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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In The Court of Appeals  


_______________ 


APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY 
Court of Common Pleas 


Kirsti F. Curtis, Circuit Court Judge 
_______________ 


Case No. 2019-CP-26-07075 
_______________ 


Meswaet Abel, as Personal Representative of the Estate 
of Zerihun Wolde, .............................................................. 


Respondent,


v. 


Lack’s Beach Service, Inc., ............................................... Appellant,


____________________________ 


MOTION FOR LIMITED REMAND FOR CIRCUIT COURT TO RULE ON: 1) 
CONDITIONAL MOTION FOR REDUCTION OF JUDGMENT AND ON 2) MOTION 


TO AMEND ANSWER UNDER RULE 15(b), SCRCP; AND FOR THIS COURT TO 
STAY DEADLINES FOR BREIFING UNTIL LIMITED REMAND CONCLUDED 


____________________________ 


Pursuant to Rule 240 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, Appellant Lack’s Beach 


Service, Inc. (“Appellant”) hereby moves this Court for an order issuing a limited remand in this 


appeal for the purpose of expressly allowing the circuit court to rule on Appellant’s Conditional 


Motion for Reduction of Judgment (“Conditional Motion”), filed August 8, 2022 (see Conditional 


Motion, attached as Exhibit A), and Appellant’s related oral motion to amend its Answer to assert 


immunity. 


This matter was tried between July 25, 2022 and July 29, 2022.  The jury reached a verdict 


in Plaintiff’s favor and awarded $3.73 million on the survival claim, $10 million on the wrongful 


death claim, and $7 million in punitive damages.  On August 1, 2022, the circuit court entered a 


Form 4 judgment stating the jury had rendered a verdict in this amount.  Appellant timely filed 


post-trial motions for JNOV, a new trial absolute, a new trial nisi remittitur.  Appellant also filed 
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the Conditional Motion.   Plaintiff subsequently filed a Motion for Appointment of a Receiver and 


Appellant filed a Motion to Stay Execution on the Judgment.   


In the Conditional Motion, Appellant first noted its conditional nature, meaning that the 


circuit court should grant its other post-trial motions first, and only if the circuit court declined to 


grant them should it then consider the Conditional Motion.  (See Exhibit A). However, Appellant 


argued that if the circuit court allowed any verdict amount to stand as a judgment, it must, at a 


minimum, reduce the amount of any judgment to the South Carolina Tort Claims Act (“SCTCA”) 


cap on actual damages as a matter of law.  Moreover, Appellant argued the circuit court must also 


remit the punitive damages award to $0 since the SCTCA does not permit recovery of punitive 


damages.  As the Conditional Motion detailed, the City of Myrtle Beach properly delegated its 


governmental power to Appellant and, as a result, the doctrine of derivative sovereign immunity 


applies1.  Because the State of South Carolina has only waived its sovereign immunity subject to 


the provisions of the SCTCA, the statutory caps of the SCTCA apply to limit Plaintiff’s recovery 


against Appellant.  On March 9, 2023, the circuit court heard all pending post-trial motions, 


including the Conditional Motion.   During that hearing, and in light of Respondent’s position that 


the Conditional Motion should be denied based on waiver and failure to raise immunity in the 


Appellant’s Answer, the Appellant, out of an abundance of caution, orally moved to amend its 


Answer then and there pursuant to Rule 15(b), SCRCP.2


1While there appears to be no controlling South Carolina precedent on this delegation of immunity 
doctrine, which applies when the government seeks to carry out one of its duties via a private 
contractor, there are both federal and state court cases recognizing this doctrine.  (See Exhibit A). 


