From: Carla Williams

To: Court Of Appeals Filings; Tom Murphy; Clarke W. McCants III; JD Mosteller; Chiles, Gwendolyn D.
Subject: Plum Branch Yacht Club v. Forest Asbill and Lenora Asbill

Date: Friday, January 26, 2024 12:50:16 PM
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Notice of Appeal and Proof of Service.pdf
Decision of Special Referee.pdf
Transcript request.pdf

copy of check.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

I have attached for filing the Notice of Appeal, Proof of Service, copy of the Decision of
Special Referee, Requested Asbill-Transcript of Hearing, and copy of the check.

If you need anything further please let us know.
Sincerely,

Carla Williams, Paralegal
(Aiken Office)

The Mosteller Law Firm, LLC
P.O. Drawer 328

322 Laurens Street, NW
Aiken, SC 29802

Phone: (803) 226-0396

Fax: (803) 226-0493

visit our website: https://mostellerlaw.com/
for payments: click website link and then "pay bill"
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THE MOSTELLER LAW FIRM, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

James D. Mostelier Il

Post Office Box 1832 Post Office Drawer 328
Barnwell, SC 29812 Aiken, SC 29802
Ph: 803-259-4964 Ph: 803-226-0396
Fax: 803-259-4966 803-649-6281

803-648-4256
Fax: 803-226-0493

January 26, 2024

Hon. Jenny Abbot Kitchings
Clerk of Court

S.C. Court of Appeals

P.O. Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211

Re: Plum Branch Yacht Club v Forest Asbill and Lenora Asbill
Case No. 2019-CP-35-0011

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed please find our check No. 18013 in the amount of $250.00 for the cost of filing the appeal.
I am also emailing this with the Notice of Appeal and Proof of Service and a copy of the Decision
of Special Referee. It is my understanding that I need only include the check if I file the other

electronically.

The transcript of the trial has been ordered as evidenced by the attached request to Veritext. By copy
of this correspondence I am serving opposing counsel with the same.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

/ Aames D. Mosteller
/ /= Attorney for the Appellant

ce: [/

Thomas P. Murphy, Atton"{e’:y for Respondent
Clarke W. McCants, III, Special Referee
McCormick Clerk of Court

Barnwell Aiken
9725 Marlboro Avenue 322 Laurens Street, NW
Barnwell, South Carolina 29812 Aiken, South Carolina 29801






NOTICE OF APPEAL IN A CIVIL CASE

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM MCCORMICK COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Clark W. McCants, Special Referee

Plum Branch Yacht Club, .......c.ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiinciiciceicceeenene Respondent,

Forest Asbill and' Lenera ASBIllL .osmamiminanminmaniaamimsme s Appellant.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Forest Asbill and Lenora Asbill, appeals the Decision of Special Referee of the
Honorable Clark W. McCants, dated December 28, 2023 in the above action. Appellant
received written notice of entry to this Decision on January 2, 2024.

s/ James D. Mosteller, III

James D. Mosteller, III
P.O. Drawer 328
Aiken, SC 29802
(803) 226-0396
Attorney for Appellant

Other Counsel of Record:

Thomas P. Murphy, PC
512 Georgia Ave

North Augusta, SC 29841
803-202-1188





PROOF OF SERVICE OF A NOTICE OF APPEAL

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM MCCORMICK COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Clark W. McCants, Special Referee

Plum Branch Yacht CIub, .....c.ccoooiiimiiiicecccecce ettt eneenes Respondent,

Forest Asbill and Lenora Asbill, ........cccceeveeeeeenieicesieieeeceeereeee et Appellant.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal on Plum Branch Yacht Club by
depositing a copy of it in the Unites States Mail, postage prepaid, on January 26, 2024,
addressed to its attorney of record, Thomas P. Murphy, 512 Georgia Avenue, North
Augusta, SC 29841. Clarke W. McCants, III, Special Referee, 218 Newberry Street,
Southwest, Aiken, South Carolina 29801. Clerk of Court - McCormick County,
Gwendolyn D. Chiles, 133 S Mine St., Suite 102, McCormick, SC 29835-8357

s/ James D. Mosteller, III

James D. Mosteller, 11T
P.O. Drawer 328
Aiken, SC 29802
(803) 226-0396
Attorney for Appellant






State of South Carolina )

) In the Court of Common Pleas
County of McCormick )
Plum Branch Yacht Club, )
) CA No. 2019CP350011
Plaintiff, )
) DECISION OF SPECIAL REFEREE
VS, ) ; -
) P
Forest Asbill and Leonora )
Asbill, j
)
Defendants. )
)

