPING CO INC
HARBOURTOWNE PLACE

BULLS BAY GOLF CLUB

OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC

BURTON'S GRILL

WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

BAMBOO ASIAN & SUSHI BAR LLC
WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

LANSING EAST HPR

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
ANGELYN AVINGER

CHRIS' DRY CLEANERS

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

JUSTIN O'TOOLE LUCEY PA

SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH
LANSING EAST HPR

INNOLABS

BRAVO & DELTA PIZZA INC

VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055)

WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON TENNIS COMPLEX
MP PIZZERIA INC DBA GRIMALDI'S PIZZA
735 JDB LLC IN C/O LEE AND ASSOCIATES
WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

T J MAXX

TITLEMAX OF SOUTH CAROLIA INC

CHICK FILET

FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH

CELLULAR SALES

SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH
418 MEETING STREET LLC

700 WATERMARK BLVD

1031 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD
995 BULLS BAY BLVD

1121 OAKLAND MARKET RD #
1875 N HIGHWAY 17

360 STONEWALL CT

604 COLEMAN BLVD

301 SLATE LN

350 STONEWALL CT

325 SLATE LN

940 LANSING DR

2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 15(
508 MILL ST APT B

808 COLEMAN BLVD

935 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
380 STONEWALL CT

415 MILL ST

750 LONG POINT RD

926 LANSING DR

1007 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1795 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1
1059 EASTOVER DR

351 STONEWALL CT

75 PATRIOTS POINT RD

1244 BELK DR

735 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
381 STONEWALL CT

1487 N HIGHWAY 17

425 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
3102 IRONCLAD ALY

1151 GEORGE BROWDER BL\
905 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
750 LONG POINT RD

767 COLEMAN BLVD

BLUES HOUSE OF WINGS @ WYMBERLY CROSSI 1905 HIGHWAY 41 STE 305

HOBCAW VIEW CONDO ASSN

569 E HOBCAW DR

October 2015
October 2016
October 2016
January 2016
April 2015
April 2016
April 2016
April 2015
October 2015
January 2016
July 2016
April 2015
April 2015
April 2015
July 2015
July 2015
April 2016
July 2015
January 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
April 2015
October 2016
July 2015
January 2015
October 2016
April 2015
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015
April 2015
October 2015
October 2016
January 2015
July 2016
July 2015
October 2015
April 2015
January 2016
April 2015
October 2016
April 2015
July 2015
April 2015
April 2015
July 2015
April 2016
July 2015
July 2016
January 2016
October 2016
April 2015
October 2016
April 2016
July 2015
October 2016
October 2015
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00764755 - 00103000
00361468 - 00151999
00241610 - 00090661
00151960 - 00095977
00360104 - 00081934
00020490 - 00143543
00377150 - 00139492
00454909 - 00069747
00385560 - 00048531
00359704 - 00120229
00776555 - 00156918
00735902 - 00150878
00741155 - 00000268
00231700 - 00117932
00783390 - 00155531
00454520 - 00069648
00764520 - 00125517
00013040 - 00104189
00740390 - 00131756
00456120 - 00140977
00425000 - 00074821
00220144 - 00014348
00743745 - 00135918
00430003 - 00119495
00051340 - 00000848
00190067 - 00053517
00359712 - 00120229
00223470 - 00052955
00735700 - 00022097
00779695 - 00152850
00652985 - 00113143
00767915 - 00127853
00362515 - 00155256
00240020 - 00041403
00735500 - 00025335
00642999 - 00046122
00220180 - 00145475
00083300 - 00088588
00752060 - 00123902
00151090 - 00074301
00779150 - 00084643
00757450 - 00124695
00180130 - 00054774
00425037 - 00082116
00767190 - 00127853
00769680 - 00130297
00779575 - 00152850
00779650 - 00150634
00151077 - 00147294
00190071 - 00132638
00275502 - 00024836
00735780 - 00022097
00063017 - 00137994
00362492 - 00052271
00756065 - 00129266
00443230 - 00098772
00739497 - 00103854
00223320 - 00133200
00223840 - 00047128
00735620 - 00021961
00734740 - 00124495

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

RAFFIA/ ANDREA DALTON

MT PLEASANT FAMILY PRACTICE

GDC

BEHIND THE SOFA LLC

BOTTLES LLC

BRICCO BRACCO

OFFICE DEPOT #2002

OMAR SHRINERS

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

LANE COMMERCIAL LLC

MT PLEASANT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
MINI-SKOOL EARLY LEARNING CENTER
RIVERSIDE SPORTS LLC

CLASS TWO MANAGEMENT LLC
GERMAIN DERMATOLOGY

THE COTTAGE

MCALISTERS DELI

MICHAELS STORES INC STORE#1060
HARRIS TEETER #87

COLEMAN BLVD ASSOC

GREAT HARVEST BREAD CO

LONG POINT GRILL

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY

VICKERY'S BAR AND GRILL

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
STAPLES INC #826

VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055)

THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS
STARBUCKS CORP STORE # 8995
OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC
SOUTHERN FIRST BANK

EAST COOPER PHYSICIANS LTD
ROSEMEAD TOWNHOUSES

PLANTERS POINTE HOA

BENCHMARK REAL ESTATE LLC
LIGHTHOUSE FINANCIAL

1251 PARK WEST BLVD

1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD ¢
1400 HOSPITAL DR

679 COLEMAN BLVD

712 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
610 COLEMAN BLVD

1161 BASKETWEAVE DR

1491 N HIGHWAY 17

176 PATRIOTS POINT RD
2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 19(
310 SLATE LN

1125 BOWMAN RD

305 CHURCH ST

891 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
547 LONG POINT RD STE 111
1787 N HIGHWAY 17

612 SEACOAST PKWY STE 10
130 MILL ST

644 LONG POINT RD UNIT A
1501 N HIGHWAY 17

620 LONG POINT RD UNIT H
280 W COLEMAN BLVD

644 LONG POINT RD UNIT H
479 LONG POINT RD

1 BANK ST

1313 SHRIMP BOAT LN

2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 13(
845 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1063 EASTOVER DR

1244 JABBERS DR

1824 N HIGHWAY 17

3050 MORGANS POINT RD
691 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1300 HOSPITAL DR

1104 OLD GEORGETOWN RD
2801 PLANTERS POINTE BLVI
401 W COLEMAN BLVD

1275 BEN SAWYER BLVD

SOUTHEASTERN SPINE INSTITUTE REAL ESTATE 1122 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD

STARBUCKS COFFEE CO #8405
BROTHERS PROPERTY MANAGMENT
POINT HOPE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH
CHARLOTTE MEARES

STEIN MART INC # 266

OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC

ST BENEDICT CATHOLIC CHURCH

THE BOULEVARD APARTMENTS
CAROLINA ONE OFFICE

DARBY CAGLE LLC

FINZ LLC

SC ELECTRIC & GAS

VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055)

HERITAGE TRUST FEDERAL CREDIT UNION
ANDREWS AND SHULL LLC

STUART ENGALS Il CONDO ASSOCIATION INC
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
THE FRANKE HOME

LOUIS SHAW

ICHIBAN RESTRAUANT INC

VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES (1051)

929 BOWMAN ROAD LLC

730 COLEMAN BLVD STE R
34 PATRIOTS POINT RD

3404 TURGOT LN APT

926 BLACKRAIL CT

620 LONG POINT RD

1120 OAKLAND MARKET RD #
950 DARRELL CREEK TRL
1229 JABBERS DR

2713 N HIGHWAY 17

730 COLEMAN BLVD UNIT G
440 COLEMAN BLVD

1277 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD
1054 EASTOVER DR

847 COLEMAN BLVD

755 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1439 STUART ENGALS BLVD ¢
385 EGYPT RD

1885 RIFLE RANGE RD

350 W COLEMAN BLVD

909 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1051 EASTOVER DR

929 BOWMAN RD

April 2016
July 2016
January 2016
October 2016
April 2015
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
January 2017
January 2016
October 2015
July 2016
October 2016
April 2016
January 2016
July 2016
October 2016
April 2015
April 2015
April 2016
January 2016
April 2016
July 2016
October 2015
October 2015
April 2015
July 2016
July 2016
April 2015
April 2015
January 2016
July 2016
April 2015
April 2016
July 2016
July 2015
January 2015
January 2016
April 2016
October 2015
April 2016
October 2016
April 2016
January 2015
October 2016
October 2015
April 2015
April 2015
April 2016
October 2015
July 2016
July 2015
July 2015
July 2015
January 2016
October 2015
July 2016
April 2015
January 2016
July 2016
January 2016

395

25,700
83,500
42,100
139,700
3,000
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00359701 - 00120229
00491838 - 00078767
00180140 - 00096298
00740400 - 00131756
00180090 - 00092242
00073481 - 00085857
00433610 - 00129301
00223980 - 00028218
00220190 - 00099090
00350024 - 00089063
00406013 - 00078632
00406011 - 00078632
00454620 - 00072248
00220042 - 00152149
00509490 - 00120013
00734490 - 00104723
00779630 - 00150619
00406052 - 00140646
00762010 - 00128034
00443482 - 00034025
00220152 - 00084643
00360107 - 00123368
00756980 - 00121560
00151060 - 00128656
00180135 - 00096298
00443506 - 00045395
00746565 - 00134880
00360300 - 00128148
00770995 - 00132109
00776560 - 00145625
00763120 - 00122916
00775630 - 00143397
00452030 - 00048555
00180160 - 00092240
00224780 - 00030699
00180110 - 00002489
00232744 - 00151439
00470012 - 00146252
00754660 - 00123249
00430001 - 00078328
00220110 - 00139863
00770925 - 00124858
00737874 - 00098772
00021400 - 00143402
00021883 - 00009387
00783460 - 00155695
00451305 - 00118056
00054375 - 00017427
00064100 - 00146427
00655670 - 00155345
00782715 - 00153730
00651385 - 00140705
00740405 - 00131756
00362491 - 00086499
00735740 - 00022097
00180125 - 00148771
00406057 - 00146016
00010810 - 00155073
00774150 - 00138644
00749520 - 00138803
00734940 - 00134437

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
O'BRION'S PUB AND GRILLE

THE LETO AGENCY LLC

MCALISTERS DELI

1218 PRINCE ST ASSOCIATES

CHRIST OUR KING CHURCH- FAMILY CENTER
WRS INC

TOWNHALL ASSOCIATES

B & C ENTERPRISES

JKM HOLDINGS LLC

MIKE CALDER'S PUB

MIKE CALDER'S PUB

WHIT-FAM INC

GPM SOUTHEAST LLC

LONG GROVE POA

HOLLINGS CANCER CTR @ EAST COOPER
CAROLINA PARK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC
OPAL RESTAURANT

IMAGING SPECIALISTS OF CHARLESTON
WAFFLE HOUSE INC #951

BROTHERS PROPERTY MANAGMENT

14 CHAPEL LLC

4 LARCHLNLLC

802 COLEMAN ASSOCIATES LLC

THE LETO AGENCY LLC

EXXON FOOD MART #4

RIO GRANDE 2

SEGUI LAW FIRM LLC

MELLOW MUSHROOM

SAVVY YOHN

PUBLIX @ BEN SAWYER BLVD # 1055
HAMLIN MEDICAL OFFICES LLC

NATIONAL BANK OF SC

1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC

STICKY FINGERS

TRULUCK PROPERTIES OF CHARLESTON
CHARLESTON AUTISM ACADEMY

MAMMA BROWN'S BBQ

2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 22(
361 N SHELMORE BLVD UNIT
918 BLACKRAIL CT

644 LONG POINT RD UNIT B
907 ROYAL TERN LN

1122 RUSSELL DR

550 LONG POINT RD

941 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
405 COLEMAN BLVD

1200 CLUB DR

1971 RIVIERA DR UNIT 4

1971 RIVIERA DR

1825 N HIGHWAY 17

508 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1600 LONG GROVE DR

1180 HOSPITAL DR

1541 BANNING ST

1960 RIVIERADR STE C

1241 WOODLAND AVE

609 LONG POINT RD

24 PATRIOTS POINT RD

786 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD

4 LARCH LN

802 COLEMAN BLVD

922 BLACKRAIL CT

701 LONG POINT RD

660 LONG POINT RD UNIT C
864 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD STE
3110 N HIGHWAY 17

1162 BASKETWEAVE DR
1435 BEN SAWYER BLVD
2705 N HIGHWAY 17

1470 N HIGHWAY 17

912 SEA GULL DR

341 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
923 BLACKRAIL CT

930 PINE HOLLOW RD

2390 HIGHWAY 41

EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL SLEEP CENT 897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 10z

CURD ENTERPRISE

MT PLEASANT MUSIC

PALMETTO PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
I'ON GROUP LLC

DR JOHN A OQUZTS

SMILING OAK DENTISTRY

UNITED RESTAURANT GROUP DBA TGI FRIDAYS
FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH

SIX MILE ANTIQUE MALL

CHARLESTON BAGEL CO

T & S FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
TRIDENT TECHNICAL COLLEGE
MCALISTERS DELI

PEARLMAN & PEARLMAN P C

VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055)

