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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Benjamin H. Culbertson, Presiding Circuit Judge

Case No. 2015-CP-26-01729

Summit Shores Lender, LC.......ovuuii e, Respondent,

Palmetto Interstate Development II, Inc.,

and Leonard Ray Watts............cooiiiiiiiiii e Appellants.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Palmetto Interstate Development II, Inc. and Leonard Ray Watts, by and through their undersigned
Counsel, hereby appeal the final decision of the Honorable Benjamin H. Culbertson, Presiding
Circuit Judge, Court of Common Pleas, Horry County, dated October 14, 2024, being the Order
Denying Defendants’ Motion to Bar Enforcement of Plaintiff's Mortgage (attached hereto as
Exhibit A) and Order Denying Defendants’ Motion for Reconsideration dated December 17, 2024
(attached hereto as Exhibit B).

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ James Marshall Biddle

Conway, South Carolina
January 14, 2025

James Marshall Biddle, SC Bar No. 69471
Biddle Law Firm LLC

311-A Beaty Street

Conway, SC 29526

Phone: 843-903-1600

Email: marshall@biddlelawfirm.net
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Other Counsel of Record:

Demetri K. Koutrakis, Esquire
Calliston Tighe & Robinson
1812 Lincoln Street, Suite #200
P. O. Box 1390

Columbia SC 29202-1390

Brian W. Zimmerman, Esquire
Spencer Fane LLP

3040 Post Oak Boulevard, Suite #1300
Houston, TX 77056

/s/ Franklin Ogele

Franklin Ogele, Esq.

NJ Bar No. 002521990
Admitted Pro Hac Vice
Franklin Ogele, P.A.

One Gateway Center, 26" FL
Newark, NJ 07102

Phone: 973-277-4239

Email: fogele@msn.com

ATTORNEYS FOR THE APPELLANTS
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM HORRY COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Benjamin H. Culbertson, Presiding Circuit Judge

Case No. 2015-CP-26-01729

Summit Shores Lender, LC.......ovuuii e, Respondent,

Palmetto Interstate Development II, Inc.,

and Leonard Ray Watts............cooiiiiiiiiii e Appellants.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal to the following counsel of record by
depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid on January 14, 2025 and
addressed as follows:

Demetri K. Koutrakis, Esquire
Calliston Tighe & Robinson
1812 Lincoln Street, Suite #200
P. O. Box 1390

Columbia SC 29202-1390

Brian W. Zimmerman, Esquire
Spencer Fane LLP

3040 Post Oak Boulevard, Suite #1300
Houston, TX 77056





Conway, South Carolina
January 14, 2025

Biddle Law Firm, LLC

/s/ James Marshall Biddle
James Marshall Biddle, SC Bar No. 69471
Biddle Law Firm LLC
311-A Beaty Street
Conway, SC 29526
Phone: 843-903-1600
Email: marshall@biddlelawfirm.net

/s/ Franklin Ogele

Franklin Ogele, Esq.
NJ Bar No. 002521990
Admitted Pro Hac Vice
Franklin Ogele, P.A.

One Gateway Center, 26" FL
Newark, NJ 07102

Phone: 973-277-4239

Email: fogele@msn.com

Attorneys for Appellants
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3. Marshall Biddle BIDDLE LAW FIRM, LLC

marshall@biddlelawfirm.net ATTORNEY AND COUNSELOR AT LAW
913 THIRD AVENUE . . POST OFFICE BOX 1119
CONWAY, SOUTH CAROLINA 29526 www.biddlelawfirm.net CONWAY, SOUTH CAROLINA 29528
TELEPHONE (843) 903-1600 FACSIMILE (843) 903-6209

January 14, 2025

VIA EMAIL & US MAIL
The Honorable Renee Elvis
Horry County Clerk of Court
1301 Second Avenue

Conway, South Carolina 29526

Re:  Summit Shores Lender, LLC v. Palmetto Interstate Development 11, Inc.
Civil Action No. 2015-CP-26-01729

Dear Ms. Elvis:

Regarding the above-referenced matter, enclosed please find a Notice of Appeal (with
exhibits) which has been filed with the South Carolina Court of Appeals. Copies have also been
forwarded to all counsel of record.