CASE BACKGROUND f

By order of the Honorable Debra R. McCaslin dated January 12, 2023 I was appointed
as a Special Referee to conduct a trial of the issues presented in the above-referenced matter and to
rendered and issue a decision in this case with finality,

The Plaintiff in this case is the Plum Branch Yacht Club {the “Yacht Club™ or
“Club”) located along the shores of Lake Thurmond in McCormick County. South Carolina. Lake
Thurmond is a manmade freshwater reservoir which, along with certain lands bordering it. is owned
by the United States of America and main;ained and govened by the United States Army Corps of
Engineers.

The Yacht Club itsel{ includes a marina and fifty-five lots of real property which are
dedicated and used for recreational purposes. The Club is subject to and operates pursuant the terms
and provisions of a “Lease for Cornmercial Concession Purposes” (the “Lease™) it executed with the
Corps of Engineers in 1996.

In March of 2002 the Defendants, who are husband and wife, executed a “Non-





Transient Resident Mobile Home Lot License Agreement™ (the “License Agreement™) with the
Plaintiff, and by which they were allowed to place a mobile home on a lot at the Club designated as
27 Breezy Point.' The License Agreement incorporates the terms and provisions of the Lease.
making the License Agreement subject to the terms and provisions of the Lease. Since the License
Agreement was issued to them the Defendants have used their mobile home periodically and have
enjoyed the Yacht Club for recreational purposes. The record fo this matter shows that the License
Agreement has been extended at least once since 2002,

The License Agreement executed by the Delendants provides that they must submit
a written request to the Yacht Club before making any changes or modifications to their mobile
home, and must also request permission in writing to place any other structures on their lot. Once
a proper request has been presented to the Yacht Club it is required to review the request and
determine if it complies with any applicable rules or regulations promulgated by the Corps of
Engineers which govern the request. If it does. the Club submits the request to the Corps of
Engineers which then either approves or denies the request.

The Plaintiff alleges thar over the years the Defendants have asked for permission,
and have received such permission, to place a shed on their lot and also to make certain changes to
their mobile home. The Plaintiff further alleges, however, that in 2017 the Defendants renovated the
mobile home without first submitting a request to the Club and then obtaining permission from the
Corps of Engineers to do so, in breach of the terms and provisions of the License Agreement. As a

result. the Plaintiff secks to cancel the Defendants™ License Agreement and also require them to

* Mobile or similar homes placed and located at the Yacht Club are occasionally referred
to as "Non-Transient Mobile Homes™ in certain documents made part of the record for this case.
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remove their mobile home from the Yacht Club along with any other structures.

The Defendants answered the Plaintiff s Complaint and deny that they have breached
the terms and provisions of the License Agreement. They also assert that because the Plaintiff is not
the actual owner of the lands upon which the Yacht Club is located only the Corps of Engineers
possesses the right to evict them from the Club. They further and affirmatively allege that any
changes or modifications they have made (o their mobile home over the yvears have been undertaken
after they submiited a proper request to the Yacht Club and obtained permission from the Corps of
Engineers to make those changes. They further contends that any changes they have made to their
maobile home are no different than changes undertaken by many other individuals who hold License
Agreements with the Plaintiff, In these regards the Defendants contend that the Plaintitf has treated
them differently than other licensees, and has singularly and wrongfully sclected them for an alleged
violation of License Agreament.

A hearing to consider the Plaintiff’s Complaint was held before me on August 31.
2023 in INorth Augusta, South Carolina. Thomas P. Murphy. Esquire of North Augusta appeared for
the Plaintiff. The Delendants were represented by James D. Mosteller, III, Esquire of Aiken.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE PRESENTED

George C. Selfridge. Jr.. ‘fustiﬁcd. at the hearing held before me on August 31. 2023,
Dr. Selfridge is the president of Environmenial Land Developers, Inc. which owns and operates the
Yacht Club pursuant to its Lease with the Corps of Engineers. That Lease was executed in December
1995 and introduced into cvidence as Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 1 at the hearing held before me.

Dr. Selfridae testified that the Club was granted permission under the Lease to use

the property where the Yacht Club is located “for the conduct of business in connection with the
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recreational development of the Premises for the general use of the public™. The Lease further
provides that such use is subject 1 a “Use and Development Plan™ promulgated by the Corps of
Engineers. In consideration for the rights granted under the Leasc the Yacht Club pays to the C orps
monthly rent based upon 2 percentage of the annual gross receipts of the Club.