W F ASSOCIATES LLC

TIDEWATER VETERINARY LLC

SIMMONS MARINE & SEAFOOD LLC
LADLES SOUPS MOUNT PLEASANT LLC

476 LONG POINT RD

918 LANSING DR STE F

1720 CAROLINA PARK BLVD
3500 THOMAS CAIRO BLVD
414 WHILDEN ST

609 WHILDEN ST

1077 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1835 N HIGHWAY 17

681 MCCANTS DR

761 COLEMAN BLVD STE A
656 LONG POINT RD UNIT A
3850 BESSEMER RD STE 201
1125 JOHN DILLIGARD LN
644 LONG POINT RD UNIT C
751 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1050 EASTOVER DR

930 BLACKRAIL CT

1964 RIVIERA DR STE H

110 HADDRELL ST

1164 BASKETWEAVE DR STE

MT PLEASANT INTERNAL MEDICINE AND PULMOI 897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 10t
PARISH PLACE CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION INC 1291 MATHIS FERRY RD

April 2015
October 2015
July 2015
July 2015
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015
July 2016
January 2016
April 2015
October 2015
October 2016
July 2016
January 2016
April 2015
April 2015
July 2016
April 2016
October 2015
October 2016
April 2015
April 2015
October 2016
April 2015
January 2016
April 2015
July 2015
April 2015
July 2016
July 2016
April 2016
January 2016
April 2015
October 2015
July 2016
January 2016
October 2016
January 2016
January 2016
July 2016
October 2016
October 2016
October 2015
July 2015
July 2016
July 2015
July 2016
October 2015
July 2016
July 2015
July 2016
October 2016
January 2016
January 2016
July 2016
April 2015
July 2016
January 2016
January 2016
January 2016
July 2016
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00223247 - 00081212
00072330 - 00120498
00383582 - 00118120
00782710 - 00153720
00456110 - 00140742
00651030 - 00150699
00735020 - 00026297
00767740 - 00152429
00433550 - 00050340
00224600 - 00145079
00778265 - 00148614
00767715 - 00128640
00241602 - 00148778
00223400 - 00017392
00735540 - 00025335
00020095 - 00033697
00430075 - 00097103
00756400 - 00121417
00366121 - 00112485
00362518 - 00156396
00224201 - 00040184
00223280 - 00057976
00020280 - 00082485
00736982 - 00025734
00361462 - 00149472
00652105 - 00119037
00340012 - 00098772
00762025 - 00123312
00444442 - 00110379
00361380 - 00013517
00735380 - 00098772
00021330 - 00071679
00180085 - 00101756
00361160 - 00081560
00480022 - 00046281
00455812 - 00098772
00356353 - 00038149
00757925 - 00121705
00520831 - 00086349
00745960 - 00153296
00457716 - 00060159
00433556 - 00052720
00077381 - 00039942
00744185 - 00145397
00360000 - 00065439
00745035 - 00118337
00072450 - 00132595
00425020 - 00076109
00361395 - 00150356
00201172 - 00093875
00385550 - 00048531
00180155 - 00096060
00385450 - 00100548
00455120 - 00080143
00473867 - 00062789
00072250 - 00001073
00073216 - 00085858
00747900 - 00149787
00474342 - 00096118
00357232 - 00035600
00735580 - 00022097

VIRGINIA GREGORY DMD LLC
EXPECTATIONS STUDIO LLC

ORBIS SIBRO INC

TUESDAY MORNING #1174

NEW TOKYO SUSHI AND HIBACHI LLC
222 WEST COLEMAN LLC

RICHARD RITTER

NLP PARK WEST LLC

LONG POINT CNTR LLC
BRIDGEWATER CENTER HPR
JOURNEY CYCLING AND FITNESS STUDIO
WJM ENTERPRISES LLC

COASTAL FERTILITY SPECIALISTS
HARRIS TEETER STORE NO 19
ROSEMEAD TOWNHOUSES

BAILEY'S

BECKI L COLE DBA JAZZERCIZE
MATTRESS SOURCE

880 JOHNNIE DODDS LLC

SOUTHERN SPAS LLC

ANIMAL MEDICAL CLINIC/MT PLEASANT
PACK RAT MINI STORAGE

ART'S BAR AND GRILL

SMJ INC

PALMETTO OUTDOOR KITCHENS LLC

434 COLEMAN BLVD

1256 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
270 W COLEMAN BLVD

680 LONG POINT RD

1501 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT B
222 W COLEMAN BLVD

1307 MATHIS FERRY RD

1124 PARK WEST BLVD

501 WANDO PARK BLVD

966 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1168 BASKETWEAVE DR
1130 PROFESSIONAL LN

1375 HOSPITAL DR

920 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1180 ROSEMEAD RD

410 MILL ST

493 LA MESA RD UNIT D

1751 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1
880 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
725 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
958 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
616 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
413 COLEMAN BLVD

1036 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1000 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD ¢

ETIWAN PT CONDOMINIUM COUNCIL OF OWNER 102 ETIWAN POINTE DR

CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
DEROMA'S PIZZERIA

PETSMART INC # 1250

AUTOMOTIVE ASSOCIATES
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
STUBBS MULDROW HERIN ARCH

KEVIN ORTEGA

CREEKSIDE CORP CENTRE
CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
THE CHURCH OF JC LDS

DAVID WEEKLEY HOMES

HAMLIN PLANTATION LLC

BRYAN COLE THE WINE BAR

BELK INC

LONG POINT CENTER LLC

EBENEZER AME CHURCH

BLUESTEIN JOHNSON & BURKE LLC
CIRCLE K STORES #2705122

CITADEL INVESTMENTS LLC

SEA ISLAND SUDS LLC

STARBUCKS # 8408

KIDS TEETH LLC

SPORTS CORNER OF MOUNT PLEASANT
OMAR SHRINERS

KMO INVESTMENTS

CAROLINA ONE REAL ESTATE 7359

TJX DBA MARSHALL'S #829

EASTBRIDGE PRESBYTERIAN

MT PLEASANT ANIMAL HOSP

STELLA MARIS SCHOOL

REFUEL 14

CHRIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055)

1560 MATHIS FERRY RD

1948 LONG GROVE DR STE 1
676 LONG POINT RD

1072 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
855 VON KOLNITZ RD

400 HIBBEN ST

903 ROYAL TERN LN

887 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1360 NATIONAL DR

1565 RIFLE RANGE RD

2115 N HIGHWAY 17

498 WANDO PARK BLVD STE
100 AMENITY PARK DR

664 LONG POINT RD UNIT G
1200 BELK DR

503 WANDO PARK BLVD

1095 RIFLE RANGE RD

1024 EWALL ST

685 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
497 BRAMSON CT

1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
636 LONG POINT RD UNIT A
1073A JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
675 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
176 PATRIOTS POINT RD

914 SEA GULL DR

195 W COLEMAN BLVD

1495 N HIGHWAY 17

1250 LEXINGTON DR

1213 BEN SAWYER BLVD UNI®
1183 RUSSELL DR

1181 VENNING RD

2304 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG A
1189 SWEETGRASS BASKET |
1057 EASTOVER DR

April 2016
July 2015
July 2015
October 2015
July 2015
July 2015
October 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2015
January 2016
October 2016
April 2015
April 2015
October 2015
October 2015
October 2015
October 2016
July 2015
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
January 2016
July 2016
January 2017
April 2016
July 2016
July 2015
April 2015
April 2016
April 2015
October 2016
April 2015
October 2015
October 2015
January 2016
July 2016
October 2016
January 2016
October 2015
April 2016
October 2015
July 2015
October 2015
April 2016
July 2015
April 2015
July 2016
July 2016
October 2015
October 2016
January 2016
April 2015
January 2016
October 2016
April 2016
October 2015
July 2015
April 2016
April 2016
July 2015
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190,900
13,100
11,400
39,800
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00201037 - 00146460
00474341 - 00098269
00736900 - 00009045
00454902 - 00040466
00070700 - 00113626
00022070 - 00009670
00225326 - 00089477
00454799 - 00117169
00438020 - 00146621
00190075 - 00118279
00201030 - 00105343
00470790 - 00045138
00653760 - 00112569
00357011 - 00059323
00224662 - 00058480
00653075 - 00136933
00775520 - 00142189
00180080 - 00039156
00151850 - 00061436
00385540 - 00048531
00443386 - 00103000
00779440 - 00149964
00072921 - 00085857
00385520 - 00145633
00359709 - 00120229
00735660 - 00022097
00074910 - 00096247
00769660 - 00103000
00737020 - 00152253
00220070 - 00003107
00360103 - 00151501
00358998 - 00070366
00362300 - 00004905
00020560 - 00156303
00223345 - 00138513
00656435 - 00078560
00223242 - 00014519
00470911 - 00078568
00361156 - 00151456
00457739 - 00070761
00225318 - 00105311
00356969 - 00144818
00747910 - 00130510
00777020 - 00146600
00764605 - 00125773
00360242 - 00084914
00013181 - 00000268
00473782 - 00148707
00735860 - 00022097
00781245 - 00103000
00223450 - 00012669
00457606 - 00061802
00610002 - 00036905
00224220 - 00091590
00361154 - 00156950
00361400 - 00010351
00742590 - 00156466
00746255 - 00119094
00744450 - 00156133
00457704 - 00060918
00363500 - 00152539

EVERYTHING BAGEL

CHRIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH
WACHOVIA BANK # 3146

YE OLD FASHION ICE CREAM
RESORT MAINTENANCE INC
RALIEGH JOHNSON
COLLEGE OF CHARLESTON
ABC & J INC

EGROUP INC

433 COLEMAN BLVD LLC
GOLDEN GARDEN

THE SAWGRASS COMPANY
HUNAN CHINESE RESTAURANT
TACO BELL

WATERMARK Il ASSOCIATES

ANIMAL EYE CARE OF THE LOWCOUNTRY
CIRQUE SALON STUDIOS OF MOUNT PLEASANT

THOMAS H HOLLIDAY
HIBBEN METHODIST CHURCH
OMAR SHRINERS

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT
OLD COLONY BAKERY

CHRIST OUR KING CHURCH- FAMILY CENTER

HARBOR BREEZE

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC

VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055)
STEPHEN BARLEY

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT
PAWS IN PARADISE

OFFICE OF ADJUTANT GENERAL

MOUNT PLEASANT MALL LLC
PLEASANT FAMILY DENTISTRY
R MICHAEL WILLIMS DMD PA
LOWCOUNTRY FLY SHOP

THE KING Il LLC DBA JUANITA GREENBERGS
THOMAS AND HUTTON ENGINEE

MARTSCHINK REALTY
TIBBOEL INSURANCE AGENCY
MDO2 FITNESS LLC

RARE HOSPITALITY INTERNAT
GINN-LA FUND IV CHAS DBA

766 S SHELMORE BLVD STE 2
2304 N HIGHWAY 17

1100 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1502 N HIGHWAY 17

1326 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
102 ROYALL AVE

85 PATRIOTS POINT RD

1533 N HIGHWAY 17 STE A
482 WANDO PARK BLVD

427 COLEMAN BLVD

778 S SHELMORE BLVD STE 1
2233 N HIGHWAY 17

1200 QUEENSBOROUGH BLVI
1096 ISLE OF PALMS CONNEC
952 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1131 QUEENSBOROUGH BLVI
1167 BASKETWEAVE DR

905 SEA GULL DR

690 COLEMAN BLVD

176 PATRIOTS POINT RD

393 EGYPT RD

519 WANDO LN UNIT B

1144 RUSSELL DR

176 PATRIOTS POINT RD
2011 N HIGHWAY 17

1055 EASTOVER DR

1032 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD L
840 VON KOLNITZ RD

1058 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
245 MATHIS FERRY RD

708 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1204 TWO ISLAND CT

1065 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD ¢
626 COLEMAN BLVD

410 W COLEMAN BLVD

682 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
426 W COLEMAN BLVD

2191 N HIGHWAY 17

910 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1845 N HIGHWAY 17

1 PATRIOTS POINT RD

DMR HOLDINS IV LLC DBA JERSEY MIKES SUBS € 1907 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 1

THE BATTERY AT PARKWEST HOA
O'QUINN SCHOOL OF PORTER GAUD

1025 BASILDON RD
761 S SHELMORE BLVD

CHILDREN'S CENTER BUILDING @ CAROLINA PAI 1251 CAROLINA PARK BLVD

TIDELANDS BANCSHARES INC

MT PLEASANT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

HEALTH FIRST RAPID CARE INC
VILLAGE TOWNHOUSES(1055)
TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT
MELVIN'S SOUTHERN BBQ
COASTAL ONE INC ABC
BRICKYARD PLANTATION POA
WEST COLEMAN LLC