Should you have any questions or need any additional information regarding the
enclosed, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Yours very truly,
Biddle Law Firm, LLC

James Warohall Siddle

James Marshall Biddle

cc: The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Franklin Ogele, Esquire
Demetri K. Koutrakis, Esquire
Brian W. Zimmerman, Esquire
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‘STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF HORRY FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Summit Shores Lender, LLC, Case No. 2015-CP-26-01729

Plaintiff, ORDER DENYING
VS, DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO BAR
ENFORCEMENT OF PLAINTIFF’S
Palmetto Interstate Development II, Inc., MORTGAGE
and Leonard Ray Watts,
Defendants.

This matter is before the Court on a motion by Defendants Palmetto Interstate Development
IL, Inc. (*Palmetto Interstate™) and Leonard Ray Watts (“Ray Watts™) (collectively, “Defendants™)
seeking to bar Plaintiff from enforcing its mortgage and an order directing Plaintiff to enter a
satisfaction. This Court heard the motion on September 24, 2024, via Webex and the Court’s
virtual courtroom. Marshall Biddle, Esquire and Frankin Ogele, Esquire appeared on behalf of
Defendants. Demetri “Jim” K. Koutrakos, Esquire, Brian W. Zimmerman, Esquire, and Harry A.
Dixon, Esquire appeared on behalf of Plaintiff Summit Shores Lender, LL.C (“Plaintiff”). As set
forth below, Defendants’ motion is denied.

L FACTUAL BACKGROUND

This action seeks the foreclosure of a mortgage (“Foreclosure Action™) on certain
commercial property known as “Summit Shores” located in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina,
between U.S. Highway 17 and the Intracoastal Waterway (the “Property”). Plaintiff holds a first-
priority mortgage (“Mortgage™) that secures a promissory note (“Note™) from Palmetto Interstate,
which Note was personally guaranteed by Ray Watts.

The parties do not dispute that on or about June 25, 2014, Plaintiff loaned Palmetto

Interstate $8,500,000.00 (“Loan”) to refinance the Property and took a Note and what was
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" supposed to be a first priority Mortgage to secure the Loan. The Loan proceeds were advanced
based on Defendants” promise to pay off and satisfy a previous note and mortgage in favor of
Enterprise Bank of South Carolina (“Enterprise Bank™). However, Enterprise Bank did not satisfy
its note and only partially released its lien to several parcels of the Property, leaving its mortgage
in place on three parcels. Palmetto Interstate immediately defaulted on the Note by failing to make
the required payments, and Plaintiff instituted the Foreclosure Action.

Plaintiff subsequently discovered that, despite earlier representations from Defendants and
Enterprise Bank to Plaintiff, Enterprise Bank had not released its mortgage on three of the parcels
that should have been released upon the closing of Plaintiff’s Loan. Instead, Enterprise Bank
continued with a pending foreclosure action on those three parcels and subsequently acquired title
to those three parcels by a Master-in-Equity’s deed. Marshall Biddle (current counsel for and
president of Palmetto Interstate) represented Defendants in the loan transaction and represented
Ray Watts and his entities in Enterprise Bank’s foreclosure action, where he consented to the
foreclosure of that mortgage entirely wiping out Plaintiff’s lien on those parcels. See Enterprise
Bank of South Carolina v. Apex Homes Inc., et al., C/A No. 2013-CP-26-02410 (Horry County
Comm. Pleas). According to Plaintiff, Defendants never informed Plaintiff that three parcels to
which Defendants guaranteed a first mortgage lien in favor of Plaintiff were foreclosed and sold
by the Master to Enterprise Bank.