The Lease [urther allows the Yacht Club o enter info license agreements with
individuals and by which they are allowed to place and use mobile or similar homes and residences
on lots within the Yacht Club. Dr. Selfridge testified that this agreement is not a lease of land, in
the traditional sense. but is rather a grant of permission to individuals to occupy and use a lot within
the Yacht Club. subject to certain rules and regulations.

The License Agreement executed by the Defendants in March of 2002 was introduced
as Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 2 at the hearing held before me. Under the terms of that agreement he
Defendants were allowed 1o place on their lot a 1969 Duke Mobile Home, fifty feet long, ten fect
wide and with a twelve foot by iwenty-two foot wide deck attached to it. Since 2002, and with
periodic extensions of the License Agreement, the Defendants have enjoved the benefits of that
agreement with the Yacht Club in consideration of payment of a monthly fee.?

The License Agreement contains a number of requirements. conditions and
restrictions. Pertinent to this case the agreement provides that the Defendants are required submit
a request to the Yacht Club before making any changes or improvements to their mobile home, as
well as request permission to place any additional structures on the lot. The License Agreement also

requires the Defendants to complete certain forms and checklists detailing the proposed changes to

* Of note, it appears that no extensions of the Lot License have been granted to the
Defendants since 2018.





their mobile home. which are then submitted to the Corps of Engineers for approval. In particular
the License Agreement provides that:
e. Existing porches with roofs cannot be made into an 2nclosed rcom or Florida
room. Existing open sided porches cannot be screcned. glassed-in. walled. or
enclosed in any mannet. (Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 2. Page 6, Paragraph 11(c).

As reflected by testimony presented at the hearing held before me the Corps of
Engineers strictly enforces the terms of any License Agreement granted for use of property along the
shores of Lake Thurmond. Such enforcement is necessary to ensure that any changes to any mobile
homes or structures. or the installation of utilities - such as sewer and waste disposal equipment -
are done in such a manner as will not threaten the condition and integrity of the lake and the lands
it borders. The License Agreement also slates that a failure 1o abide by its terms and provisions may
resulf in a termination of the rights granted by that agreement .

The evidence submitted at the hearing before me shows that the Defendants
understood the terms and provisions of thelr License Agreement. They have been current with
payments due under that agreement and at least once they applied for permission, and received such
permission, to place a storage building on their lot. (Plaintiff"s Exhibit No. 5). Ia 2004, however,
the Defendants asked for permission to install lawtice on the screen affixed to their porch. While the
Yacht Club endorsed the Defendants’ request it was never approved by the Corps of Engineers.
(Plaintiff"s Exhibit No. ).

The series of events which zave rise to this ¢ivil action appear to have their origin
sometime in 2017. By way of a letter from the Corps of Enginecrs to Dr. Selfridge dated December
21, 2017 the Corps notified him that it had been informed that the Defendants had built a new

bathroom within their mobile home which extended ontoe their screened porch. (PlaintifTs Exhibit





No. 7). The letterinstructed Dr. Selfridge to take appropriate action to “resolve this challenge.”™ (Id.).

Testimony presented at the hearing indicates that the Defendants were verbally
notificd of this violation after it was presented by the Corp of Engineers. By way of correspondence
to the Defendants dated May 16, 2018 Dr. Selfridge formally instructed the Defendants to correct
the violation. and also afforded the Defendants adequate time 1o do so as well. (Plainti{f™s Exhibit
No. 8}. It appears, however, that the Delendants did not remedy this violation and, in fact, have not
undertaken 1o do so as of the present day.

In a letter sent 1o the Defendants dated November 26, 2018 Dr. Selfridge notified the
Defendants that their License Agreement was cancelled. (Plaintiffs Exhibit No. 11). That letter
further instructed the Defendants to remove their mobile home and vacate 175 Breezy Point by
December 21, 2018.°

Both of the Defendants testified at the hearing held before me. The gist of that
testimony 1s that they believe that they have been unfairly treated by the Plaintiff and singularly
targeted for violations of their License Agreement. They presented evidence inthe form of numerous
photographs of other lots and structures located within the Yacht Club. They contend these
photographs show that other licensees had violated the terms of their agreements with the Yacht
Club over the years and continue to do s0.