900 JOHNNIE DODDS POA
PARKS AUTO PARTS

KACIE PECORA

MOUNT PLEASANT INTERNAL MEDICINE

FAMILY VENTURES 1 LLC
BED BATH BEYOND 00237

830 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD

302 HIBBEN ST

2863 N HIGHWAY 17

1058 EASTOVER DR

1251 PARK WEST BLVD

925 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1712 TOWNE CENTRE WAY
1100 BRICKYARD PKWY

300 W COLEMAN BLVD

900 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1084 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1901 HIGHWAY 41 STE 101
897 VON KOLNITZ RD STE 10°
1117 PARK WEST BLVD STE E
1744 TOWNE CENTRE WAY

MLS VETERINARY CARE LLC-DBA EAST COOPER 993 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD

October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
April 2015

October 2016

October 2016
April 2016
July 2015

January 2016
July 2016
July 2015
April 2015

October 2016
April 2016

October 2015
April 2016
April 2015
July 2015

October 2016

October 2015
April 2015
April 2016
April 2016
April 2016
July 2016
April 2015

October 2016

October 2015
July 2016

January 2016

October 2016

October 2015

January 2016

October 2015
July 2016

October 2015
April 2015
April 2016
April 2015
July 2015

October 2016
April 2015
July 2015
April 2015
April 2015

January 2016

October 2015

October 2016
July 2015

October 2015
July 2015

January 2016
July 2016

October 2016

January 2016

January 2016

October 2016
April 2016
April 2016
April 2016
July 2016
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00072616 - 00129270
00082226 - 00113928
00443410 - 00098363
00180115 - 00028354
00020240 - 00068293
00070051 - 00091497
00120902 - 00017427
00457364 - 00065249
00762965 - 00123902
00377800 - 00103000
00742605 - 00090804
00072430 - 00145024
00774520 - 00145636
00276002 - 00104974
00734660 - 00153334
00779595 - 00150323
00751795 - 00103000
00224660 - 00026633
00180165 - 00092240
00020650 - 00153264
00224452 - 00017155
00473865 - 00154882
00120900 - 00017427
00190062 - 00080261
00736940 - 00033652
00380500 - 00058990
00457701 - 00116200
00356337 - 00152568
00652085 - 00143741
00180095 - 00092240
00442750 - 00113460
00734890 - 00131883
00776495 - 00156918
00425002 - 00076110
00020710 - 00077824
00759985 - 00042927
00452220 - 00070503
00758735 - 00121846
00440170 - 00104534
00072255 - 00121974
00443507 - 00133956
00443495 - 00090804
00201070 - 00154160
00438040 - 00094499
00073215 - 00085858
00438036 - 00068832
00779585 - 00152324
00780290 - 00112302
00283820 - 00026047
00438008 - 00099440
00222220 - 00003222
00362485 - 00048019
00768860 - 00121840
00776255 - 00146517
00443502 - 00145500
00051621 - 00152181
00073480 - 00085857
00320000 - 00037487
00775745 - 00144069
00650004 - 00103000
00223998 - 00103000

RICHARDSON PATRICK WESTBROOK & BRICKMA 1017 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD

RICHARD MCCOLL

CVS INC

JAMES C GOSS

409 ASSOCIATES LLC

CVS PHARMACY @ GATEWAY TO THE BEACH
FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH

STELLA NOVA SPA & SALON

1537 BEN SAWYER BLVD
640 LONG POINT RD

927 BLACKRAIL CT

409 COLEMAN BLVD
1401 BEN SAWYER BLVD
681 MCCANTS DR

1320 THEATER DR

SOUTHEASTERN SPINE INSTITUTE REAL ESTATE 1106 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT
DRIVE-IN USA (SONIC)
MOMMA ROSALLC

SUSHI TARO

CAMBRIDGE LAKES

913 BOWMAN LLC

ZOES KITCHEN

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT
WATERMARK ASSOCIATION
1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC

MA & SA MARKET
NORTHCUTT PLAZA

1155 SIX MILE RD

2880 N HIGHWAY 17

1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
1171 BASKETWEAVE DR

1401 CAMBRIDGE LAKES DR
913 BOWMAN RD

1242 BELK DR STE 101

469 W COLEMAN BLVD

950 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
910 SEA GULL DR

650 COLEMAN BLVD

976 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E

CAROLINA PHYSICAL THERAPY & SPORTS MEDIC 3040 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT A

FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH
WHITMAN PROPERTIES LLC
DCI EAST OF THE COOPER
266 W COLEMAN BLVD POA
ULTA

TOWN CENTER MARKET LLC
TW PIZZALLC

1218 PRINCE ST ASSOC
CHRIST KIDS

681 MCCANTS DR

1407 SHRIMP BOAT LN

1088 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
266 W COLEMAN BLVD

1740 TOWNE CENTRE WAY
1865 N HIGHWAY 17

1110 PARK WEST BLVD STE 3
906 ROYAL TERN LN

341 EGYPT RD

FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA SWEETGRASS VII601 MATHIS FERRY RD

WINDWARD LONG POINT LLC

DOG & DUCK RESTAURANT

SHEM CREEK MARINA INC

DOCTORS CARE CENTRAL
MCALISTER-SMITH FUNERAL

TASI LLC

SEACOAST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITY CHURCH
1233 EXECUTIVE SUITES HPR

KB CLEANERS

DRIVE-IN USA (SONIC)

CAPELLI STUDIO SALONS LLC
TEMPUS PUBLISHING INC

STELLA MARIS SCHOOL

THE PAW PLAZA HOTEL

CHILDREN'S DISCOVERY CENTER INC
BAYTREE ORTHODONTICS

SUPER SUDS CARWASH

GUS HBELL LLC

DR STEPHEN MICHEL DENTIST OFFICE
CRICKENTREE INVESTMENT CO
VETFRIENDS.COM LLC

LOWCOUNTRY BREAKFAST SERVICES LLC

331 STONEWALL CT

624 LONG POINT RD UNIT A
526 MILL ST

3074 N HIGHWAY 17

1520 RIFLE RANGE RD

1948 LONG GROVE DR STE 5
750 LONG POINT RD

1233 BEN SAWYER BLVD
705 LONG POINT RD UNIT 1
691 LONG POINT RD

615 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD S
420 WANDO PARK BLVD
1183 RUSSELL DR

367 WANDO PLACE DR

1110 VENNING RD

3435 SALTERBECK ST

1117 BOWMAN RD

474 WANDO PARK BLVD

924 TALL PINE RD

1055 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
547 LONG POINT RD STE 113
2664 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT A

BMC DISTRIBUTORS OF SCLLC DBA BLUE WATEF 699 LONG POINT RD

MARSHALL SANFORD

CHRIST OUR KING CHURCH- FAMILY CENTER
J HENRY STUHR INC

REFUEL 15 INC

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

509 KING ST

1149 RUSSELL DR

1494 MATHIS FERRY RD
3050 IRONCLAD ALY
3001 DUNES WEST BLVD
100 ANN EDWARDS LN

January 2016
July 2015
April 2015

October 2015
July 2015
July 2016

October 2016
April 2016

January 2016
April 2015
July 2016

October 2016

October 2016

January 2017

October 2015
July 2015
July 2016

October 2015

January 2015
April 2016
July 2015
April 2016
July 2016
April 2015
July 2016

October 2015

January 2016
July 2016
April 2015

October 2016
July 2016
April 2016
July 2016
April 2015
April 2016

October 2016
April 2015
July 2016
April 2015
July 2015

October 2016

January 2016

October 2015
April 2015

October 2016

October 2015
April 2016
July 2015
April 2016
July 2016

October 2016
April 2016

January 2015
April 2015
April 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2015
July 2015
July 2016

October 2016
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00739519 - 00148915
00430070 - 00140063
00746290 - 00126584
00622411 - 00136653
00777150 - 00147221
00491362 - 00065354
00745760 - 00118870
00232550 - 00083675
00223396 - 00000303
00652485 - 00151456
00406050 - 00153205
00774130 - 00078767
00744395 - 00066272
00362700 - 00038824
00430000 - 00078328
00151088 - 00132792
00622417 - 00103000
00454660 - 00024716
00224720 - 00087572
00223466 - 00138120
00323772 - 00103000
00734864 - 00146535
00454822 - 00150947
00222200 - 00140748
00082246 - 00091343
00074950 - 00105221
00763945 - 00141041
00655605 - 00126567
00782795 - 00098772
00443660 - 00056816
00764890 - 00126409
00485540 - 00078998
00551720 - 00092729
00745560 - 00154249
00752315 - 00140876
00773975 - 00137880
00390030 - 00054432
00390020 - 00053261
00232485 - 00086130
00359705 - 00120229
00074955 - 00148748
00443496 - 00146610
00393712 - 00103000
00201036 - 00092202
00063100 - 00113311
00650002 - 00104918
00627500 - 00084914
00356994 - 00044728
00072273 - 00131242
00741135 - 00113616
00013055 - 00021071
00012822 - 00146179
00753720 - 00120395
00405303 - 00017075
00631189 - 00103999
00383581 - 00156991
00491004 - 00074293
00622410 - 00155053
00457680 - 00141216
00740660 - 00114341
00361482 - 00111075

SOLA SALON STUDIOS
QUANT SYSTEMS INC
MORGAN'S HOLDINGS LLC
UMI JAPANESE RESTAURANT
HOBBY LOBBY STORES INC
THE ION CLUB

NYPD PIZZA

A/P RECOVERY INC
GWYNN'S

MDO2 FITNESS LLC
SAVEURS DU MONDE CAFE
O'BRION'S PUB AND GRILLE
PARKWEST POA

EDWARD HOWARD

CURD ENTERPRISE

MOZZzO DELI

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT
OLIVE BRANCH AME CHURCH
MOE'S SOUTHWESTERN GRILL
GRAZE

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

648 LONG POINT RD UNIT A
546 LONG POINT RD

884 ALLBRITTON BLVD

1117 PARK WEST BLVD STE C
2165 TEA PLANTER LN

252 PONSBURY RD

1055 HIGHWAY 41 STE 100
900 PINE HOLLOW RD

916 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
3301 STOCKDALE ST

1960 RIVIERADR STE A

2011 HIGHWAY 41

3101 PARK WEST BLVD

1039 ANNA KNAPP BLVD

476 LONG POINT RD

730 COLEMAN BLVD UNIT P
1251 PARK WEST BLVD

1734 N HIGHWAY 17

900 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
863 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
889 WHIPPLE RD

FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA PALMS AT MT PLE 1010 LAKE HUNTER CIR
TT OF CHARLESTON INC DBA MOUNT PLEASANT 1607 N HIGHWAY 17

TRADER JOES LLC

CYPRESS BUSINESS CENTER HPR INC
MUSTARD SEED RESTAURANT
TRIANGLE CHAR AND BAR EAST
CLOVERLEAF PROPERTIES LLC
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
THE SUNSHINE HOUSE #52

KOHL'S

PEKING GOURMET

BULLS BAY GOLF CLUB

ON FORTY-ONE RESTAURANT
MEDIVISION LLC

BASILS RESTAURANT

SLEEP INN

EXTENDED STAY AMERICA
VETERINARY SPECIALITY CARE

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
PVIILLC

BAMBOO GARDEN

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT
LANGDON'S RESTAURANT

RED DRUM BISTRO

JOHN WIELAND HOMES

TIDELANDS BANCSHARES INC

GREAT WALL OF CHAS INC
WENDCHARLES | LLC

GIUSEPPI'S PIZZA RESTAURANT
LITTLE LEARNERS LODGE I

DARTS SHELTERLLC

BLACKBEARD COVE FAMILY FUN PARK
RAVENS RUN POOL & AMENITY
RIVERTOWNE POA

MAPLE VIEW PROPERTIES LLC
I'ONCM 3

DOG & DUCK PARKWEST LLC

PF CHANGS CHINA BISTRO

BOONE HALL FRESH FOOD MARKET
DRY CLEAN CITY

401 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1476 BEN SAWYER BLVD
1036 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD
1440 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
1903 HIGHWAY 41 STE 201
900 WARRIOR WAY

753 LONG POINT RD

3075 PROPRIETORS PL

3381 S MORGANS POINT RD ¢
995 BULLS BAY BLVD

1055 HIGHWAY 41 STE 400
1101 CLARITY RD

1465 LONG GROVE DR

299 WINGO WAY

304 WINGO WAY

985 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 18(
1037 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD B
553 BELLE STATION BLVD STI
355 7TH AVE

778 S SHELMORE BLVD STE 1
803 COLEMAN BLVD

3003 DUNES WEST BLVD
1100 PARK WEST BLVD

1909 N HIGHWAY 17 STE J
1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD
1440 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
208 CHURCH ST