Plaintiff filed a separate action against Enterprise Bank, Defendants, and others to address
the fraud and to obtain the promised first lien position for its Mortgage (“Fraud Action™). See
Summit Shores Lender, LLC v. Enterprise Bank of South Carolina et al., Case No. 2016-CP-26-
2163 (Horry County Comm. Pleas). The Fraud Action did not seek any recovery or relief against

Palmetto Interstate or Ray Watts (or anyone else) for the amount of the Loan or based on the Note
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“and Mortgage (this Foreclosure Action was already pending). Instead, the Fraud Action sought to
place Plaintiff’s Mortgage in the promised first priority lien position in connection with the
Property, a position Plaintiff would have enjoyed but for the fraudulent scheme of Enterprise Bank,
Defendants, and their co-conspirators. The Fraud Action also sought damages resulting from
Enterprise Bank’s fraudulent misrepresentations and deceit of Plaintiff. During the Fraud Action,
Plaintiff uncovered and cited in the record before this Court evidence showing that Ray Watts and
Marshall Biddle participated in Ray Watts-controlled entities receiving nearly one million dollars
of Plaintiff’s loan proceeds without disclosing to Plaintiff the receipt of those loan proceeds.

On or about March 10, 2022, the jury in the Fraud Action returned a unanimous verdict
against Enterprise Bank in the amount of $15,684,519.00 for its fraud upon Plaintiff. According
to Plaintiff, the damages requested were based on 1) the value of the parcels held by Enterprise
Bank and 2) delay damages related to those specific parcels caused by Enterprise Bank. The verdict
and the amount sought by Plaintiff at trial was less than the then-outstanding balance on Plaintiff’s
Loan. The amount sought also did not address the nearly one million dollars of Plaintiff’s loan
proceeds kicked back to entities controlled by Ray Watts.

Enterprise Bank and Plaintiff settled the Fraud Action post-verdict. In addition to receiving
payment from Enterprise Bank, Plaintiff also received from Enterprise Bank title to those tracts of
the Property acquired by Enterprise Bank through foreclosure. In other words, Plaintiff was placed
in the position it would have been in at the time of the Loan but for the fraud of Enterprise Bank
and its co-conspirators. The verdict and any partial judgment were dismissed by consent,
specifically without prejudice to any claims against these Defendants. See Summit Shores Lender,
LLC v. Enterprise Bank of South Carolina et al., Case No. 2016-CP-26-2163 (Horry County

Comm. Pleas) (November 21, 2022 Consent Order Ending Fraud Action).
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After the Fraud Action consent order, Plaintiff proceeded to finalize this Foreclosure
Action. Plaintiff has a first lien position Mortgage on the remaining tracts still owned by Palmetto
Interstate and an unpaid Note from Palmetto Interstate that also remains unpaid by its guarantor,
Ray Watts. The balance on the Note as of 2023—calculated to illustrate the outstanding debt even
allowing Defendants a credit for the value of the real estate received from Enterprise Bank—was
$20,707,964.39.

IL. LEGAL STANDARD

The Court construes Defendants’ motion as a motion for summary judgment in this action
because the relief sought by Defendants would effectively end this action and result in judgment
as a matter of law for Defendants. See Defendants’ February 26, 2024 Amended Motion to Bar
Enforcement (seeking to bar enforcement and to order a recorded mortgage satisfaction); see also
Rule 56(c), SCRCP (“The judgment sought shall be rendered forthwith if the pleadings,
depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any,
show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to
a judgment as a matter of law”).

Under the applicable summary judgment standard, this Court construes the facts in the light
most favorable to Plaintiff (as the non-moving party) and must determine whether any genuine
dispute of material fact exists. Kitchen Planners, LLC v. Friedman, 440 S.C. 456, 462, 892 S.E.2d
297, 301 (2023).

IMI. ANALYSIS

The Court concludes Defendants’ motion should be denied and that Plaintiff is not barred

from enforcing its Mortgage. Plaintiff is seeking foreclosure in this action because Plaintiff’s debt

has never been repaid after seeking separate relief against a different party in the Fraud Action.
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- Likewise, the Court rejects Defendants’ assertion that the amounts recovered in the Fraud Action
reduce the amount of the Defendants’ repayment obligations under the Note.