Of note. Dr. Selfridge corresponded with the Corps of Engineers on December 15,
2018. In that letter he noted that when the Yacht Club began operating in March 1996 the Corps of
Engineers attempted to force him 1o require all existing licensees within the Club property to bring

themselves into compliance with the Corps® rules and regulations. (Defendant’s Exhibit No. 1).

* Prior to the date of this letter the Defendants™ lot was re-designated as 175 Breezy Point.





Through negotiations with the Corps, however, all non-conforming mobile homes and structures
were “grandfathered” by the Corps and excused from strict compliance with those rules and
regulations. (Defendant’s Exhibit No. 1).

The evidence in this matteris unclear as to whether ornot the nen-conforming mobile
homes and structures owned by other Yacht Club licensces existed in such a state before or after the
Yacht Club began operating in March of 2006. Regardless. there is evidence in this case that there
are homes and structures located within the Yacht Club which do not comply with the rules and
regulations promuigated by the Corps of Engineers.

There appears to be no question in this case. however. that the Defendants agree that
they have not complied with the terms and provisions of their Lot License. Both of them testified
in these regards. By way of an electronic message from the Defendant Lenora Asbill to United States
Senator Lindsay Graham dated January 24. 2019 she candidly admits that “we all know our renos
are illegal™ but asserts that it is “wrong that {the Yacht Club] has allowed this to happen over such
a extended period of time.”

From his testimony it appears that Dr. Selfridge does not deny that a period of time
passed between the peint in time when the Corps of Engineers notified him of the Defendants”
violation of their License Agreement and the commencement of this civil action. His testimony. and
the letrers introduced into evidence in this case. however. indicates that he has made several bonafide

and reasonable attempts during that time to resolve the issues presented in this case, as well as

afford the Defendants opportunities to cure their violation of their License Agreement.” For example.

* One aspect of the delay in the proceedings which led o the institution of this case is the
fact that the Yacht Club filed an action in the McCormick County Summary Court seeking to end
the Defendants’ License Agreement and evict them from the Club. That action was dismissed by
the Summary Court apparently because the Magistrate concluded the License Agreement was not
a true lease.





the Plaintiff expressed a willingness to work within Mr. Asbill’s work schedule to allow him to have
time to resolve the issues presented in this case. As Special Referee, I also allowed a period of time
to pass before issuing my decision here. and to perhaps give the Defendants a chance to resolve those
issues.

In any event, after reviewing the evidence presented in this case, and after listening
to and considering the statements and arguments of counsel, I make the following findings of fact
and conclusions of law to support my decision in this matier.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. In 1996 the Plaintiff and the United States Army Corps of Engineers entered into
a written agreement, titled “Lease for Commercial Concession Purposes™. (the
“Lease™). Pursuant to this agreement the Plaintiff agreed to lease from the United
States of America certain real property located on the shores of Lake Thurmond in
McCormick County, South Carolina, subject to certain terms and conditions. The
property leased by the Plaintiff is known as the Plumb Branch Yacht Club ithe
“Yacht Club™).

2. In 2002 the Plaintiff and the Defendants entered into a written agreement, titled
Non-Transient Resident Mobile Home Lot License Agreement” (the “License
Agreement”). Pursuant to this agreement. and e terms and conditions set forth
therein, the Defendants were allowed to use a lot designated as 173 Breezy Point,
formerty known as 27 Breezy Point, at the Yacht Club.

3. The License Agreement incorporates the terms and provisions of the Lease,
making the latter an express part of the terms and conditions of the former.

4. A failure of the Plaintiff to entorce the terms and conditions of the License
Agreement constitutes a breach of the Lease it has with the Corps of Engineers.

5. The License Agreement is not a lcase of real property as defined by the laws of
the State of South Carolina.

6. The License Agreement provides that the Defendants are required to submit a
written request to the Plaintiff if they want to change or modify, in any manner, the
mobile home located on their lot.

7. The Lease requires the Plaintiff to review any such request made by the
Defendants and to ensure that the requested changes comply with the Corps of





Engineer’s rules and regulations governing the use of property within the Yacht Club,
If'the request does comply with such rules and regulations the Plaintiff is required to
certify it in those regards and present it to the Corps of Engincers for consideration
and its approval.

8. In this respect the Plaintiff is not the party which approves or disapproves s
request presented by an individual holding a License Agreement to use a lot within
the Yacht Club.

9. While the Plaintiff is required 1o fairly determine whether or not a request made
by the Deferdants complies with the Corps of Engineers rules and regulations. there
is no allegation in this case that it has not done s0.