202 COLEMAN BLVD

3255 N HIGHWAY 17

1549 OMNI BLVD

2544 RIVERTOWNE PKWY
272 W COLEMAN BLVD

159 CIVITAS ST

1117 PARK WEST BLVD STE E
1885 N HIGHWAY 17

2521 N HIGHWAY 17

1200 QUEENSBOROUGH BLVI

April 2016
October 2015
July 2016
January 2016
April 2016
April 2015
April 2016
October 2016
October 2015
October 2016
April 2015
October 2015
January 2016
October 2016
April 2015
July 2016
January 2016
July 2015
April 2016
April 2016
July 2016
January 2016
January 2016
April 2015
July 2016
April 2015
April 2016
July 2016
July 2015
July 2015
January 2016
January 2016
October 2015
April 2015
April 2016
April 2015
April 2015
April 2015
July 2016
April 2015
January 2015
April 2016
July 2016
January 2016
January 2016
July 2015
January 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015
October 2016
April 2016
July 2015
October 2016
October 2016
January 2016
April 2016
July 2016
October 2016

400
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00359000 - 00041591
00454940 - 00152015
00655855 - 00113616
00774430 - 00139855
00741110 - 00114624
00607740 - 00098772
00734980 - 00134437
00433558 - 00093139
00430041 - 00128547
00201151 - 00152327
00360160 - 00028188
00426240 - 00105411
00362725 - 00032805
00021821 - 00042219
00224580 - 00051458
00231010 - 00014076
00765945 - 00142280
00736420 - 00084240
00360470 - 00146626
00020105 - 00059611
00223990 - 00128830
00063060 - 00152237
00443555 - 00151602
00180100 - 00002484
00771000 - 00133614
00359504 - 00114314
00082401 - 00145882
00072431 - 00152554
00224740 - 00131242
00443504 - 00156328
00655840 - 00136629
00082210 - 00133391
00540213 - 00153265
00020510 - 00103974
00767905 - 00127853
00020065 - 00157540
00180120 - 00028354
00201170 - 00144090
00424985 - 00092307
00443493 - 00079780
00359713 - 00120229
00737876 - 00098772
00772155 - 00103000
00201110 - 00114527
00361460 - 00036284
00477790 - 00096376
00744250 - 00098772
00776265 - 00152098
00430040 - 00045138
00012205 - 00090472
00406045 - 00090993
00064340 - 00096447
00021675 - 00021335
00660001 - 00038013
00443382 - 00083953
00443387 - 00083953
00773910 - 00137368
00744720 - 00118134
00220050 - 00135504
00362511 - 00063721
00782830 - 00056605

EAST COOPER PRIMARY CARE

MHV LLC

GIUSEPPI'S PIZZA RESTAURANT

AMAILFI'S ITALIAN RESTAURANT & PIZZERIA

1208 TWO ISLAND CT

1492 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT B
1440 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
664 LONG POINT RD UNIT E

CVS PHARMACY #7159 @ STATION 41 SHOPPING 2884 N HIGHWAY 17

CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

1000 WARRIOR WAY

PARISH PLACE CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION INC 1299 MATHIS FERRY RD

S & ME OFFICE BUILDING

EAST COOPER HABITAT RESTORE
ENCORE INTERIORS LLC
WCIV/FIRST CHAS CORP

BELLE HALLE APARTMENTS
FAIRMOUNT SHOPPING CENTER |
ST ANDREWS CHURCH
NORTHPOINT CENTER
CREEKSIDE TENNIS AND SWIM
MOP12 CONDO ASSOCIATION INC
TRIDENT ACADEMY

MILLENIA MEDICAL SERVICES INC
BAILEYS OFFICE #2

CINNEBARRE LLC

THE AMERICANO

ISHPI INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES INC
DR DONALD B GARDNER

JKS & K DBA MC DONALDS

620 WANDO PARK BLVD

469 LONG POINT RD

665 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
888 ALLBRITTON BLVD

1600 BELLE POINT DR

1035 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
440 WHILDEN ST

973 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
790 CREEKSIDE DR

496 BRAMSON CT

1455 WAKENDAW RD

790 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD §
410 MILL ST

963 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
819 COLEMAN BLVD

401 SEACOAST PKWY

902 ROYAL TERN LN

3060 IRONCLAD ALY

EMPIRE KITCHEN VENTURES | DBA CENTRAL KIT 1136 HUNGRYNECK BLVD STt

SANTI'S OF MT PLEASANT

CMS CULINARY CREATIONS LLC
WENDCHARLES | LLC

ALI QAZA LLC STORE# 22320

LOCALS BARLLC

BUDDY ROE'S SHRIMP SHACK

OINKIN OYSTER LLC

SR TEQUILA

OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC

COMMON COURTYARD COUNCIL OF OWNERS
JAMES C GOSS

SESAME Il INC

MOE'S SOUTHWEST GRILL

JEM PIZZA GROUP LLC

THE MERIDIAN OWNERS ASSOCIATION INC
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

FIREHOUSE SUBS @ EAST COOPER PLAZA
CHICK FIL A @ QUEENSBORO

GOODWILL INDUSTRIES OF SC
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
BLUE WATER #20

THE SAWGRASS COMPANY

OLD VILLAGE POST HOUSE IN

TARGET T-1529

FAIRMONT HORIZONAL PROPER

MOSNER HOUSE

BELLE HALL HOA INC (POOL)

EAST COOPER BAPTIST CHURCH

EAST COOPER BAPTIST CHURCH
WESTBROOK BREWERY

ISLAND REALTY

KVH HOSPITALITY GROUP LLC

OUTBACK STEAKHOUSE

EAST COOPER REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER

1471 BEN SAWYER BLVD
1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
361 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
528 BELLE STATION BLVD STI
1150 QUEENSBOROUGH BLVI
1528 BEN SAWYER BLVD
3563 N HIGHWAY 17

612 COLEMAN BLVD

3022 MORGANS POINT RD # 3
217 LUCAS ST

931 BLACKRAIL CT APT C

675 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
612 LONG POINT RD

565 BELLE STATION BLVD STI
2011 N HIGHWAY 17 BLDG 14(
3500 THOMAS CAIRO BLVD #
71 HARRY M HALLMAN JUNIO
623 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1024 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1141 SIX MILE RD

3100 THOMAS CAIRO BLVD
3340 S MORGANS POINT RD
475 LONG POINT RD

101 PITT ST

1300 LONG GROVE DR

1226 FAIRMONT AVE

419 WHILDEN ST

652 BELLE HALL PKWY

361 EGYPT RD BLDG A

361 EGYPT RD BLDG

510 RIDGE RD

83 VINCENT DR STE A

350 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
715 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
851 LEONARD FULGHUM DR

July 2015
July 2016
April 2015
April 2016
April 2015
October 2016
October 2015
October 2015
April 2015
July 2016
April 2016
July 2016
April 2015
April 2015
October 2016
October 2016
July 2016
January 2015
April 2015
July 2016
July 2015
April 2015
July 2016
April 2016
October 2016
July 2015
July 2016
January 2016
October 2015
October 2016
October 2016
April 2015
July 2015
October 2015
October 2015
July 2016
October 2015
July 2015
October 2016
January 2016
April 2016
April 2016
July 2015
April 2015
October 2016
October 2015
April 2016
July 2015
October 2015
July 2016
July 2015
January 2015
January 2015
July 2015
April 2016
January 2016
July 2015
July 2015
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015

401

220,100
87,000
167,600
100,700
201,400
132,000
102,600
234,500
111,600
206,800
150,900
85,100
389,200
75,500
161,500
127,800
367,700
77,300
379,100
89,500
177,600
249,600
262,000
512,100
162,300
209,100
133,000
155,400
631,000
242,500
954,900
521,900
437,400
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00052540 - 00098772
00013186 - 00000268
00030450 - 00103000
00379038 - 00144005
00443175 - 00103000
00769000 - 00131375
00451300 - 00053401
00012850 - 00086896
00022743 - 00098772
00742325 - 00115342
00082405 - 00115252
00406020 - 00053263
00737872 - 00098772
00767705 - 00127853
00297160 - 00086577
00764990 - 00104918
00201160 - 00072539
00223975 - 00099451
00361651 - 00041115
00451970 - 00138261
00550690 - 00032747
00744690 - 00124822
00406064 - 00149676
00012830 - 00093856
00438015 - 00098830
00361440 - 00130344
00357009 - 00051107
00013000 - 00010756
00473890 - 00045847
00361600 - 00041115
00473770 - 00064492
00406040 - 00153758
00454454 - 00149434
00764965 - 00126707
00220158 - 00066531
00772880 - 00135068
00655585 - 00133606
00737870 - 00098772
00734070 - 00059300
00733884 - 00025051
00362600 - 00006832
00223244 - 00090091
00225312 - 00088774
00777055 - 00146755
00607738 - 00098772
00443392 - 00103000
00224500 - 00152461
00220176 - 00057669
00021244 - 00141652
00781140 - 00152098
00764825 - 00127522
00410000 - 00019495
00768910 - 00136960
00190065 - 00014647
00360004 - 00131883
00760950 - 00122715
00383501 - 00044163
00020648 - 00048775
00359502 - 00065471
00220078 - 00085936
00072381 - 00151994

CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
MT PLEASANT PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

605 CENTER ST
302 HIBBEN ST
302 PITT ST

CAROLINA'S CHILDREN TWO LLC/DBA SPRINGVIE2125 N HIGHWAY 17

TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

PETCO ANIMAL SUPPLIES STORES INC
LOWES OF MT PLEASANT #539

DC AND SONS LLC

CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
MOUNT PLEASANT DIALYSIS

MARSH GRASS HOA INC

GILLIGAN'S OF MT PLEASANT
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
OAKLAND PROPERTIES LLC

LAKE HUNTER COMMONS ASSOC

JOHN WIELAND HOMES

BAMOZA LLC

WHOLE FOODS MARKET GROUP

NEW MARKET CENTER

BOJANGLES

GREATER ZION AME

FIVE GUYS BURGERS AND FRIES

CASK AND KITCHEN LLC

RED'S ICE HOUSE LLC

HUBNER MANUFACTURING

LIBERTY TAP ROOM AND GRILL
HAMPTON INN SUITES

RONNIE BOALS

OAKLAND ASSOCIATES-KOA

NEW MARKET CENTER

JACK'S COSMIC DOGS

HOMEWOOD SUITES

TRA-KING LLC DBA CACTUS CAR WASH
COURTYARD MARRIOTT

CIRCLE K STORES #2705130

HARRIS TEETER STORE NO 385

FUJI SUSHI BAR AND GRILL
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
BEST WESTERN PATRIOTS POINT
STOCKADE STORAGE

VILLAGE WALK OWNERS ASSN

EMILY A DBA ANDOLINIS #3
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

CRACKER BARREL OLD COUNTRY STORE
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
TOWN OF MOUNT PLEASANT

SUNDROPS MONTESSORI SCHOOL
QUALITY INN & SUITES

PAGES OKRA GRILL

BLUE WATER #20

WAL-MART # 4384

LONG POINT LIMITED PARTNERS
FRESENIUS MEDICAL CARE

SHEM CREEK INN

391 EGYPT RD

1501 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT A-1
1104 MARKET CENTER BLVD
100 RONNIE BOALS BLVD
645 COLEMAN BLVD

1028 EWALL ST

1501 BEN SAWYER BLVD
1475 LONG GROVE DR

3300 THOMAS CAIRO BLVD
3002 MORGANS POINT RD # 3
838 NATCHEZ CIR

3015 DUNES WEST BLVD BLD
629 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
923 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1145 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1644 N HIGHWAY 17

4174 N HIGHWAY 17

1795 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT 2
1968 RIVIERA DR UNIT O

98 RONNIE BOALS BLVD

355 WANDO PLACE DR

1028 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1104 ISLE OF PALMS CONNEC
97 RONNIE BOALS BLVD
3157 N HIGHWAY 17

1145 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2805 N HIGHWAY 17

1998 RIVIERA DR

1800 N HIGHWAY 17

1251 WOODLAND AVE

199 W COLEMAN BLVD

2195 TEA PLANTER LN

644 LONG POINT RD UNIT Q
3300 THOMAS CAIRO BLVD
259 MAGRATH DARBY BLVD
444 COLEMAN BLVD

1041 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
414 COLEMAN BLVD

40 PATRIOTS POINT RD

2183 N HIGHWAY 17

1000 WARRIOR WAY

391 EGYPT RD

955 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
196 PATRIOTS POINT RD

302 COLEMAN BLVD

3340 S MORGANS POINT RD
3000 PROPRIETORS PL

251 MOUNT ROYALL DR

901 VON KOLNITZ RD UNIT 2
1404 SHRIMP BOAT LN

FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA SWEETGRASS VI 1010 ANNA KNAPP EXT

CARRABBA'S ITALIAN GRILL
PIDGEON SPIRE LLC

MT PLEASANT WINGS DBA
DAVID DRYE CO

CITI REALTY SERVICES
HARRIS TEETER #457

2668 N HIGHWAY 17

320 W COLEMAN BLVD

644 COLEMAN BLVD

1130 HUNGRYNECK BLVD
588 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1220 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE

October 2015
October 2016
January 2015
July 2016
October 2015
January 2016
July 2015
July 2015
July 2015
October 2016
July 2016
July 2015
October 2015
October 2016
January 2015
July 2016
January 2015
October 2016
October 2015
April 2016
July 2015
July 2016
July 2016
April 2015
January 2017
July 2015
July 2016
July 2015
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015
April 2015
January 2016
April 2016
April 2015
July 2016
April 2016
July 2015
July 2016
April 2015
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015
January 2015
July 2016
April 2016
October 2016
July 2016
January 2016
April 2016
April 2015
January 2016
July 2015
October 2016
July 2016
July 2015
October 2016
January 2015

402

244,000
109,800
64,900
195,500
341,800
200,700
310,800
505,600
283,700
422,500
511,100
384,500
181,600
138,800
83,100
127,500
154,600
874,500
179,300
269,300
140,400
273,000
321,100
509,600
103,000
401,600
1,199,600
707,000
682,600
287,400
274,100
1,152,500
414,100
1,444,600
333,700
289,600
311,300
271,200
725,200
1,099,400
336,100
245,100
808,500
695,200
1,087,700
182,500
237,500
1,093,700
675,600
446,100
699,100
400,900
643,400
1,018,500
474,900
688,900
577,400
760,500
1,112,800
653,500
426,100

125,400
348,000
462,000
150,300
150,400
327,200
255,200
419,500
154,900
184,500
434,200
269,300
188,100
307,900
179,900
253,800
359,900
334,800
312,000
304,700
286,700
427,100
264,300
228,400
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00520830 - 00086349
00357018 - 00037891
00739500 - 00103854
00356998 - 00082251
00457616 - 00129294
00738100 - 00146835
00454490 - 00139462
00399000 - 00045735
00762880 - 00123589
00180105 - 00152950
00621882 - 00084293
00225314 - 00084643
00783835 - 00155987
00385000 - 00082770
00362721 - 00032268
00773850 - 00136869
00734060 - 00097084
00734860 - 00146535
00359490 - 00103192
00377804 - 00040159
00362602 - 00101832
00759355 - 00139512
00071583 - 00040631
00353890 - 00040158
00462990 - 00037700
00656575 - 00103854
00020420 - 00157277
00785655 - 00074301
00074912 - 00153679
00072264 - 00129854
00358902 - 00157508
00072130 - 00153638
00360003 - 00155894
00738250 - 00157426
00775725 - 00144040
00438004 - 00156173
00480012 - 00046281
00735260 - 00157223
00735220 - 00157223
00454672 - 00157643
00762725 - 00104537
00735100 - 00157223
00735060 - 00157223
00617157 - 00095718
00285405 - 00033554
00605140 - 00080429
00223900 - 00152428
00070062 - 00145492
00752735 - 00121872
00632448 - 00153126
00767900 - 00129533
00736020 - 00133614
00745260 - 00157786
00223422 - 00158056
00474001 - 00158300
00765545 - 00126843
00021820 - 00042219
00201130 - 00157901
00340011 - 00098772
00071584 - 00040631
00376999 - 00041871

HAMLIN PLANTATION LLC

ASHLEY COOPER #1110

THE FRANKE HOME

NORTHBRIDGE ASSOC LLC

REGAL ENTERTAINMENT GROUP
SHRI ASAPURI DBA RODEWAY INN
RAISING CANES / CRM COMPANIES
THE PROMUS COMPANIES

AVIAN CONSERVATION CENTER
TRULUCK PROPERTIES OF CHARLESTON LLC
THE SUNSHINE HOUSE

BROTHERS PROPERTY MANAGMENT

WYNDHAM HOTEL IMIC HOTELS BERT POOSER

WCBD-TV 2

ANNA KNAPP PLAZA

HARRIS TEETER STORE 131
RAAJ KUMAR HOTEL INV LLC

100 AMENITY PARK DR

1212 TWO ISLAND CT

1885 RIFLE RANGE RD

1116 ISLE OF PALMS CONNEC
1319 THEATER DR

310 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1774 N HIGHWAY 17

255 SESSIONS WAY

4872 SEEWEE RD

919 BLACKRAIL CT

3300 TURGOT LN

20 PATRIOTS POINT RD
1330 STUART ENGALS BLVD
210 W COLEMAN BLVD

1039 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2035 HIGHWAY 41

261 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD

FIVE STAR QUALITY CARE DBA PALMS AT MT PLE937 BOWMAN RD

LIQUID HIGHWAY CAR WASH
PALMETTO ISLAND CNTY PARK
SANDPIPER REHAB & NURSING LLC

1126 HUNGRYNECK BLVD
444 NEEDLERUSH PKWY
1049 ANNA KNAPP BLVD

ROPER SAINT FRANCIS MOUNT PLEASANT HOSF 3500 N HIGHWAY 17

RIVERWOOD APTS

SNEE FARM LAKES HOA

HOBCAW YACHT CLUB

THE FRANKE HOME

SHEM CREEK DENTAL ASSOCIATES
STARBUCKS COFFEE CO #8405

BRICCO BRACCO CUCINA

VITRE LLC

RE/MAX ALLIANCE

840 COLEMAN LLC C/O WILSON KIBLER INC
ANNA KNAPP PROPERTIES

MOUNT PLEASANT HILTON GARDEN INN
WASH WIZARD CAR WASH

SUMMIT WORX LLC

CHARLESTON NATIONAL COUNTRY CLUB
MATHIS FERRY LLC

MATHIS FERRY LLC

ECLETIC FINDS LLC

EAST COOPER MONTESSORI

MATHIS FERRY LLC

MATHIS FERRY LLC

GOLDEN BOWL RESTAURANT

BUCKS EXXON FOOD SHOP

DARRELL CREEK POOL HOUSE
FOOTPRINT GROUP LLC

J PAULZ RESTAURANT

WINDWARD POINT AT SEASIDE FARMS HOA
PARKERS ISLAND AMENITY CENTER

SOMERBY OF MOUNT PLEASANT AT PARKWEST

JKS & K DBA MC DONALDS
STAR TACO

WALGREENS #15442
WANDO WASH INC
WATERMARK POA

ST ANDREWS CHURCH

1053 RIFLE RANGE RD

1130 HIDDEN COVE DR

180 HOBCAW DR

1500 FRANKE DR

211 SIMMONS ST

3051 IRONCLAD ALY

1034 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD
1303 BEN SAWYER BLVD
1200 TWO ISLAND CT UNIT E
840 COLEMAN BLVD

1002 ANNA KNAPP EXT

300 WINGO WAY

2727 N HIGHWAY 17

490 WANDO PARK BLVD

1270 NATIONAL DR

851 VON KOLNITZ RD

843 VON KOLNITZ RD

1670 N HIGHWAY 17

250 PONSBURY RD

819 VON KOLNITZ RD

805 VON KOLNITZ RD # 811
2700 N HIGHWAY 17 STE 200N
1325 BOWMAN RD

351 COMMONWEALTH RD
915 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
1405 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
1479 LONG GROVE DR

1700 RIVERTOWNE COUNTRY
3100 TRADITION CIR

1533 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1109 PARK WEST BLVD STE L
389 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2829 N HIGHWAY 17

1400 PENSHELL PL

440 WHILDEN ST

PIVOTAL FITNESS-CHARLESTON-MT PLEASANT L 627 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD

CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
RIVERWOOD APTS
NEW VILLAGE LAUNDROMAT

1560 MATHIS FERRY RD
1053 RIFLE RANGE RD
2161 N HIGHWAY 17

April 2015
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015
July 2015
April 2016
July 2016
July 2016
January 2017
July 2016
July 2016
July 2015
July 2015
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2015
April 2015
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
January 2016
July 2015
July 2015
October 2016
October 2016
July 2015
April 2015
July 2016
April 2016
July 2015
April 2016
January 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2015
October 2016
July 2016
April 2016
July 2016
July 2015
July 2015
January 2016
July 2015
July 2015
January 2016
October 2015
April 2016
April 2016
April 2015
April 2016
July 2016
April 2016
January 2016
April 2015
April 2015
July 2016

403

332,300
667,600
1,544,700
1,395,500
630,600
1,388,400
783,100
1,501,200
498,800
480,800
498,200
1,987,100
1,283,100
691,500
1,011,900
960,500
2,318,400
2,190,600
1,412,000
2,094,300
2,733,700
3,727,200
955,400
2,393,900

51,400
61,000
139,500
211,600
171,500
2,510,800

-
w

193,000
268,200
620,900
530,900
289,000
652,100
279,300
605,600
284,800
279,800
289,200
769,100
512,200
362,500
431,800
496,300
932,900
963,400
648,600
850,800
1,447,900
1,384,700
487,300
1,209,200
19,500
118,700
17,600
28,400
39,500
96,800
21,200
61,400
87,400
498,800
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00607260 - 00123755
00617149 - 00158458
00769030 - 00131006
00473864 - 00158483
00784010 - 00158459
00454308 - 00158082
00734540 - 00016854
00735300 - 00157223
00090045 - 00158705
00224042 - 00158877
00789330 - 00098772
00789315 - 00098772
00735140 - 00157223
00201053 - 00159453
00266500 - 00159275
00665398 - 00083738
00784430 - 00159612
00457764 - 00159684
00652395 - 00159753
00378870 - 00041275
00424978 - 00159855
00780275 - 00152324
00735980 - 00157788
00363150 - 00160089
00783995 - 00159612
00769035 - 00159901
00485584 - 00159758
00784000 - 00159612
00444441 - 00104077
00360280 - 00160008
00790235 - 00160272
00020090 - 00148403
00356995 - 00160162
00784730 - 00104960
00223330 - 00160691
00783905 - 00160440
00782155 - 00160440
00783070 - 00160440
00376988 - 00160691
00470011 - 00160691
00070100 - 00160691
00781360 - 00160440
00746560 - 00160684
00769125 - 00160705
00735180 - 00157223
00781405 - 00160440
00782150 - 00160440
00781365 - 00160440
00201050 - 00160518
00783065 - 00160440
00223290 - 00160618
00783060 - 00160440
00782310 - 00160440
00151860 - 00160752
00747555 - 00161058
00744230 - 00160691
00270150 - 00160691
00744245 - 00160873
00768560 - 00161210
00652095 - 00119037
00306256 - 00040460

SOUTHERN COMMUNITY SERVICES

MCCANN'S IRISH PUB
WHIPPLE RD PLAZA
TONY POPE AGENT LLC

ATLANTIC SHIELD INSURANCE GROUP

SUNOCO INC
RTM INC
MATHIS FERRY LLC

1300 PARK WEST BLVD

2700 N HIGHWAY 17 STE 120(
874 WHIPPLE RD

3044 N HIGHWAY 17

421 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1683 N HIGHWAY 17

1190 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1315 MATHIS FERRY RD

EAST COOPER MONTESSORI CHARTER SCHOOL 1120 RIFLE RANGE RD

BW RRIIILLC

CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT

MATHIS FERRY LLC
PATTAYA THAI RESTURANT INC

CROWN LEADERSHIP ACADEMY

BELLE HALL HOA

GRAY PROPERTY 5222 LLC
ORCHID MASSAGE LLC
SOVRAN ACQUISITION LP
THE ENCLAVE HOA

MID ATLANTIC RESTURANT GROUP LLC
CHILDREN'S DISCOVERY CENTER INC

NORDSTROM INC

CIAO GROUP LLC DBA CONGRESS

GRAY PROPERTY 5222 LLC
WHIPPLE ROAD PLAZA LLC
SPECTRUM PAINT EAST LLC
GRAY PROPERTY 5222 LLC
BELLE HALL I

L & J PROPERTIES LLC

301 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2725 BULRUSH BASKET LN
2705 BULRUSH BASKET LN
827 VON KOLNITZ RD

607 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD §°
1455 WAKENDAW RD

455 ANTEBELLUM LN

1300 BELLE ISLE AVE

1113 MARKET CENTER BLVD
1514 MATHIS FERRY RD
2000 RETREAT LNDG

608 LONG POINT RD UNIT A
3300 STOCKDALE ST

1110 BOWMAN RD UNIT A
1035 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1600 BELLE ISLE AVE

878 WHIPPLE RD

3365 S MORGANS POINT RD ¢
1500 BELLE ISLE AVE

672 LONG POINT RD

871 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD

BAKER MOTOR COMPANY OF MOUNT PLEASANT 2121 N HIGHWAY 17

SHEMEC LLC

TSUNAMI MOUNT PLEASANT
DR HORTON

CIRCLE K STORES INC

AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERALLC
AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
CIRCLE K STORES INC

CIRCLE K STORES INC

CIRCLE K STORES INC

AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
LOW COUNTRY KARATE LLC
JOEY BAG A DONUTS

