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T OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
David C. Bennett and Kristen L. Bennett, C.A. No.: 2020-CP-36-0479

Plaintiff,

V. (Inv

‘Harbor View Homeowners
Association, Inc.;

Defendant.

This declaratory judgment action was before the Court for a non-juty trial on January 10,

risten L. Bennett were represented by Paul 8. Landis,

2@23 Plaintiffs David C. Bennett and Kri

Esq., and Defendant Hatbor View Homeowriets Association, Inc. was represented by Eugene C.

Fulton, Jr.; Esq. For the reasons set forth herein, the Court finds that an Amendiment to ‘the
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions of Harbor View Subdivision dated April 2, 2019 which
prohibited short-term rental, nme sharing, and fractional ownérship of properties within the
subdivision is.invalid and unenforceable,

Stipulated Facts

Prior to trial, counsel for the parties stipulated to the ‘material facts in this matter and

entered the same into the record.! The stipulated facts are as follows:

Subdivision.recorded October 31, 1996 in Deed Book 446, Page 208 in the Newberty County

! Althe outset of the hearing, Plaintiff’s counsel withdrew Plaimiffs” claim concerming alleged
procedural defects in the passage of the: 2019 Amendment.
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Register of Deeds Office. At the sathe time; a Declaration of Restrictive Covenants of Hathor

View Subdivision was recorded October 31, 1996 in Dead Book 446, Pagie 218 in the Newberry

Couiity Register of Deeds Office.
3. David and Kristen Bennett owh 2. single-family residence at 603 Harbor View
Drive, Prosperity, South Carolina, which constitutes Lot 20 within Harbor View Subdivision.

Said property was initially titled in the name of Kristen Bennett fk/a K.

tisten Hartman when ‘it

‘was purchased by]fvlr and Mrs. Bennigtt by deed recorded on July 24, 2017 at Deed Book: 1986,

names of David Bernett and Kiisten Bennett as joint tenants with right of survivorship,
4. In 2019, certain members of the Harbor View Homeowners Association became
concerned that shori-term rentals occurring in the neighborhood were inconsistent with “thie

residential niature of the subdivision. The Harbor View Homeowners Associafion passed an

amendment to Article I, Section 1 of the Declaration of Covenants, Coﬂdmcns, and Restrictions

yyment” toinclude the

following:

“ Thexe shall beno time: sharmg or mtarxzal awnersh No lmaer dweiimg thereon
i ortion thereof’

(saxd amendment was recorded on April 5, 2019 in Deed Book 2114, Page 0163

m th - ewbe Ty County Register of Deeds office and is hereinafter: refemd to-as

5. Prior to the passage of the 2019 Amendment, Mr. and Mrs. Bennett periodically

offered the Subject Property for short-term réntal, and they desire the right to do so in the fature.

One of the reasons the Bennetts purchased the Subject Propeity i that the Harbot View

Restrictive: Covenants did not prohibit rental of property

within the subdivision; which they
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desite to do to defray the costs:of ownership. The Bennetts divide their time between the subject
property and another property, and the property that is the subject of this matter is classified as

‘the Betinetts” primary tesidence.

6. Mr. and Mrs. Bennett filed this declatatory judgment action for the purpose of

challenging the validity of the 2019 Amendment.

Discussion

The issue in this: case is whether Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc. had the

B

authority to institute a rental restriction on homeowners within its community when no tental
‘reéstriction. previously existed and when the restrictive covenants do not permit-the addition of

new:restrictions,

Plainiffs argue that the 2019 Amend:

to an existing festriction and i§ therefore fiof tted under South Carolina law. Plaintiffs cite

Exkes v. Kasparele, 303 §.C. 70, 399 S.F

App. 1990) in support of their argument. In

Erkes, residents within a commutiity passed an amendment to their restrictive: covenants for the

‘purpose of establishing a minimum lot size for & portion of the community that had niot yet been
subdivided, There were existing restrictions that required a minimum cost for dwellings and
‘minimum set back lines. However, there was no existing restriction that mienitioned any
minimuam lot:size.