2 Appellant also argued that the SCTCA’s caps did not need to be pled as defenses, pursuant to 
Garrison v. Target, 435 S.C. 566, 869 S.E.2d 797 (2022).
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On April 10, 2023, the circuit court entered an Order denying Appellant’s post-trial 


motions for JNOV, a new trial absolute, and a new trial nisi remittitur, from which Appellant 


immediately appealed.  The circuit court’s post-trial motions denial Order did not address 


Appellant’s Conditional Motion or oral motion to amend Appellant’s Answer.  Appellant then 


filed a new Motion to Stay Execution invoking the appeal bond statute, and stating therein its 


position that the circuit court retained jurisdiction to rule on that motion and the Motion to Appoint 


a Receiver (by Respondents) as well retained jurisdiction to rule on Appellant’s still pending 


Conditional Motion and oral motion to amend Answer. (See Motion to Stay Execution, attached 


as Exhibit B). 


On May 19, 2023, the circuit court entered an Order granting Appellant’s Motion to Stay 


Execution on the judgment, conditioned upon the filing of a bond pursuant to statute, and denying 


Respondent’s Motion to Appoint a Receiver.  Appellant has filed the bond required and thus stayed 


execution consistent with the statute and Order granting the motion to stay execution on the 


judgment. 


To date, however, the circuit court has not yet issued a ruling on Appellant’s Conditional 


Motion or related oral motion to Amend Appellant’s Answer.  Appellant believes this may be 


because of the appeal and jurisdictional questions regarding the appeal.  Accordingly, Appellant 


moves this Court to retain the appeal in this Court and issue an order for a limited remand to allow 


the circuit court to rule on the pending Conditional Motion and related oral motion to amend 


Appellant’s Answer.  As stated, the circuit court has already considered briefing and oral argument 


regarding those motions, and need only make its rulings. Appellant further requests that the Court 


stay all briefing deadlines in the appellate proceedings during this limited remand period.     
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Respectfully submitted, 


NELSON MULLINS RILEY & SCARBOROUGH LLP 


By: s/ Blake T. Williams 
 C. Mitchell Brown 
 SC Bar No. 012872 


E-Mail: mitch.brown@nelsonmullins.com


 Blake T. Williams 
 S.C. Bar No. 100794 


E-Mail: blake.williams@nelsonmullins.com 


 1320 Main Street / 17th Floor 
 Post Office Box 11070 (29211-1070) 
 Columbia, SC  29201 
 (803) 799-2000 


HALL BOOTH SMITH, P.C. 


 Joseph D. Thompson, III 
 SC Bar No. 66580 


Email:  jthompson@hallboothsmith.com


 Elizabeth F. Morrison 
 SC Bar No. 100611 


Email:  emorrison@hallboothsmith.com


 Daniel R. Fuerst 
 SC Bar No. 102522 


Email:  dfuerst@hallboothsmith.com    


 111 Coleman Boulevard, Suite 301 
 Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29464 
 (843) 720-3460 


Attorneys for Defendant Lack’s Beach Service, Inc.


June 1, 2023 







Exhibit A 


(Conditional Motion, filed August 8, 2022) 







STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
) FOR THE 15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT  


COUNTY OF HORRY  ) CASE NO.: 2019-CP-26-07075 


MESWAET ABEL, AS PERSONAL ) 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE  ) 
ESTATE OF ZERIHUN WOLDE,  ) 


) DEFENDANT’S CONDITIONAL 
Plaintiff,   ) MOTION FOR REDUCTION 


v. ) OF JUDGMENT 
) 


LACK’S BEACH SERVICE, INC., ) 
) 


Defendant.  ) 
) 


The Court should grant Defendant Lack’s Beach Service, Inc.’s (“LBS”) motion for JNOV 


or, failing that, motion for a new trial absolute.  If the Court does not grant JNOV or a new trial, 


the Court should grant LBS’s motion for a new trial nisi remittitur.  However, if the Court allows 


any verdict amount to stand as a judgment, the Court must, at a minimum, reduce the amount of 


to the South Carolina Tort Claims Act ’s (“SCTCA”) cap on actual damages as a matter of law.  


The Court must also remit the punitive damages award to $0 since the SCTCA does not permit 


recovery of punitive damages. The City of Myrtle Beach properly delegated its governmental 


power to LBS and, as a result, the doctrine of derivative sovereign immunity applies.  Because the 


State of South Carolina has only waived its sovereign immunity subject to the provisions of the 


SCTCA, the statutory caps of the SCTCA apply to limit Plaintiff’s recovery against LBS. 