Generally, “[t]he doctrine of election of remedies involves a choice between two or more
different and coexisting modes of procedure and relief afforded by law for the same injury.” Brown
v. Felkel, 320 S.C. 292,294, 465 S.E.2d 93, 95 (Ct. App. 1995). “Its purpose is to prevent double
redress for a single wrong” and “[u]se of the doctrine is limited to cases where a double recovery
by the plaintiff is threatened.” Id. However, in the context of a note and mortgage, “[a] mortgagee
who has a note and a mortgage to secure a debt has the option to either bring an action on the note
or to pursue a foreclosure action.” Lever v. Lighting Galleries, Inc., 374 S.C. 30, 33, 647 S.E.2d
214, 216 (2007). What matters is the satisfaction of the debt—"[a] creditor shall not have two
satisfactions for the same debt, but there is no inconsistency in his pursuing two remedies.” /d. at
35-36, 647 S.E.2d at 217-18. “Both may be consistently pursued, until the debt is satisfied.” /d.
at 36, 647 S.E.2d at 218.

In Brown, the plaintiff sought to recover on a negligence tort claim after receiving a
judgment based on contract for the same injury. In the contract action, the plaintiff recovered the
exact value of the “second note.” Brown, 320 S.C. at 294, 465 S.E.2d at 95. In the subsequent
negligence action, the actual damages sustained due to the defendant’s negligence were limited to
the value of the “second note.” Id. Accordingly, Brown held that the damages from the contract
judgment represented the actual damages sustained due to the defendant's negligence, effectively
barring the subsequent tort claim because the plaintiff had already fully recovered, and an
impermissible double recovery would result from the tort action. d.

Lever addressed whether the election of remedies doctrine required satisfying a mortgage

after a note was reduced to judgment where the debt was never repaid. Lever v, 374 S.C. at 32, 647
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’JS.E.Z.d at 216. As here, the debtor sought a court order to mark the mortgage “satisfied.” /d. The

debtor argued the creditor elected its remedy by seeking and obtaining judgment on the note, and
therefore, the mortgage was extinguished such that the creditor could not foreclose. Id. The trial
court ordered that the mortgage be satisfied, but the South Carolina Supreme Court reversed,
holding that a subsequent foreclosure was permitted because the underlying debt was not satisfied
by the prior judgment, and thus, there was no double recovery. /d. at 36, 647 S.E.2d at 218 (“[The
creditor] may pursue a foreclosure action notwithstanding its judgment against [debtor] was
extinguished by virtue of the statute of limitations.”).

The Court concludes that Lever applies here and expressly allows Plaintiff to pursue
recovery under the Note or by foreclosing the Mortgage until the debt is satisfied. “A creditor shall
not have two satisfactions for the same debt”™—but Plaintiff’s debt indisputably has not yet been
satisfied. Id. Under Lever, there is no “double recovery” or election of remedies issue until the debt
is satisfied. Brown in fact recognized this same circumstance, noting “[u]se of the doctrine
[election of remedies] is limited to cases where a double recovery by the plaintiff is threatened.”
Brown, 320 S.C. at 294, 465 S.E.2d at 95 (where note was reduced to judgment and creditor sued
for the same amount on the note in tort against a different party). Lever is clear there is no “double
recovery” or threat of it when a creditor pursues its note and mortgage until the debt is satisfied.
Even if the Court assumed, as Defendants assert, that the amount recovered by Plaintiff from
Enterprise Bank is somehow applied to Defendants’ outstanding debt, merely receiving payment
for less than the amount of the debt from a third party does not bar this subsequent foreclosure
action.