The Coutt in Erkes

held that “the residents may not ifipose additional restrictions of the
[portion of the community that had not yet been subdivided], but may only amend those
‘restrietions conitained within the resirictive -covenants. The residents” purported amendments do
not amend the restrictive covenants, but improperly add to them, The restrietive covenants state

that ‘any of the conditiens, restrictions, and covenants contained herein may be changed or

6.¥009€d0020Z#3SVO - SYITd NOWWOD -~ AMMIAMIAN - Wd 6%:1 61 Uer €202 - AFid ATTVOINOYLO3 13




amended . .. ;" The residents cantiot place new restrictions o the land under ihe guise of-an.

amendment. Restrictions on the use of property are strietly construed, with all doubts resolved in

“favor of the free use of the property.” Erkes v. Kasparek, 303 $.C, at 73,399 S.E2d at 8 (Ct.

App: 1990) (citation omitted).

Plaintiffs also cited a case:from W

similar to those present in this case. Wilkinson v. Chiwawa Cimtys. Ass’n, 180 Wn.2d 241, 327

P.3d 614 (2014). In Wilkinson, cettain homeowners within a planned residential communi

‘sought to invalidate an amendment to the restrictive covenants which. prohibited short-tetm
rtentals. Like the Harbor View restrictive covenants, the covenants at issue-in Wilkinson granted
homeowners within the development the power “to change [the] protective restrictionis and

covenants in whole or in part” by -a vote of the members., Furthermore; like the Harbor View

covenants, the restrictive covenants

on limited use of lots to single-faniily resideritial
-use and prohibited nuisance activities; efe..

In Wilkinson, the Commutiity Association argued that sh@mterm rental is inconsistent
with residential use: The Court rejected the argument and instead held that “[i]f'a vacation refiter
uses a home for the: purpoeses of eating, sleeping; and othi

residential purposes; this use is

residential, not commereial; no miatter how short the rental duration. The owner's receipt of

réntal incotiié either from short- or long-term rentals i no way detracts or changes the residential

teristics of the use by the tenant, Not does the payment of business and cocupation taxes

‘or lodging taxes detract from the residential character of such use to make the use commercial in
character.” Id., 180 Wn.2d at 252-253, 327 P.3d at 620 (¢itations and quotations omitted).

The Chiwawa Community Association further argued that the restrictive covenants

permitted the homeowners to: change the covenants in whole or in part by majority vote, and

Vashington State that was decided on facts substantially
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‘therefore they had the ability to amend the restrictions to prohibit short-ferm rentdls. The

also rejected that argument and found that the authority

confer authority to add a restriction that had no relation to an existing restiction.  Like the

Chiwawa restrictions, the Harbor View Resttictions in this case permit amendiment but do not
permit the addition of new restrictions.

The Washington Supteme Court’s analysis is consistent with South Carolina law, and fhis

Court finds it persuasive. Furthermore, 8.C. Code Anh. § 12-43-220 provides that 4 residlence is

eligible for 4% taxation ‘as @ primary residenge if the residence that is the subjest of the

application is not terited for more than seventy-two days in a calendar year. In other words,

Bouth Carolina law recognizes that a primary tesidence may be offered for short-term rental

non-residential use.

Plaintiffs-in this case purchased the subject property within Harbor View at a time when

there was no rental restriction of any kind, and prior to the 2019 Amendment they rented their

property in.order to defray costs of ownership when they were not occupying the same. This

Coutt is concerned tha:tmstlmtmg new restrictions within Harbot View at ft

unanticiipateﬁ finatictal hardship or even be: fotced fo sell their property. This is parficularly

problematic when the property ownets did not have nefice at the timie they ‘purchased their

property that such additional restrictions-could be imposed at-some later-time.?

Z.In-addition-to the htﬂdmgs of Er/ces* and W:Ik:mm this practical concern: regarding Plaintiffs” ability to service the
debt they incurred when:they financed the. purchase s alg rtegral to-the:Court’s ruling; The Court: e‘{prasfses 3113

opinion as fo:whether a similarrestriction could potentially be adopted with: solely prospeotive applivation.