Argument


I. Derivative sovereign immunity applies under these facts. 


As the SCTCA explains, the State of South Carolina and its political subdivisions and 


employees are immune from liability while acting within the scope of official duty except as 


waived by the SCTCA.  S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-20(b).   
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The doctrine of derivative sovereign immunity provides that a government contractor who 


contracts with an entity which is entitled to claim sovereign immunity is not subject to suit if: “(1) 


the government authorized the contractor’s actions and (2) the government ‘validly conferred’ that 


authorization, meaning it acted within its constitutional power.”  Cunningham v. Gen. Dynamics 


Info. Tech., Inc., 888 F.3d 640, 643 (4th Cir. 2018).  As the Fourth Circuit explained in 


Cunningham, the doctrine derives from the government’s “unquestioned need to delegate 


government functions,” as imposing liability on private agents of the government would “directly 


impede the significant governmental interest in the completion of its work.”  Id. (quoting Butters 


v. Vance Int’l, Inc., 225 F.3d 462, 466 (4th Cir. 2000)).   


South Carolina courts have not addressed the applicability of the derivative sovereign 


immunity doctrine under South Carolina law.  However, the same rationale as explained by the 


Fourth Circuit in Cunningham should apply pursuant to the SCTCA.  See, e.g., S.C. Code Ann. § 


15-78-20 (explaining that the Tort Claims Act is the “exclusive civil remedy available for any tort 


committed by a governmental entity, its employees, or its agents” and “[a]ll other immunities 


applicable to a governmental entity, its employees, and agents are expressly preserved” (emphasis 


added)).   


Here, the South Carolina Code expressly permits the City of Myrtle Beach and other coastal 


municipalities to provide lifeguard and other safety services, to enact and enforce regulations 


deemed necessary for the safety of all persons on the beach, and either provide lifeguard services 


through municipal employees or through a service agreement with a private beach safety 


company such as Lack.  See S.C. Code Ann. § 5-7-145(A)-(B).  If a municipality elects to use a 


private company, personnel employed by the company “must be tested and certified as required 


by the municipality.”  Id. at (B)(4).   
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The City of Myrtle Beach properly elected to delegate its governmental power to provide 


beach safety services pursuant to a valid contract with LBS, which set forth the standards required 


for the lifeguards and expectations regarding LBS’s duties, as contemplated and permitted by the 


South Carolina Code.  


The City of Myrtle Beach Code of Ordinances further delegate governmental power to 


LBS.  The Ordinances provide that “appropriate authorities” may, in their discretion, recall persons 


from the water or surf where, among other things, they are more than chest deep and are in danger 


of “drowning or becoming imperiled.”  Id. § 5-3(A).  They may also recall any person at any time 


when the conditions constitute a danger to the life, health, or safety of that person or any others.  


Id. § 5-3(B).  Appropriate authorities may create zones restricting aquatic activities or beachfront 


activities in “exigent circumstances that may pose a danger to the health, life or safety of any 


person due to a hazardous condition, hazardous operation, hazardous weather or hazardous 


structure whether temporary or permanent.”  Id. § 5-3(C).  The Ordinances state that “[i]n 


exercising this authority, beach franchise lifeguards shall immediately notify the appropriate 


public safety officials of any such closures.”  Id.  “Appropriate authorities” is defined to include 


those who have been “granted lifeguard status under beach franchise agreements.”  Id. § 5-1.   


Plaintiff advanced liability theories and made arguments at trial critical of the standards, 


numbers of personnel, and operations of LBS, which were validly approved by the City.  Plaintiff 


also advanced a theory and made a liability argument that LBS should have closed the entire beach 


due to conditions.   LBS refuted these theories and arguments at trial, and many of Plaintiff’s 


theories were grounded on speculation and what should have been deemed inadmissible evidence. 


Nevertheless, Plaintiff’s claims necessarily depend on the delegated governmental power 


to provide beach safety services by the City of Myrtle Beach to LBS.  As a result, the doctrine of 
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derivative sovereign immunity applies.  The City of Myrtle Beach both authorized LBS’s actions 


and validly conferred the authorization to LBS.   