MATHIS FERRY LLC

AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERALLC
AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
VENTRUE VII LLC

AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
L&J PROPERTIES LLC

AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERALLC
AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
PASTIME EQUITIES LLC

JEAR LOGISTICS LLC

CIRCLE K STORES INC

CIRCLE K STORES INC

ERIKKA CURIA

CIRCLE K STORES INC

510 MILL ST

1909 N HIGHWAY 17 STE KLM
1500 PEARL TABBY DR

404 W COLEMAN BLVD
1975 PARKFRONT DR

1405 LONG GROVE DR

1997 RIVIERA DR

2171 N HIGHWAY 17

2846 N HIGHWAY 17

1402 BEN SAWYER BLVD
1425 LONG GROVE DR

1031 HIGHWAY 41 STE 100
1118 PARK WEST BLVD STE 6
835 VON KOLNITZ RD

1480 LONG GROVE DR

1401 LONG GROVE DR

1435 LONG GROVE DR

611 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2005 RIVIERA DR

622 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2001 RIVIERA DR

1601 LONG GROVE DR

654 COLEMAN BLVD

3409 SALTERBECK ST

1305 LONG GROVE DR

1340 CHUCK DAWLEY BLVD
1317 LONG GROVE DR

1401 JOE ROUSE RD

ETIWAN PT CONDOMINIUM COUNCIL OF OWNER 102 ETIWAN POINTE DR

MONTCLAIR ASSOC LIMITED

1861 MONTCLAIR DR

January 2017
October 2015
April 2016
January 2016
July 2015
July 2016
April 2015
April 2015
October 2015
April 2016
October 2015
October 2016
April 2015
October 2015
October 2016
July 2016
January 2016
July 2016
October 2015
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
April 2016
October 2016
January 2016
October 2015
July 2016
July 2015
October 2015
January 2016
October 2015
October 2015
April 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
April 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
April 2016
April 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
April 2016
January 2016
October 2016
July 2016
October 2016
January 2016
July 2016
April 2016
July 2016
October 2016
April 2016
January 2016
April 2015

404

1,600
61,700
11,600
27,500

205,100
353,500
210,900
139,000
391,100
1,304,300
301,800
419,100
41,800
35,100
22,200
43,600
189,300
19,200

3,400

6,400
64,400
93,000
32,700
59,000

229,300
73,900
218,300
606,900
900
22,500
224,400
146,800
228,200
298,000
32,500
464,300
176,200
189,700
72,300
78,100
31,500
181,600
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00783900 - 00160440
00769040 - 00161257
00454260 - 00161006
00359514 - 00161134
00360272 - 00161187
00363301 - 00161528
00376980 - 00161774
00359513 - 00161398
00360700 - 00160388
00223987 - 00161480
00443503 - 00161704
00284150 - 00160940
00223500 - 00161759
00792060 - 00161962
00360262 - 00161801
00443681 - 00162284
00457728 - 00162236
00791420 - 00127865
00748310 - 00162574
00650022 - 00162574
00070069 - 00160880
00758745 - 00162559
00793130 - 00149329
00360870 - 00162511
00359509 - 00162943
00491840 - 00163030
00456020 - 00160738
00767195 - 00162876
00443570 - 00162848
00773935 - 00137368
00793345 - 00163145
00793340 - 00163145
00220148 - 00163311
00650025 - 00162574
00180150 - 00163080
00457608 - 00163155
00180145 - 00163080
00201075 - 00162779
00012780 - 00160147
00785535 - 00083953
00072750 - 00163586
00763085 - 00164066
00064240 - 00164366
00762950 - 00103171
00433580 - 00164464
00456140 - 00163696
00793335 - 00163145
00151070 - 00164689
00062880 - 00162686
00356974 - 00164228
00433700 - 00164295
00454908 - 00163754
00736040 - 00162509
00795850 - 00164964
00738300 - 00164916
00756990 - 00165299
00795535 - 00164630
00793175 - 00165153
00425050 - 00078585
00430059 - 00165226
00473850 - 00168290

AVR CHARLESTON RIVIERA LLC
WHIPPLE ROAD PLAZA

NASH ORTHODONTICS PRACTICE LLC
FM FOOD AND MUSIC LLC

MT PLEASANT WASH & WASH LLC
KETTLER MANAGEMENT

EXTRA SPACE MANAGEMENT

DENISE HADEN

1985 PARKFRONT DR

880 WHIPPLE RD

1705 LACANNON LN

1150 HUNGRYNECK BLVD STt
880 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD

997 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1108 STOCKADE LN

1150 HUNGRYNECK BLVD STt

SOUTHEAST VETERINARY DERMATOLOGY & EAF 804 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD

HENDERSONVILLE LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
BPF BAKERY LLC

UC BOWMAN LLC DBA URBAN COOKHOUSE

945 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E
536 BELLE STATION BLVD STI
1132 BOWMAN RD

UPTOWN CHEAPSKATE OF MOUNT PLEASANT LL 875 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E

GATEWAY MOUNT PLEASANT HOTEL LLC
ELIZABETH SHAWKEY

MARK ANTMAN

ARHAUS LLC

THE INN AT ION

DUNES WEST GOLF & RIVER CLUB
DUNES WEST GOLF & RIVER CLUB
OTS ECO CLEANLLC

BRANNON FLORIE

RIVERS WALK

SAVJ REALESTATE LLC
GUADALAJARA BAR & GRILL

THE CAPTAIN'S HOUSE

H&R BLOCK EASTERN ENTERPRISES INC
NOB HOLDINGS

TBSHLLC

WESTBROOK BREWERY

ML BRIDGESIDE APARTMENTS LLC
ML BRIDGESIDE APARTMENTS LLC
BNC BANK

DUNES WEST GOLF & RIVER CLUB
PLEASANT PROPERTY RENTALS
RAINMAKER MGMT INC

PLEASANT PROPERTY RENTALS
ALDI

NICE COLEMAN BLVD

EAST COOPER BAPTIST CHURCH
TRIDENT GENERAL DENTISTRY
SOUTHSTAR CAPITAL LLC

SMOKE BBQ LLC

IMI MT PLEASANT LLC

GHOST MONKEY BREWERY
CHIPOTLE MEXICAN GRILL

ML BRIDGESIDE APARTMENTS LLC

245 MAGRATH DARBY BLVD
852 LOWCOUNTRY BLVD

757 LONG POINT RD

1122 MARKET CENTER BLVD
140 CIVITAS ST

3293 HARPERS FERRY WAY
3535 WANDO PLANTATION W
1405 BEN SAWYER BLVD STE
1039 HIGHWAY 41 STE 100
306 BUNCUM DR

816 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
1136 HUNGRYNECK BLVD STt
14 RESOLUTE LN STE 1

1501 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT G
148 CIVITAS ST

545 BELLE STATION BLVD STI
509 RIDGE RD

181 BAYFRONT DR

221 BAYFRONT DR

532 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
3480 DUNES WEST BLVD

918 SEA GULL DR

1333 THEATER DR

922 SEA GULL DR

613 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
201 COLEMAN BLVD

361 EGYPT RD

902 COLEMAN BLVD

900 WANDO PARK BLVD

713 COLEMAN BLVD

1242 BELK DR

522 WANDO LN

1509 N HIGHWAY 17

200 BAYFRONT DR

BEACH BROOKGREEN LLC C/O BEACH COMPANY 730 COLEMAN BLVD

LENNON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
BENESSERE CLUBS LLC

EDGEWATER PLANTATION OWNER LLC
TD & L SOUTH CAROLINALLC

ROPER ST FRANCIS PHYSICIAN NETWORK
JUPITER HOLDINGS LLC

HOLIDAY INN MT PLEASANT

HEATWORKS TECHNOLOGIES INC

835 COLEMAN BLVD

1909 N HIGHWAY 17 STE P
100 EIGHTY OAK AVE

1501 N HIGHWAY 17 UNIT J
1101 BOWMAN RD

1104 STOCKADE LN

250 JOHNNIE DODDS BLVD
2353 N HIGHWAY 17

BEACH CLUB @ CHARLESTON HARBOR RESORT 28 PATRIOTS POINT RD

TIDES IV CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION
WONDERS WORKS

ENCORE MUSIC

SUNOCO INC

155 WINGO WAY

624 LONG POINT RD UNIT L
535 LONG POINT RD

2978 N HIGHWAY 17

April 2016
April 2016
October 2016
April 2016
April 2016
July 2016
April 2016
October 2016
October 2015
October 2016
October 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
October 2016
July 2016
October 2016
July 2016
January 2016
July 2016
October 2016
October 2016
October 2016
October 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
July 2016
October 2016
October 2015
July 2016
October 2016
July 2016
October 2016
July 2015
October 2016
January 2017
July 2016
October 2016
January 2017
January 2017
October 2016
October 2016
April 2016
January 2017
October 2016
January 2017
October 2016
January 2017
January 2017
October 2016
January 2017
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324,300
5,200

44,600
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165,900
3,300
800
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00784350 - 00165487
00784345 - 00165487
00784340 - 00165487
00784330 - 00165487
00151050 - 00168426
00796420 - 00165429
00443510 - 00168504
00223800 - 00165298
00455221 - 00164789
00457636 - 00164148

MID AMERICA APARTMENTS LP DBA 1201 MIDTO) 1400 CALIPER OAK CIR
MID AMERICA APARTMENTS LP DBA 1201 MIDTO\ 1475 CALIPER OAK CIR
MID AMERICA APARTMENTS LP DBA 1201 MIDTO\ 1500 CALIPER OAK CIR

MID AMERICA APARTMENTS LP DBA 1201 MIDTO) 1201 CENTRAL HAVEN DR UN

JELLY SIDE UP
PRIMROSE SCHOOL OF MOUNT PLEASANT

794 COLEMAN BLVD
2674 BRICKSIDE LN

DEE NORTON LOWCOUNTRY CHILDRENS CENTE 677 LONG POINT RD

J&E CHARLESTON ENTERPRISES LLC DBA BLO B 905 HOUSTON NORTHCUTT E

STUART ENGALS HARBOR CENTER LLC
NAPA - MOUNT PLEASANT LLC

1435 STUART ENGALS BLVD
1324 THEATER DR

January 2017
January 2017
January 2017
January 2017
January 2017
January 2017
January 2017
January 2017
October 2016
January 2017
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99,600
71,300
99,200

197,000

1,100
14,700
300
600
3,700
44,400

o 2

N =
=

O OONO

¥9/200TdO8T0Z#ASVO - SYI1d NOWWOD - NOLSITHVHO - INd LE:€ S0 4dV T20Z - d31Id ATIVOINOYLD3 13

MPW-09686



m
=
m
@)
_|
P
# of REU Acct Status Acct Type Cycle diff quartediff month @)
344 AC co 01 176 157 =z
304 AC co 01 150 143 o)
200 AC co 02 123 105 >
300 AC co 02 168 97 —
152 AC co 01 105 95 Q
208 AC co 01 134 92 T
162 AC co 01 109 86 I
128 AC co 02 83 76 I"I_'I
133 AC co 01 78 76 o
200 AC co 02 98 65 X
120 AC co 02 69 63 )
76 AC co 01 48 46 Q
100 AC co 01 57 45 =
84 AC co 01 48 4 >
110 AC co 02 48 38 S
54 AC co 01 35 34 5
62 AC co 01 33 28 &
100 AC co 01 54 28 W
33 AC co 01 28 27 P
40 AC co 01 29 26 ~
40 AC co 02 29 25 o
39 AC co 02 27 24 =
24 AC co 02 24 24 .
100 AC co 01 29 24 0
72 AC co 02 31 23 I
98 AC co 01 24 23 >
42 AC co 02 27 22 X
13 AC co 01 59 22 I"I_'I
50 AC co 01 22 21 wn
25 AC co 01 20 20 k|
24 AC co 01 22 20 @)
29 AC co 01 19 19 Z
42 AC co 01 21 18 '
50 AC co 01 18 16 (@)
35 AC co 01 17 16 @)
20 AC co 01 15 15 <
20 AC co 01 15 15 <
29 AC co 01 18 15 @)
26 AC co 01 17 15 =z
30 AC co 01 14 14 )
14 AC co 03 13 13 E
32 AC co 04 15 13 >
60 AC co 01 22 13 n
17 AC co 02 13 13 :
32 AC co 04 15 12 0
32 AC co 04 12 1 >
19 AC co 01 12 1 wn
24 AC co 01 14 11 g
14 AC co 02 12 1 N
22 AC co 04 12 1 8
23 AC co 01 12 11 0o
50 AC co 02 26 1 0O
32 AC co 04 14 11 )
20 AC co 03 11 1 '5
22 AC co 02 11 1 )
19 AC co 01 11 11 ﬁ
17 AC co 01 11 1 o
16 AC co 03 12 10 a
15 AC co 01 11 10
13 AC co 02 11 10

MPW-09687
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EXHIBIT L

This exhibit has been marked “confidential” by MPW. Therefore, per the
agreement of the parties, the exhibit will be provided to chambers for in camera
review pursuant to Paragraph 7 of the Confidentiality Order. Plaintiff respectfully
requests this exhibit be made part of the record.
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EXHIBIT M

This exhibit has been marked “confidential” by MPW. Therefore, per the
agreement of the parties, the exhibit will be provided to chambers for in camera
review pursuant to Paragraph 7 of the Confidentiality Order. Plaintiff respectfully
requests this exhibit be made part of the record.
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ELECTRONICALLY FILED - 2021 Apr 05 3:37 PM - CHARLESTON - COMMON PLEAS - CASE#2018CP1002764

EXHIBIT N
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From: Joe Crea

Date: March 31, 2017 4:42:00 PM (-04)

To: George Raftelis

Subject: RE: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc,, et al. v. MPW
Attachments:

Thanks for the update, George.