S

to ‘amend existing covenants did. not

& whim of & majenty
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In summary, a provision in restrictive -covenants which permits the homeowners

association to-change or amend the same in whole or in part by a vote of its members does not

permit the addition of a new restriction under the guise-of an amendment. The 2019 A

does not amend any existing restrictions but instead adds an add
authorized by the Harbor View restrictive covenants or South Carolina law.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED; ADJUDGED; AND DECREED that the 2019 An

‘which was recorded on April S, 2019 in Deed Book 2114, Page 0163 in the Newbietry County

id and shall be cancelled of record in the Register of Deeds office,

Furthermore; this Order shall be recerded in the Register of Deeds office.

- January 19, 2@23 ‘ _
‘Greenwood, South Carolina

niendment

dditional testriction, which is not
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David C. Bennett and Kristen L. Bennett v. Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc.
C.A. No.: 2020-CP-36-0479

Exhibit B
Defendant’s Motion to Alter or Amend the
Court’s Order Invalidating the 2019

Amendments

Dated February 3, 2023




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
| )
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY ) EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Case Number: 2020-CP-36-00479

David C. Bennett and
Kristen L. Bennett,
Plaintiffs,
V. DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO ALTER OR
AMEND THE COURT’'S ORDER

Harbor View Homeowners INVALIDATING THE 2019 AMENDMENTS

Association, Inc.,
Defendant.

o Nt S g St g’ vt o e “mar’

COMES NOW the Defendant, Harbor View Homeownefs Association, Inc., by and
through its undersigned attorney, pursuant to Rule 59 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil
Procedure, and respectfully requests that this Court alter or amend its Order dated January
19, 2023, filed on January 19, 2023, and received by the Defendant on January 19, 2023.

Prior to the hearing in this case, the pertinent facts were stipulated by the parties. The
Defendant hereby incorporates those facts herein for the purpose of this Motion. After
hearing argument from counsel for the parties, this Court decreed that the 2019 Amendment
to the Declaration of Covenants is invalid and shall be canceled in the Register of Deeds
office.

The Count, in its final Order, essentially rules that the 2019 Amendments were new
restrictions rather than amendments. The Court expresses concern that the Plaintiffs’ could
“face unanticipated financial hardship” as a result of the amendments. Order, p.5. The Court
expresses concern that the Plaintiffs “did not have notice” that such amendments could be

imposed. /d. The characterization of these amendments as “unanticipated” and without
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notice, however, is inaccurate in light of the actual nature of the neighborhood, as well as the
requirements set forth in the original governing documents.

It is uncontested that the neighborhood is intended for residential use. This is clearly
stated in the original governing documents. Restrictive Covenants, Number 1. (Single-family
dwellings only, Restrictive Covenants, Number 2: No noxious or offensive...activity.
Restrictive Covenants, Number 14; Prohibition of anything which may become an annoyance
or nuisance to the neighborhood. Restrictive Covenants, Number 14.)

As stated in the Stipulation of Facts, some of the Harbor View homeowners “became
concermed that the short-term rentals occurring in the neighborhood were inconsistent with
the residential nature of the subdivision.” Order, p. 2. As the Defendant argued in court, and
as this Court recognized in its Partial Summary Judgment Order: “[TIhe preexisting
limitations are reasonably construed as indicating that the lots were to be used only by
persons who reside there, not by short-term rental tenants who change the essential
character of the neighborhood by bringing increased traffic and other issues associated with
transitory occupancy.” Partial Summary Judgment Order, p. 2. “The defendant's argument is
that the newly-enacted provision is merely a clarification inherent in the prior limitations.” |Id.

As the Defendant argued, and as this Court recognized as a reasonable argument;
“{S]hort-term tenants (those occupancies of less than 90 days) are expected to use housing at
the lake for recreational purposes and ... such use is markedly different from and inconsistent
with the quiet enjoyment of residential owners or long-term tenants. /d, p. 4.

The Court seems to emphasize what the Plaintiffs expected when they moved in.

From an equitable standpoint, the Court's concern should be with the unanticipated hardships
of all residents. It seems reasonable to assume that all or most of the residents had an

expectation of quiet enjoyment when they moved in with long-term lifestyle and financial

2
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expectations. These expectation should outweigh the Plaintiffs’ desire to defray the costs of
ownership and service their debt. This is especially true considering the “residential”
emphasis which runs through the founding documents.