II. The S.C. Tort Claims Act caps limit LBS’s liability to $300,000 total. 


Because LBS is entitled to derivatively share in the City of Myrtle Beach’s sovereign 


immunity, Plaintiff’s recovery is subject to the confines of the State’s limited waiver of that 


sovereign immunity through the SCTCA.  Pursuant to that Act, “no person shall recover in any 


action or claim brought hereunder a sum exceeding three hundred thousand dollars because of loss 


arising from a single occurrence regardless of the number of agencies or political subdivisions 


involved.”  See S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-120(a)(1).  Moreover, the SCTCA expressly provides that 


punitive damages are not recoverable. S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-120(b) (“No award for damages 


under this chapter shall include punitive or exemplary damages or interest prior to judgment.”).  


The caps of the SCTCA apply as a matter of law.  Thus, the “liability cap articulated within 


the Tort Claims Act is NOT an affirmative defense and the failure to plead the specific limitation 


on the amount of recovery allowed under the Tort Claims Act is NOT a waiver of the cap.”  Parker 


v. Spartanburg Sanitary Sewer Dist., 362 S.C. 276, 289, 607 S.E.2d 711, 718 (Ct. App. 2005) 


(emphasis in original); see also Garrison, 2022 WL 222553, at *7 (approving of Parker and relying 


on its holding to find that the punitive damages caps need not be raised as affirmative defenses).    


The Court of Appeals recently reaffirmed Parker in Campbell v. City of N. Charleston, 431 


S.C. 454, 463-64, 848 S.E.2d 788, 793-94 (Ct. App. 2020), reh’g denied (Oct. 29, 2020).  As the 


court explained, the plain meaning of the SCTCA supports that the “cap must be executed 


regardless of whether a defendant has filed a responsive pleading raising this cap as a defense,” as 


it “expressly states the liability ‘shall’ not exceed the Act’s limits and this damages cap does not 


require any special findings that would affect the proof at trial, which establishes the application 
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of the cap is mandatory and self-executing.”  Id.   Thus, Campbell held that “under the plain 


meaning of section 15-78-120(a), courts must apply the statutory cap to actions brought pursuant 


to the Act.”  Id. (emphasis added).   


Therefore, the Court must apply the SCTCA caps as a matter of law pursuant to the 


derivative sovereign immunity doctrine.  LBS was not required to plead the applicability of the 


caps.  As a result, LBS’s liability is limited to $300,000 total in actual damages—for both the 


wrongful death and survival claims combined, as the Act cap is for the loss arising from a single 


occurrence—and $0 in punitive damages as expressly stated by the Code.1


Respectfully submitted, 


HALL BOOTH SMITH, P.C.


/s/Joseph D. Thompson, III  
Joseph D. Thompson, III, SC Bar No. 66580 
Email:  jthompson@hallboothsmith.com 
Paul B. Trainor, SC Bar No. 101405 
Email:  ptrainor@hallboothsmith.com
111 Coleman Boulevard, Suite 301 
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29464 
Phone:  843.720.3460 


Attorneys for Defendant Lack’s Beach Service, Inc. 


August 8, 2022 
Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 


1 Plaintiff is prohibited from arguing that LBS’s maintenance of liability insurance of $3 million, 
which is in excess of the statutory caps, waived sovereign immunity up to the coverage limits.  See 
Wright v. Colleton Cnty. Sch. Dist., 301 S.C. 282, 287-88, 391 S.E.2d 564, 568 (1990) (rejecting 
this argument).  As Wright explained, the Tort Claims Act is clear that it waives liability for torts 
only within pursuant to the strictures of that chapter and it would contravene the legislature’s 
“directive to construe provisions of the Tort Claims Act relating to limitations on and exemptions 
to the liability of the State liberally, in favor of limiting liability of the State.”  Id. (citing S.C. Code 
Ann. § 15-78-20(f).   
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Exhibit B 


(Motion to Stay Execution, filed April 10, 2023) 







STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
) FOR THE 15TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT  


COUNTY OF HORRY  ) CASE NO.: 2019-CP-26-07075 


MESWAET ABEL, AS PERSONAL ) 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE  ) 
ESTATE OF ZERIHUN WOLDE,  ) 


) MOTION TO STAY EXECUTION 
Plaintiff,   ) ON THE JUDGMENT PENDING  


v. ) APPEAL  
)            


LACK’S BEACH SERVICE, INC., )             
)            


Defendant.  ) 
) 


Defendant Lack’s Beach Service, Inc. (“Lack’s”) hereby moves the Court for an Order 


staying execution on and enforcement of the judgment during the pendency of the appeal.   Lack’s 


further moves that this Court hear, consider, and rule on this motion prior to consideration and 


ruling on Plaintiff’s Motion to Appoint a Receiver.  The Court’s rulings on this motion to stay 


execution moot Plaintiff’s Motion to Appoint a Receiver at this time, and thus Lack’s respectfully 


suggests this is the proper sequence in which the Court should proceed with addressing the 


remaining outstanding motions.    


PROCEDURAL HISTORY 


This matter was tried between July 25, 2022 and July 29, 2022.  The jury found in 


Plaintiff’s favor and awarded $3.73 million on the survival claim, $10 million on the wrongful 


death claim, and $7 million in punitive damages.  On August 1, 2022, the Court entered a Form 4 


judgment stating the jury had rendered a verdict in this amount.  Lack’s timely filed post-trial 


motions for JNOV, a new trial absolute, and a new trial nisi remittitur.  The Court denied those 


motions via Order dated April 10, 2023 and, therefore, the judgment is final for purposes of appeal.  


On April 10, 2023, Lack’s served and filed a notice of appeal.  That notice of appeal is attached as 
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an Exhibit to this motion.  Still pending is Lack’s Conditional Motion for Reduction of Judgment.  


That motion is still before this Court here, as it is not necessarily affected by the appeal of this 


Court’s decision to deny JNOV and to deny new trial.  As the Court knows from the hearing, in 


conjunction with that Conditional Motion, Lack’s also orally moved to amend its Answer pursuant 


to Rule 15(b), SCRCP to assert the applicable caps, should the caps be deemed by the Court to be 


required to be pled.  This Court should thus issue an Order on these motions. 


ARGUMENT


Rule 62(a) provides for an automatic stay of enforcement of a judgment of 10 days.  See


Rule 62(a), SCRCP.  Rule 62(b), SCRCP governs stay of execution or enforcement of a judgment 


pending post-trial motions for a new trial or to alter or amend.  Once appeal is taken from the 


judgment, Rule 62(d) then provides that a party may obtain a stay as to the enforcement of the 


judgment “by giving a supersedeas bond.”  Rule 62(d), SCRCP. 


The Court denied Lack’s post-trial motions and Lack’s has now appealed.  Lack’s is 


prepared to post a supersedeas bond in accordance with the limits imposed by S.C. Code Ann. § 


18-9-130(A)(1).  Pursuant to section 18-9-130(A), the maximum supersedeas bond following 


appeal by an individual or a business entity that employs fifty persons or fewer or which has 


revenue of less than $5 million in the previous tax year is $1 million or the amount of the judgment, 


whichever is less.  S.C. Code Ann. § 18-9-130(A)(1)(b).    


Under Rule 62(d) and S.C. Code Ann. § 18-9-130 (A)(1), “if a judgment debtor is able to 


post a bond, then execution of the judgment will be stayed on appeal as a matter of right.”  Davis 


v. Agape Nursing Rehab. Ctr., Inc., No. 2018-002236, 2022 WL 702579, at *4 (S.C. Ct. App. Mar. 


9, 2022) (emphasis added) (unpublished but cited as an example of persuasive reasoning); 11 


Charles A. Wright, et al., Federal Practice and Procedure § 2905 (3d ed. 2022). 
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Plaintiff’s Motion for Appointment of a Receiver is based entirely on: 1) the existence of 


the judgment in this matter and 2) Lack’s negative net worth and thus “imminent insolvency” in 


light of that verdict.  If the Court grants a stay of execution of the judgment, with an undertaking, 


there is no need to consider the Motion for Appointment of a Receiver at this time, as it is moot. 