The email from the attorney does a nice job of defending the position and charges assessed by MPW. Ill
await further news.

Have a good weekend and enjoy watching the games!
Joe

Joe Crea
513.235.3074
Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. www.raftelis.com

RFC is a Registered Municipal Advisor with the MSRB and SEC under the Dodd-Frank Act and is fully qualified and capable of providing advice related to all
aspects of utility financial and capital planning, including the size, timing, and terms of future debt issues. Any opinion, information, or recommendation
included in this email correspondence related to the size, timing, and terms of a future debt issue may be relied upon only for its intended purpose. This
information is not intended as a recommendation to undertake a specific course of action related to the issuance of debt, or to indicate that a particular set of

assumptions for the size, timing, and terms of issuing debt will be available at the time debt is actually issued.

From: George Raftelis

Sent: Friday, March 31, 2017 10:08 AM

To: Joe Crea <jcrea@raftelis.com>

Subject: FW: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW

¥9/200Td08T0Z#3ASVYD - SYAT1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd LE:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH1D3 13

FYI.

| talked with Clay yesterday and he mentioned there has been no movement except this letter from his
attorney to the plaintiff’s attorney.

George

From: Clay Duffie [mailto:clayduffie@mpwonline.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2017 4:19 PM

To: George Raftelis <graftelis@raftelis.com>

Subject: Fwd: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW
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FYl as requested
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Chip Bruorton <cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com>
Date: March 24, 2017 at 1:34:13 PM EDT

To: Clay Duffie <clayduffie@mpwonline.com>
Subject: RE: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW

He did not.
Chip Bruorton

| Attorney at Tan
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston SC 29401
|office | 843-577-6726
| fax | 843-724-8036
| direct phone| (843) 266-8119
| direct fax| (843) 266-2261
cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com
V-Card

www.rrhlawfirm.com

ROSEN | HAGOOD

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This electronic mail transmission and any accompanying documents contain information belonging to the
sender which may be confidential and legally privileged. This information is intended only for the use of the
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information contained in this transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (843)

577-6726 and delete the message. Thank you.

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE

To comply with U.S. Treasury Department regulations, we inform you that, unless otherwise expressly indicated,
any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments or enclosures) is not intended or
written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the
Internal Revenue Code or any other applicable tax law, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another

party any entity, investment, plan, transaction, arrangement, or other tax related matter.

From: Clay Duffie [mailto:clayduffie@mpwonline.com]

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2017 1:01 PM

To: Chip Bruorton <cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com>

Subject: RE: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW

Chip, was out of office at funeral, did not see prior to sending. Did he indicate
when he would respond?

425

¥9/200Td08T0Z#3ASVYD - SYAT1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd LE:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH1D3 13

RAFTELIS_002013



From: Chip Bruorton [mailto:cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com]

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2017 11:51 AM

To: Clay Duffie <clayduffie@mpwonline.com>; Rick Crosby
<rickcrosby33@gmail.com>

Cc: David Jennings <djennings@rrhlawfirm.com>

Subject: FW: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW

Clay and Rick,

Please see below the email exchange with potential class action counsel regarding
MPW's position on REU allocation.

Chip

Chip Bruorton

| Attorney at Tan
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston SC 29401
|office | 843-577-6726
| fax | 843-724-8036
| direct phone| (843) 266-8119
| direct fax| (843) 266-2261
cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com
V-Card

www.rrhlawfirm.com

ROSEN | HAGOOD

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This electronic mail transmission and any accompanying documents contain information belonging to the
sender which may be confidential and legally privileged. This information is intended only for the use of the
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information contained in this transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (843)

577-6726 and delete the message. Thank you.

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE

To comply with U.S. Treasury Department regulations, we inform you that, unless otherwise expressly indicated,
any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments or enclosures) is not intended or
written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the
Internal Revenue Code or any other applicable tax law, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another

party any entity, investment, plan, transaction, arrangement, or other tax related matter.

From: Chip Bruorton

Sent: Friday, March 24, 2017 11:48 AM

To: 'James Bradley' <jbradley@rpwb.com>

Cc: David Jennings <djennings@rrhlawfirm.com>; Michael Brickman
<mbrickman@rpwb.com>; Alex Apostolou <alex@apostoloulaw.net>
Subject: RE: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW

THIS EMAIL IS FOR SETTLEMENT PURPOSES ONLY

Jim,

David and | have had a chance to discuss your client’s allegations with the
Commissioners and management of Mount Pleasant Waterworks (“MPW”).
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MPW's basic facilities charge calculations are acceptable within the industry and
used by numerous municipalities throughout the country. The development of the
basic facilities charge calculation is based on a published concept relied upon by
water and sewer service providers. MPW used a consultant to develop its basic
facilities charge calculations and is continually relying upon historical data to assist
a business owner in establishing REUs. The customer always has the right to ask for
a reduction in the number of allocated REUs and MPW addresses each request on
an individual basis, just as it did for Kickin Chicken when it recently changed
locations in Mount Pleasant. As | understand it, Kickin Chicken was previously
allocated 9 or 10 REUs and was only using between 4 — 6 REUs on a consistent
basis. When Kickin Chicken moved to its new location, MPW worked with Kickin
Chicken representatives and came up with an agreed upon 7 REU allocation for the
new building. Kickin Chickin, who has not sought reduction in the past from MPW,
knew its history of REU consumption yet it agreed to establish an allocation of 7
REUs for its new location.

Capacity is an asset and capacity is what MPW must present to DHEC as part of its
water and wastewater use capacity management plan. Without the REU
designations, MPW would have no way of designating its capacity from DHEC that
MPW is allocated on a monthly basis from our state’s natural resources. Each
MPW customer is different as to the amount of capacity they pay for. The practice
of paying for capacity versus actual volumetric consumption is a reasonable
accepted practice. MPW'’s actions cannot be considered unreasonable if the
actions are acceptable within the industry and practiced by other similarly situated
municipalities. MPW's rates are also non-discriminatory as the basic facilities
charge is the same for all customers, whether commercial or residential. The
designation of REUs to its customers is based upon engineering analysis, historical
data, and input from the business owner as to the capacity of use a business
estimates it will use. | do not believe that MPW has an independent duty to go to
each of its customers on a regular basis and let them know they are being billed x
REUs, but only consuming y REUs. The customer knows the number of REUs it is
designated and receives a bill each month with its consumption. It is incumbent
upon the customer to seek a reduction if it determines that its allocated capacity is
more than its anticipated highest use. If the customer would like to reduce the
amount of capacity allotted for its property, MPW freely considers and approves
those types of request. The form for a requested reduction, which is on MPW’s
website, is attached for your reference.

REUs and Impact Fees are separate and distinct. The impact fees are charges
assessed against a new development in order to recover the capital costs that are
required to expand MPW'’s water and wastewater infrastructure. The REUs are the
anticipated capacity a property needs on a monthly basis. MPW calculates the
impact fee based on the anticipated capacity. Meaning the impact fee takes into
account the size of the line that will be needed, the length of the line that will be
needed, and whether any upgrades to wastewater collection, transmission and
pump equipment will be necessary. Those impact fees are the capital cost of the
impact on MPW’s overall water and wastewater systems. The REUs are the
designated monthly use capacity for a piece of property that is allocated within the
established water and wastewater system.

Your proposed pre-suit resolution is difficult given that there is not a current
certified class. Also, MPW knows of commercial customers who do not want their
capacity allocation to be reduced. Those customers do not seek, nor want
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reimbursement for unused REUs as they have reserved the capacity for anticipated
future development. If REUs for a property are reduced and the property owner
later develops the property and has to increase its capacity allocation, the property
owner would be subject to impact fees at today’s rates rather than those in place
at the time the property was first allocated capacity. At the present time, MPW
does not believe a change in how it allocates and charges for capacity needs to be
changed. Your proposed resolution of charging a basic facilities charge based on
consumed REUs going forward is not currently feasible under MPW’s billing
system.
On MPW'’s website are MPW’s Guidelines for Development, which provides the
referenced REU reduction request form. Further, MPW Policy Section 5.3.2, 5.3.3
and 5.4 address the allocation of capacity and provide the customer with MPW’s
policy to reduce allocated REUs upon the customer’s request. Specifically, MPW
Policy 5.3.3 states as follows:

“If a property uses less water than allowed by the

number of REUs that were assigned to the

property or for which impact fees were paid, the

property owner may request in writing to MPW

for a reduction in the REUs applicable for the

property in order to reduce the monthly water and

wastewater Basic Facilities Charge that must be

paid for each REU applicable to the property. If

REUs are reduced for a property, there will be no

refund of previously paid impact fees and usage of

the water and wastewater systems may not be

increased thereafter without the payment of

additional impact fees.”
In the spirit of compromise, any potential class member that
would like its REUs reduced is welcome to seek a reduction from
MPW, which will not be unreasonably denied. MPW will not be
issuing refunds for prior unused capacity, nor paying attorneys
fees for these potential claims.
Please give me a call if you would like to discuss this issue further. |
would like to know if it is still your intention to pursue these

claims.
Thanks,
Chip

Chip Bruorton

| Attorney at Tan
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston SC 29401
|office | 843-577-6726
| fax | 843-724-8036
| direct phone| (843) 266-8119
| direct fax| (843) 266-2261
cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com
V-Card
www.rrhlawfirm.com
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ROSEN | HAGOOD

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This electronic mail transmission and any accompanying documents contain information belonging to the
sender which may be confidential and legally privileged. This information is intended only for the use of the
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information contained in this transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (843)

577-6726 and delete the message. Thank you.

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE

To comply with U.S. Treasury Department regulations, we inform you that, unless otherwise expressly indicated,
any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments or enclosures) is not intended or
written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the
Internal Revenue Code or any other applicable tax law, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another

party any entity, investment, plan, transaction, arrangement, or other tax related matter.

From: James Bradley [mailto:jbradley@rpwb.com]

Sent: Monday, March 20, 2017 11:26 AM

To: Chip Bruorton <cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com>

Cc: David Jennings <djennings@rrhlawfirm.com>; Michael Brickman
<mbrickman@rpwb.com>; Alex Apostolou <alex@apostoloulaw.net>

Subject: RE: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW

THIS EMAIL IS FOR SETTLEMENT PURPOSES ONLY

Chip,

| wanted to get back to you regarding a potential pre-suit resolution as you
requested. As goes without saying, this email is intended for settlement purposes
only and is not intended to limit the scope of any lawsuit we may file or any
remedy we may seek in such a lawsuit.

As an initial matter, MPW’s position that the Basic Facility Charge is a payment for
“capacity” appears entirely inconsistent with the Cost Recovery Policy. This is
especially true given the large Impact Fees a business must pay upfront. As
currently drafted, our complaint does not address challenge the Impact Fees or the
initial assignment of REUs, on which the Impact Fees are based. Thus, the potential
pre-suit resolution we would propose would not seek to change the process for
assigning REUs, charging Impact Fees, or imposing excess-use charges based on the
assigned REUs. However, our complaint does challenge the way Basic Facility
Charges are calculated, and our proposed pre-suit resolution would seek to align
the way Basic Facility Charges are calculated with their stated purpose.

In light of the large Impact Fees a business must pay and the stated purpose of the
Basic Facility Charges, we believe the fairest approach would be to charge
businesses the same Basic Facility Charges as residences. That said, at the very
least the Basic Facility Charges should be calculated based on the monthly REUs
actually consumed (rather than the assigned REUs). Thus, we would propose a pre-
suit resolution whereby MPW would reimburse the class members for Basic
Facility Charges on unused REUs for the applicable limitations period and would
charge Basic Facility Charges based on consumed REUs going forward.