The Defendant respectfully urges that the Erkes case, relied upon by this Court, is
factually distinguishable from this case. The factual difference should affect the application of
that ruling to this case. In Erkes, the issue was the minimum lot size required for the |
neighborhood. Erkes v. Kasparek, 303 S.C. 70, 72, 399 S.E.2d 8, ___ (Ct. App. 1990) In
Erkes, lot size, however, was specifically a developer issue. /d. The Court, in Erkes, properly
recognized and ruled that the homeowners’ association could not usurp the power of a
developer with proposed amendments. They stated: “The residents cannot exercise a power
they were never given.” Erkes, 303 S.C. at 72, 399 S.E.2d at ___. Thiscase is
distinguishable in that the rental restrictions in the amendments being presented by the
Association here are not in any way reserved for the developer or any other entity. The ruling
in Erkes should not require a similar prohibition on amendments in the factual situation
presented in this case.

The Court also examined a Washington State case, Wilkinson v. Chiwawa Cmtys.
Ass’n, 180 Wn.2d 241, 327 P.3d 614 (2014), to support its ruling. In that case, the
Washington State Court seems “tone deaf” to the true meaning of residential, single-family
living. The Washington Court somehow came to the conclusion that all people who use a
house for eating and sleeping act the same way. Wilkinson, 180 Wn.2d at 252-253, 327 P.3d
at 620. Based upon the Stipulation of Facts in this case, evidently Washington Huskies
fraternities and fans must be a little more reserved than Gamecock fans on game weekends.

Eating and sleeping are not the activities that ruin the residential character of a neighborhood.
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WHEREFORE, the Defendant respectfully requests that this Court alter and/or amend
its Judgment to recognize the 2019 Amendments as being appropriate and valid, and to

reinstate them in the Office of the Register of Deeds.

Respectfully submitted this 3rd day of February, 2023

sf

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.

Attorney at Law

3117 Hebron Drive

West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
(803) 422-0841

efulton@sc.rr.com

Attorney for the Defendant
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

) Proof of Service
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY )

| hereby certify that | have served a copy of this pleading upon counsel for the
Plaintiff, Paul S. Landis, Esquire, Fayssoux & Landis, PA, P.O. Box 10207, Greenville, SC

29603, paul@fayssouxiaw.com, via U.S. Mail and email this 3* day of February, 2023.

s/

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.

Attorney at Law

3117 Hebron Drive

West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
(803) 422-0841

efuiton@sc.rr.com

Attorney for the Defendant
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY

EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Case Number: 2020-CP-36-00479

David C. Bennett and
Kristen L. Bennett,
Plaintiffs,
V. DEFENDANT’S AMENDED MOTION TO ALTER OR
AMEND THE COURT’S ORDER
INVALIDATING THE 2019 AMENDMENTS
(Amended to include signature)

Harbor View Homeowners
Association, Inc.,
Defendant.

N s Nt N Nt et et S it Nae?

COMES NOW the Defendant, Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc., by and

through its undersigned attorney, pursuant to Rule 59 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil

Procedure, and respectfully requests that this Court alter or amend its Order dated January

19, 2023, filed on January 19, 2023, and received by the Defendant on January 19, 2023.

Prior to the héaring in this case, the pertinent facts were stipulated by the parties. The
Defendant hereby incorporates those facts herein for the purpose of this Motion. After
hearing argument from counsel for the parties, this Court decreed that the 2019 Amendment
to the Declaration of Covenants is invalid and shall be canceled in the Register of Deeds
office.

The Cour, in its final Order, essentially rules that the 2019 Amendments were new
restrictions rather than amendments. The Court expresses concern that the Plaintiffs’ could
“face unanticipated financial hardship” as a result of the amendments. Order, p.5. The Court
expresses concern that the Plaintiffs “did not have notice” that such amendments could be

imposed. /d. The characterization of these amendments as “unanticipated” and without
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notice, however, is inaccurate in light of the actual nature of the neighborhood, as well as the
requirements set forth in the original governing documents.

It is uncontested that the neighborhood is intended for residential use. This is clearly
stated in the original governing documents. Restrictive Covenants, Number 1. (Single-family
dwellings only, Restrictive Covenants, Number 2; No noxious or offensive...activity.
Restrictive Covenants, Number 14; Prohibition of anything which may become an annoyance
or nuisance to the neig\hborhood. Restrictive Covenants, Number 14.)