10. The Defendants are not allowed to make any changes to their mobile home
unless the procedures outlined above are followed and the Corps of Engineers issues
an approval of the Defendants’ request.

11. The requircments mandated by the Lease and the License Agreement are
reasonable and necessary in order to ensure that the land upon which the Yacht Club
is focated is maintained in a safe. sanitary and healthy manner and the condition and
integrity of Lake Thurmond is also protected against any unsafe or environmental
hazard,

12. In April of 2003 the Defendants subrmitted a request to the Plaintiff to erect a
storage building on their lot at the Yacht Club, the Plaintiff confirmed the request
was allowed under applicable rules and regulations and the Corps of Engineers
approved the request.

13. In March of 2004 the Defendants submitted a written request to the Plaintifl to
insrall latiice over the screen on their porch of their mobile home at the Yacht Club.
the Plaintiff confirmed the request was allowed under applicable rules and
regulations. but the Corps of Engineers never approyed the Tequest.

14. The Defendants nevertheless instalied latlice over the screen on their porch
despite not having permission to do so from the Corps of Engineers.

15, Prior to December 2017 the Detfendants constructed and  installed 2 new
bathroom in the mobile home on their lot at the Yacht Club. This bathroom extends
into the area of their screened porch.

16. The Defendants did not submit a written request to the Plaintiff1o install this new
bathroom. and to allow the Plaintiff to review the request to ensure that it was

permissible under applicable rules and regulations.

17, The Corps of Engincers did not approve any request made by the Defendants 1o





mstall a new bathroom in their mobile home at the Yacht Club.

18. Installation of the lattice on the screen porch and construction and installation
of the new bathroom by the Defendants at their mobile home constitute material
breaches by them ofthe terms, provisions and conditions of their License Agreement
with the Plaintiff.

19. The Plaintiff seeks a decision from this Court requiring the Defendants to
rmmediately remove their mobile home and any other structures from their lot at the
Yacht Club. This remedy is allowed under the terms and provisions of the License
Agresment.

20. There is evidence in the record for this matier showing that other mobile homes
and structures currently located on lots within the Yacht Club do not conform with
the Corps of Engineers” rules and regulations governing the use of real property
located within the Yacht Club. It is not clear, however, as to whether or not such non-
conforming uses existed before or after the Plaintiff entered into the Lease with the
Corps of Engineers, and whether or not they were allowed to continue to exist. or
were “grandfathered”, once the Lease was exccuted.

21. Regardless, the evidence for this matier supports a factual conclusion that the
Plaintjff has not waived or excused such non-conforming uses or conditions, or is
estopped from enforcing them. The Plaintiff has timely taken those necessary and
proper steps under the Lease and License Agreement to enforce the rules and
regulations which apply to the use of property within the Yacht Club.

22. Further. the Plaintiffs were aware of the proper procedure to use to request and
obtain approval for proposed changes to their mobile home and lof, in that they had
previously asked for, and oblained, permission (o place a storage building on their lot
and had also at least submitted a request to install lattice on the screens on their
mobile home poreh.

23. To the extent that any equitable claims or defenses apply in this case, there is
also evidence to support a conclusion that the Defendants cannot complain of the
Plaintiff™s failure to evenly apply rules and regulations to others when they have not
properly followed such rules and regulations themselves.

24. The United States of America, as well as the Department of the Army’s Corps
of Engineers are not parties to this civil action.

25. There is no evidence in the record for this matter supporting any conclusion that
the PlaintifT is a lawful agent or representative of the United States or the Corps of

Engineers.

26. The Plaintiff is a private corporation, and the evidence in this matter does not
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support a conclusion that the Defendants are members of a protected class of
individuals: as such. any act taken by the Plaintiff with respectto enforcing the terms
and conditions of the Lease and License Agreement does not constitute an official
act of a governmental entity, such that a Court under the circumstances of this case
is not guided by federal or state constitutional provisions prohibiting the unequal or
discriminatory application of any goveming law.

27, Inaddition. it is questionable as to whether or not the United States government,
including the Corps of Engineers, may be held to have waived the application of any
law or may be estopped from enforcing that law.

28. The Plaintiff has acted reasonably given the facts of this case and has afforded
the Defendants reasonable opportunities to cure their violation of their License
Agreement.

29. No terms or provision in the Lease or the License Agreements allows for
recovery of atiomey’s fees. costs and expenses by any party thereto and in the event
of the breach of such agreements by any other party.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

ey

. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this civil action.