Here, Lack’s had revenues of less than $5 million in the prior tax year.  Therefore, any bond 


imposed by the Court should be equal to or less than the statutory maximum of $1 million under 


the appeal bond statute.  


The purpose of the stay generally is to preserve the rights of the parties pending further 


proceedings.  Plaintiff’s Motion to Appoint Receiver puts the proverbial “cart before the horse,” 


as Plaintiff desires to totally change the status quo of the parties.1  S.C. Code Ann. § 18-9-


130(A)(1)(b)— reflects that the public interest lies in a stay of execution upon the posting of an 


appropriate bond, and that the bond amount should be, under circumstances as set forth here, $1 


million or less.  Further, the public interest lies in Lack’s continuing on as a going concern, and 


not being placed into Receivership, especially considering its franchise agreement with the City of 


Myrtle Beach.  A stay of execution order should therefore issue as of right under these 


circumstances, the Court should instruct that the clerk receive the appeal bond, and this should 


moot, at least during the pendency of the appeal, the motion to appoint a receiver.  Se. Booksellers’ 


1 As the Supreme Court has explained, appointment of a receiver “is a drastic remedy, and should 
be granted only with reluctance and caution.” Midlands Util., Inc. v. S.C. Dep’t of Health & 
Envtl. Control, 301 S.C. 224, 228, 391 S.E.2d 535, 538 (1989).  Thus, a receiver will not be 
appointed during the progress of a cause “unless there is the strongest reason to believe that the 
plaintiff is entitled to the relief demanded in his complaint, and there is danger that the property 
will be materially injured before the case can be determined.”  Pelzer v. Hughes, 27 S.C. 408, 416, 
3 S.E. 781, 785 (1887).  Plaintiff has not established that the drastic remedy of a receiver is 
appropriate here—particularly considering Lack’s is ready and willing to post a supersedeas bond 
up to the statutory maximum pending appeal. 
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Ass’n v. McMaster, 233 F.R.D. 456, 458-59 (D.S.C. 2006); see also Morris v. Bland, No. 5:12-cv-


3177-RMG, 2015 WL 12911349 (D.S.C. Mar. 23, 2015).   


CONCLUSION 


Based on the above, Lack’s respectfully requests this Court grant this motion and stay 


execution on the judgment.  The Court should order that a $1Million bond be posted by Appellant.   


Consultation regarding this Motion would serve no useful purpose.  Lack’s reserves the right to 


file a further supplemental memorandum supporting this motion. 


Signature on Following Page 
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Respectfully submitted, 


NELSON MULLINS RILEY & SCARBOROUGH LLP 


By: s/ C. Mitchell Brown 
 C. Mitchell Brown 
 SC Bar No. 012872 


E-Mail: mitch.brown@nelsonmullins.com


 Blake T. Williams 
 S.C. Bar No. 100794 


E-Mail: blake.williams@nelsonmullins.com 


 1320 Main Street / 17th Floor 
 Post Office Box 11070 (29211-1070) 
 Columbia, SC  29201 
 (803) 799-2000 


HALL BOOTH SMITH, P.C. 


 Joseph D. Thompson, III 
 SC Bar No. 66580 


Email:  jthompson@hallboothsmith.com


 Elizabeth F. Morrison 
 SC Bar No. 100611 


Email:  emorrison@hallboothsmith.com


 Daniel R. Fuerst 
 SC Bar No. 102522 


Email:  dfuerst@hallboothsmith.com    


 111 Coleman Boulevard, Suite 301 
 Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29464 
 (843) 720-3460 


Attorneys for Defendant Lack’s Beach Service, Inc.


April 10, 2023 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







EXHIBIT


(Notice of Appeal) 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075







E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 A


pr 10 2:53 P
M


 - H
O


R
R


Y
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2019C


P
2607075



