As stated in the Stipulation of Facts, some of the Harbor View homeowners “became
concerned that the short-term rentals occurring in the neighborhood were inconsistent with
the residential nature of the subdivision.” Order, p. 2. As the Defendant argued in court, and
as this Court recognized in its Partial Summary Judgment Order: "‘mhe preexisting
limitations are reasonably construed as indicating that the lots were to be used only by
persons who reside there, not by short-term rental tenants who change the essential
character of the neighborhood by bringing increased traffic and other issues associated with
transitory occupancy.” Partial Summary Judgment Order, p. 2. “The defendant's argument is
that the newly-enacted provision is merely a clarification inherent in the prior limitations.” Id.

As the Defendant argued, and as this Court recognized as a reasonable argument:
“ISlhort-term tenants (those occupancies of less than 90 days) are expected to use housing at
the lake for recreational purposes and ... such use is markedly different from and inconsistent
with the quiet enjoyment of residential owners or long-term tenants. /d, p. 4.

The Court seems to emphasize what the Plaintiffs expected when they moved in.

From an equitable standpoint, the Court’s concern should be with the unanticipated hardships
of all residents. It seems reasonable to assume that all or most of the residents had an

expectation of quiet enjoyment when they moved in with long-term lifestyle and financial

2
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expectations. These expectation should outweigh the Plaintiffs’ desire to defray the costs of
ownership and service their debt. This is especially true considering the “residential”
emphasis which runs through the founding documents.

The Defendant respectfully urges that the Erkes case, relied upon by this Court, is
factually distinguishable from this case. The factual difference should affect the application of
that ruling to this case. In Erkes, the issue was the minimum lot size required for the
neighborhood. Erkes v. Kasparek, 303 S.C. 70, 72, 399 S.E.2d 6, __ {(Ct. App. 1990) In
Erkes, lot size, however, was specifically a developer issue. /d. The Court, in Erkes, properly
recognized and ruled that the homeowners’ association could not usurp the power of a
developer with proposed amendments. They stated: “The residents cannot exercise a power
they were never given.” Erkes, 303 S.C. at 72, 399 S.E.2d at ____. This case is
distinguishable in that the rental restrictions in the amendments being presented by the
Association here are not in any way reserved for the developer or any other entity. The ruling
in Erkes should not require a similar prohibition on amendments in the factual situation
presented in this case.

The Court also examined a Washington State case, Wilkinson v. Chiwawa Cmlys.
Ass’n, 180 Wn.2d 241, 327 P.3d 614 (2014), to support its ruling. In that case, the
Washington State Court seems “tone deaf” to the true meaning of residential, single-family
living. The Washington Court somehow came to the conclusion that all people who use a
house for eating and sleeping act the same way. Wilkinson, 180 Wn.2d at 252-253, 327 P.3d
at 620. Based upon the Stipulation of Faéts in this case, evidently Washington Huskies
fraternities and fans must be a little more reserved than Gamecock fans on géme weekends.

Eating and sleeping are not the activities that ruin the residential character of a neighborhood.
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WHEREFORE, the Defendant respectfully requests that this Court alter and/or amend
its Judgment to recognize the 2019 Amendments as being appropriate and valid, and to

reinstate them in the Office of the Register of Deeds.

Respectfully submitted this 3rd day of February, 2023

Uefecteng

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.

Attorney at Law

3117 Hebron Drive

West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
(803) 422-0841

efulton@sc.rr.com

Attorney for the Defendant
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

) Proof of Service
COUNTY OF NEWBERRY )

| hereby certify that | have served a copy of this pleading upon counsel for the
Plaintiff, Paul S. Landis, Esquire, Fayssoux & Landis, PA, P.O. Box 10207, Greenville, SC

29603, paul@fayssouxlaw.com, via U.S. Mail and email this 3 day of February, 2023.