L8]

. This Court has personal jurisdiction over the parties to this case.

- Venue for this matter is proper it McCormick County, South Carolina.

(P8

+. The evidence presented at the hearing [for this matter, and as outlined by the
Findings of Fact set forth above. establishes that the Defendants have breached the
terms. provisions and condition of their License Agreement with the Plaintiff and.
therefore. also the Lease.

5. The Plaintiff is entitled to those remedies available to it under the terms.
provisions and conditions set forth in the Lease and License Agreement.

6. The Plaintiff is entitled to cancel its License Agreement with the Defendants, and
require the Defendants to vacate the lot designated and known as 175 Breezy Point

at the Plumb Branch Yacht Club in MeCormick County, South Carolina.

7. The Plaintiff is also entitled 1o require that the Defendants remove their mobile
home, as well as their storage building. from that lot.

8. In the event of a breach. the Lease and License Agreement do not set forth a time
frame within which a lot shall be vacated or property should be removed therefrom.

I





9. Under the circumstances of this case I find that 45 days is a reasonable period of
time within which the Defendants shall be required to vacate the lot and remove their
mobile home and the storage shed.

10. Beforehand. however, the Defendants should exercise caution 1o ensure that no
action undertaken by them may serve to cause any damage, or have any effect on the
environmental condition of the lot or the surrounding areas of the Yacht Club.
11. Each parly in this matter shall bear their own attorney’s fees, costs and expenses.
SO DECIDED AND DIRECTED.

s Clarke W, McCants, HI

Clarke W. McCants, I
Special Referee

December 28, 2023






1/26/24, 12:10 PM Gmail - Re: Asbill-Transcript of Hearing Requested/ Job # 5998616

M Gmaﬁ Carla Williams <mostellerlaw@gmail.com>

Re: Asbill-Transcript of Hearing Requested/ Job # 5998616

Erin Kennedy <cs-southeast@veritext.com> Fri, Jan 26, 2024 at 11:58 AM
Reply-To: cs-southeast@veritext.com

To: Carla Williams <mostellerlaw@gmail.com>, JD Mosteller <jdmosteller@gmail.com>
Hi, Carla -

Your transcript order is well received. We have contacted the reporter to begin transcribing for delivery by 02.08.24.
Please let us know if we can assist further. Thank you!

Best regards,
Erin M. Kennedy
Case Management Specialist

VERITEXT LEGAL SOLUTIONS

Happy New Year! I’'m looking forward to working with you in 2024!

if | have done a good job for you today, please take this T-minute survey and mention my nome so | know how I'm doing!
This e-mail may contain confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, please advise by return e-mail and delete the information immediately without
reading or forwarding it to others,

On January 26, 2024 at 9:35 AM CST mostelierlaw@gmail.com wrote:

This message has originated from an External Source. Please use proper judgment and caution when
opening attachments, clicking links, or responding to this email.

Please find attached correspondence from Mr. Mosteller.
Thanks,

Carla Williams, Paralegal
(Aiken Office)

The Mosteller Law Firm, LLC
P.O. Drawer 328

322 Laurens Street, NW
Aiken, SC 28802

Phone: (803) 226-0396

Fax: (803) 226-0493

visit our website: https://mostellerlaw.com/
for payments: click website link and then "pay bill"

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=8e2fa52b82&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f:1789172969003732817 &simpl=msg-f:1789172969003732817  1/1





THE MOSTELLER LAW FIRM, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

James D. Mosteller IlI

Post Office Box 1832 Post Office Drawer 328
Barnwell, SC 29812 Aiken, SC 29802
Ph: 803-259-4964 Ph: 803-226-0396
Fax: 803-259-4966 803-649-6281

803-648-4256
Fax: 803-226-0493

January 26, 2024

Veritext, LLC-Southeast Region
cs-southeast@veritext.com

Re: Plum Branch Yacht Club v Forest Asbill and Lenora Asbill
Case No. 2019-CP-35-0011

Dear Sir or Madam:

Please find enclosed per your request a copy of the Notice of Hearing indicating Mr. Mosteller is the
attorney of record for the defendants, Forest Asbill and Lenora Asbill.

Please provide our office with a transcript of the hearing. Job # 5998616. Normal delivery.

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

cc:
Thomas P. Murphy, Attorney for Respondent

Barnwell Aiken
9725 Marlboro Avenue 322 Laurens Street, NW
Barnwell, South Carolina 29812 Aiken, South Carolina 29801
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