Let’s set up a call for later this week to discuss where we go from here. Thanks.
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Jim
James C. Bradley
Richardson, Patrick, Westbrook & Brickman, LLC

From: Chip Bruorton [mailto:cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 8, 2017 8:55 PM

To: James Bradley <jbradley@rpwb.com>

Cc: David Jennings <djennings@rrhlawfirm.com>

Subject: RPM Mt. Pleasant, Inc., et al. v. MPW

James,

| wanted to give you an update on where we are on our end after our discussions.
David Jennings and | have had an opportunity to review the MPW policies (which
are on the website) and discuss the claims with MPW management. The next

Commissioners Meeting is scheduled for March 20" and we will have further
discussions with them at that time. | will be leaving on a trip out of the country on

Friday and be gone until March 18" Why don’t we plan to touch base after the

Commissioners meeting on March 20™ maybe later in that week? In the meantime,
you were willing to approach us about whether there is a way to resolve the claim
without it having to go into litigation. | know that one of the first questions | will
get from the Commissioners is, what do they want?

In looking into the issues you have raised so far, the MPW policy provides an
opportunity (without a time limitation) for an entity to request a reduction in the
capacity they are paying for. Neither of the clients on your Complaint have asked
for a reduction. However, Kickin Chicken’s REU was reduced to 7 voluntarily by
MPW when moving into their new building. The customer is paying for capacity,
not usage. Even if a customer doesn’t use all its REU’s it is paying for the capacity
to use that certain number each month, which MPW documents as part of its
overall capacity plan with DHEC. The ramifications of a customer seeking a
reduction in capacity, then finding themselves in a situation where they are
continually going over and getting hit with excessive use charges causing them to
have to ask for the REU’s to be increased is extremely much more financially
burdensome given the impact fees that would have to be paid at current rates to
go up in REUs than to not use their allotted capacity each month.

So, what is the answer to the question | anticipate getting from the
Commissioners? Do you have a proposal in mind as to what a potential resolution
would look like? | am not necessarily asking for a dollar figure, but more of a
structure. As in, what is the remedy being sought?

| look forward to hearing from you.

Chip

Chip Bruorton

| Attorney at Tan
151 Meeting Street, Suite 400
Charleston SC 29401
|office | 843-577-6726
| fax | 843-724-8036
| direct phone| (843) 266-8119
| direct fax| (843) 266-2261
cbruorton@rrhlawfirm.com
V-Card

www.rrhlawfirm.com
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ROSEN | HAGOOD

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This electronic mail transmission and any accompanying documents contain information belonging to the
sender which may be confidential and legally privileged. This information is intended only for the use of the
individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of the information contained in this transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please immediately notify us by telephone at (843)

577-6726 and delete the message. Thank you.

CIRCULAR 230 DISCLOSURE

To comply with U.S. Treasury Department regulations, we inform you that, unless otherwise expressly indicated,
any tax advice contained in this communication (including any attachments or enclosures) is not intended or
written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties that may be imposed under the
Internal Revenue Code or any other applicable tax law, or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another

party any entity, investment, plan, transaction, arrangement, or other tax related matter.
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From: Joe Crea

Date: November 09, 2017 12:05:00 PM (-06)
To: 'Nicole Bates'

Subject: RE: sorry one more

Attachments:
Nicole,

There isn’t a universal term for this as it’s a fairly unique practice. I'm slightly hesitant to call it a Capacity
Reservation Fee because the impact fees are what a customer pays to “reserve” their rights to capacity in the
system. It’s almost like a “Capacity Reinstatement Fee” or “REU Restoration Fee.” Not sure if either of those
help at all.

Joe

Joe Crea
513.235.3074
Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. www.raftelis.com

RFC is a Registered Municipal Advisor with the MSRB and SEC under the Dodd-Frank Act and is fully qualified and capable of providing advice related to all
aspects of utility financial and capital planning, including the size, timing, and terms of future debt issues. Any opinion, information, or recommendation
included in this email correspondence related to the size, timing, and terms of a future debt issue may be relied upon only for its intended purpose. This
information is not intended as a recommendation to undertake a specific course of action related to the issuance of debt, or to indicate that a particular set of

assumptions for the size, timing, and terms of issuing debt will be available at the time debt is actually issued.

From: Nicole Bates [mailto:nbates@mpwonline.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 8, 2017 8:07 PM

To: Joe Crea <jcrea@raftelis.com>

Subject: Re: sorry one more

¥9/200Td08T0Z#3ASVYD - SYAT1d NOWWOD - NOLSTTIVHO - INd LE:€ S0 1dV T20Z - 3714 ATIVOINOH1D3 13

Ok.

Our Cost Recovery Policy references a “Capacity Reservation Fee”, but there is not a definition for this term
within the document. | could not find much info about this term in general. In the index of the Raftelis book it
said: see SDC for Capacity Use, but after | sent this email | read about about SDC and realized the terms were
not interchangeable.

Yes, | am looking for the proper term for someone that lowers REUs but then wants to increase to their
original allocation or somewhere under that. We will require them to pay either back BFC or Impact Fees
whichever is less. So should | define Capacity Reservation Fee or is there a more universal term that can be
used in its place?

Thanks, | appreciate your help. | guess some of those accolades and accomplishments must be true. Either
way, you have a nice photo in an important looking book ;)
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Nicole

On Nov 8, 2017, at 5:17 PM, Joe Crea <jcrea@raftelis.com> wrote:

What fee is this for, the charge of someone lowered their REU allocation by wants to
have the ability to move back up in the future?

System development charges is a common name used for impact fees, so it may be
confusing to use it for a different purpose.

Joe

Joe Crea

Manager @ Raftelis
513.235.3074

* Sent from my mobile phone, please excuse brevity and errors.

From: Nicole Bates <nbates@mpwonline.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 8, 2017 4:25:58 PM
To: Joe Crea

Subject: sorry one more

Should we use “system development charges” instead of “capacity reservation fee”?
Thanks again,

Nicole

Nicole Bates

Customer Services Manager

Mount Pleasant Waterworks

843.814.2076 (m)

843.388.1152 (p)

843.388.1153 (f)

<image001.jpg>
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LEASANT Wary,
2 L,

FY 2021 Annual Budget Document

¢ Provide sufficient revenue to fund the operating budget and the programs provided
by the Commission

e Provide sufficient revenue to fund the recurring capital needs and/or assets with
useful lives of less than 10 years

e Provide sufficient revenue to meet the debt service payments and coverage
requirements

e Provide sufficient revenue to fund the reserve funds as established by the Cost
Recovery Policy

In addition, the use of debt to fund the necessary capital improvements for expansion of
the system and for the renewal and replacement of long-lived assets is part of the funding
plan.

Each year rates are established based on ensuring that sufficient revenues are received
to fully recover all costs of operating, maintaining and expanding the water and
wastewater systems, which is the goal of the Cost Recovery Policy. These costs include
daily system operating expenses; planned repair, renewal and/or replacement of aging
capital assets; and payment of principal and interest on existing and projected debt. In
addition, the budget and any rate adjustments must ensure that the legal obligations
contained in the bond ordinance are also met. The table below reflects the impact of rate
changes made over the past ten fiscal years on a typical residential customer’s monthly
and annual bills. As shown in the chart, the impact of the rate changes and their effective
dates has averaged a 5.8% increase in the typical bill since FY 2012. Over the past five
fiscal years, the typical bill has increased an average of approximately 4.7%.

Proposed

Rate Increase FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021
Water 5.0% 50% 7.7% 00% 00% 7.0% 50% 50% 56% 0.0%
Wastewater 5.1% 51% 7.7% 00% 00% 7.0% 50% 6.7% 56% 0.0%
BFC Water 5.0% 51% 7.8% 80.2% 33.3% 00% 50% 00% 56% 0.0%
BFC Wastewater 5.0% 50% 7.6% 33.8% 16.7% 0.0% 5.0% 13.6% 12.0% 0.0%
FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021

Volume - Water $3.60 $3.78  $4.07 $4.07 $407 $435 $457 $480 $5.08  $5.08
Volume - Wastewater $4.33 $455  $4.90 $490 $490 9525 $551 $589  $6.22  $6.22
BFC Water $2.94 $3.09  $3.33 $6.00 $8.00 $8.00 $840 $840  $888  $8.88
BFC Wastewater $7.94 $8.34  $8.97 $12.00 $14.00 $14.00 $1470 $16.70 $18.71 $18.71
FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021

Average Bill $50.53 $53.08 $57.15 $62.85 $66.85 $70.00 $73.50 $78.54 $84.09 $84.09
Rate Increase 5.0% 5.0% 7.7% 10.0% 6.4% 4.7% 5.0% 6.9% 71% 0.0%
5-Year Average 4.7%

10-Year Average 5.8%
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FY 2021 Annual Budget Document

Furthermore, the graph below shows a progression of the annual increases in average
bill as they relate to rate increases.

b
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FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021

E Average Bill $50.53 $53.08 $57.15 $62.85 $66.85 $70.00 $73.50 $78.54 $84.00 $84.00
W Rate Increase| 5.0% 5.0% 7.7% 10.0% 6.4% 4.7% 5.0% 6.9% 7.0% 0.0%

A display of rates per fiscal year for water and wastewater volume and BFC rates for the
last ten years can be seen below.
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Deposition of Mark Coffin

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLI NA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
I N THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH JUDI Cl AL CI RCU T
SNEE FARM LAKES HOVEOMNNER' S . CASE NO.
ASSCCI ATION, INC., individually 2018- CP- 10- 2764
and on behalf of those simlarly
si tuat ed,
Plaintiff
VS.
THE COWM SSI ONERS OF PUBLI C
WORKS FOR THE TOAN OF MOUNT
PLEASANT d/ b/ a MOUNT PLEASANT
WATERWORKS,

Def endant

DEPONENT: MARK COFFI N

DATE: DECEMBER 9, 2020

TIME 2:45 p.m

LOCATI ON: ALL PARTI ES PRESENT VI DEO

TELECONFERENCE

REPORTED BY: CARCL T. LUCIC, RPR, RMR
CLARK & ASSOCI ATES, | NC.
CHARLESTON, SC 29405

843-762- 6294
WAV CLARK- ASSCOCI ATES. COM
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APPEARANCES

ON BEHALF OF THE PLAI NTI FF:

McCULLOUGH KHAN, LLC

BY: ROSS A. APPEL, ESQ
359 KING STREET, SU TE 200
CHARLESTON, SC 29401

and

McGOWAN, HOOD & FELDER, LLC

BY: JAMES L. WARD, JR , ESQ
321 W NGO WAY, SU TE 103
MI. PLEASANT, SC 29464

ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT:

ROSEN HAGOOD
BY: DAVID G JENN NGS, ESQ

151 MEETI NG STREET, SU TE 400

POST OFFI CE BOX 893 (29402)
CHARLESTON, SC 29401
and
GALLI VAN, WH TE & BOYD, P.A.
BY: AW L.B. HLL, ESQ
1201 MAI N STREET
P. O BOX 7368 (29202)
COLUMBI A, SC 29201
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Cost recovery policy, 6/24/19
Cost recovery policy enmail
di scussion with M. Crae and
M. Raftelis, 11/8/17 - 11/9/17
Emai | exchange between M. Crae
and Ms. Bates, 11/8/17 - 11/9/17
Raftelis task item No. MPSC 1210
Raftelis task item No. MPSC 1408
Raftelis task item No. MPSC 1705
MPW CAFR 2020
Email to M. Collins from
M. Coffin, 9/28/17

(Exhi bits attached.)
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Q Wll, you wote in the CAFR t hat
commerci al custoners were provided the opportunity
to reduce their assigned REUs for unused excess
capacity. So surely you would agree with ne that
there are commercial custoners within MPWs system

t hat had REU assigned to their account that

corresponded to, quote, unused excess capacity, end

quote; right?
M5. HILL: Object to the form

A. | couldn't answer that.

Q Let's just say hypothetically that there
are custoners in MPWs system conmmerci al
custoners, who have nore REU assigned to their
account than they're using. What is the effect on
t hose custoners when you have a water base charge
al nost double in anount between fiscal 2014 and
20157

M5. HILL: Object to the form

A. That increase in those periods was based
on the Conmm ssion's need to have nore revenue
stability. This was a by-product of the 2008,
2009, 2010, financial downturn in the econony that
was a nessage to all utilities including Munt
Pl easant that our rates have got to be sufficient

to wthstand any downturn in the econony and the
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rates have to be set accordingly.

Q So are you saying that the base charge
I ncreases fromfiscal year 2014 to 2015 were
I ntended to shift nore of the costs for running the
utility into the base charge as opposed to the
vol unetric charge?

A Yes.

Q Do you believe that during the 2014-2015
time period when these base charge increases were
being put into effect it would have been fair and
reasonabl e and equitable to notify the commerci al
custoners that had a, quote, unused excess capacity

on their account based on actual use data over

time?
M5. HLL: Object to the form
A | would say no.
Q Earlier today when | talked to M. Duffie

about the 2014-2015 excessive use tier wastewater
audit, he told ne the reason why MPWand the
Commi ssi oners decided to reach out to the consuners
I S because they were about to raise the excessive
use tiers on the wastewater tiers. Are you
famliar with any of that?
M5. HLL: Object to the form
A Yes.
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