. -—"d'-.
Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3117 Hebron Drive
West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
(803) 422-0841
efulton@sc.rr.com

Attorney for the Defendant
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David C. Bennett and Kristen L. Bennett v. Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc.
C.A. No.: 2020-CP-36-0479

Exhibit C
Email Correspondence

Dated February 3, 2023




Paul Landis

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc: «
Subject:
Attachments:

Dear Paul:

Gene Fulton <efulton@sc.rr.com>

Friday, February 3, 2023 4:31 PM

Paul Landis

‘efulton@sc.rr.com’

Bennett v. Harbor View; 2020-CP-36-00479; Rule 59 Motion
Scanlmage099.pdf

Attached, please find Harbor View's Rule 59 motion in the above referenced case.

Thanks.
Best regards,

Gene

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.

Attorney at Law
3117 Hebron Drive

West Columbia, South Carolina 29169

(803) 422-0841




Paul Landis
L e

From: Gene Fulton <efulton@sc.rr.com>

Sent: Friday, February 3, 2023 4:49 PM

To: ‘faddysc@sccourts.org’

Cc: Paul Landis -

Subject: Bennett v. Harbor View; 2022-CP-36-0479; Rule 59 Motion
Dear Judge Addy:

Attached, please find the Defendant's Rule 59 Motion in the above referenced case. Please let me know if you need
anything else.

Thank you.
Respectfully,
Gene Fulton

cc: Paul Landis

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.

Attorney at Law

3117 Hebron Drive

West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
(803) 422-0841




David C. Bennett and Kristen L. Bennett v. Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc.
C.A. No.: 2020-CP-36-0479

Exhibit D
Notice of Appeal

Dated April 18, 2023




Apr 18 2023

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.
Attorney at Law SC Court of Appeals

3117 Hebron Drive
West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
efulton@sc.rr.com

April 18, 2023

VIA EMAIL ONLY: ctappfilings@sccourts.org
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings

Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals
Post Office Box 11629
Columbia, South Carolina 29211

RE: David C. Bennett and Kristen L. Bennett, Respondents v.
Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc., Appellant,
Case No. 2020-CP-36-0479.
Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed for filing is a Notice of Appeal in the above referenced case. Also enclosed
are the following:

(1) Proof of Service of the Notice of Appeal on the Respondents:
(2) A copy of the Orders which are to be challenged on appeal.
| am also mailing, via U.S. Mail, a filing fee in the amount of $250.00.

Thank you.

Respectively yours,

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.
Attorney for the Appeliants

cc: Paul S. Landis, Esquire
Attorney for the Respondents




Apr 18 2023
In The Court of Appeals SC Court of App@ais

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

APPEAL FROM NEWBERRY COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Frank R. Addy, Jr., Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2020-CP-36-0479

David C. Bennett and Kristen L. Bennett, Respondent,
V.
Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc., Appellant,
NOTICE OF APPEAL

Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc. appeals the Order of the Honorable Frank R. Addy,
Jr. dated March 20, 2023. Appellant received written notice of entry of this Order on March 20, 2023.

o (it

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.

3117 Hebron Drive

West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
(803) 422-0841

efulton@sc.r.com

Attorney for Appellant

April 18, 2023

Other Counsel of Record:

Paul S. Landis

209 E. Washington Street (29601)
Post Office Box 10207
Greenville, South Carolina 29603
(864) 233-0445
paul@fayssouxlaw.com

Attorney for Respondent




 ECETV

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Apr 18 2023
In The Court of Appeals SC Court of Appeais

APPEAL FROM NEWBERRY COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Frank R. Addy, Jr., Circuit Court Judge
Case No. 2020-CP-36-0479

David C. Bennett and Kristen L. Bennett, Respondent,
V.

Harbor View Homeowners Association, Inc., Appellant.
PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal on Paul S. Landis, attorney for the
Respondents, via email at: paul@fayssouxlaw.com, on April 18, 2023.

FF kel

Eugene C. Fulton, Jr.

3117 Hebron Drive

West Columbia, South Carolina 29169
(803) 422-0841

efulton@sc.1r.com

Attorney for Appellant

April 18, 2023

Other Counsel of Record;

Paul S. Landis

209 E. Washington Street (29601)
Post Office Box 10207
Greenville, South Carolina 29603
(864) 233-0445
paul@fayssouxlaw.com

Attorney for Respondent