Defendants’ arguments to the contrary are unavailing. Defendants principally rely on

Brown, which is factually distinguishable from the facts presented here. Plaintiff did not seek to
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'recovér the amount of its Note in the Fraud Action. Contrary to what Defendants assert, Plaintiff
sought 1) the value of the property to which it should have had a first lien and 2) delay damages
for the time Plaintiff was deprived of the value of the property held by Enterprise Bank. While this
Foreclosure Action and the Fraud Action may address facts arising from the same transaction and
Plaintiff’s lack of the promised first lien on all parcels, the only claim that went to trial in the Fraud
Action was against Enterprise Bank and addressed different claims against a different party. As
Plaintiff asserts, the amount due on the Note when the settlement was consummated in the Fraud
Action exceeded the value of the settlement received by Plaintiff against Enterprise Bank. Even if
the recovery in the Fraud Action were applicable to reduce Defendants’ debt, there is factually no
risk of double recovery like Brown because Plaintiff did not seek or recover the amount due under
the Note and was, in fact, paid less than the amount due under the Note by Enterprise Bank.

The Court also rejects Defendants’ assertion that Plaintiff received payment under the Note
from others through the Fraud Action, and therefore, Plaintiff cannot enforce its mortgage in this
action. The Court concludes Defendants are not entitled to a credit towards the Loan balance
because Plaintiff received settlement proceeds for other claims in a related action. Plaintiff’s
recovery for tort damages in the Fraud Action was not to repay Defendants’ obligations under the
Note but instead to compensate Plaintiff for losses caused by Enterprise Bank. Defendants have
not identified any authority to credit third-party payments towards the repayment obligations of
the Defendants. Accordingly, the Court concludes Defendants’ debt to Plaintiff is not reduced by
whatever amounts Plaintiff recovered from Enterprise Bank in the Fraud Action.

The Court also rejects Defendants’ assertion that Plaintiff elected a remedy merely by
pursuing Enterprise Bank in the Fraud Action and, therefore, Plaintiff may not pursue this

foreclosure action despite Defendants’ outstanding indebtedness. As noted above, Lever applies
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‘_ here and Plaintiff’s debt has never been satisfied; therefore, it may foreclose its Mortgage or sue
on its Note until the debt is satisfied. Defendants have not identified any authority that pursuing
separate relief against different defendants necessarily constitutes an election of remedies that
would bar this Foreclosure Action.

The Court also rejects Defendants® assertion that there was a final judgment in the Fraud
Action such that Brown bars recovery by Plaintiff in this action. The record reflects that the jury
returned its verdict in the Fraud Action, but the Court had not yet ruled on the equitable claims
when the judgment was vacated following settlement. Contrary to Defendants’ representations,
Defendants were dismissed without prejudice. See Summit Shores Lender, LLC v. Enterprise Bank
of South Carolina et al., Case No. 2016-CP-26-2163 (Horry County Comm. Pleas) (November 21,
2022 Consent Order Ending Fraud Action). (“Defendants Apex Homes, Inc., Leonard Ray Watts,
and Palmetto Interstate Development II Inc. are in default per affidavit of default on file herein”
and “The claims against the remaining defendants are dismissed without prejudice”) (emphasis
added). While Brown considered a final judgment awarding the full amount due on a note and
prevented a recovery for the amount due on the note from another party, there is no final judgment
in this case. Even if Brown applied, which it does not for the reasons stated above, there would be
no double recovery against Defendants without a final judgment. Accordingly, the Court concludes
there was no final judgment in the Fraud Action and Brown does not support Defendants’
arguments on this ground.

Finally, the Court rejects Defendants® assertion that this Foreclosure Action was
“abandoned.” The record reflects that this case has been pending since filed in 2015, with no action
by Plaintiff to dismiss or end this case—or by Defendants to dismiss this case for failure to

prosecute. Moreover, this Foreclosure Action was pending when the Fraud Action was filed.
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Defendants have not shown any basis to consider this matter “abandoned.”

IV.  CONCLUSION
For these reasons, the Court denies Defendants’ motion to bar enforcement of the Mortgage
and to direct the entry of a mortgage satisfaction.
ACCORDINGLY, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, DECREED, AND ADJUDGED AS

FOLLOWS:

e Defendants® motion to bar enforcement is denied; and

e Defendants’ motion to order the entry of a satisfaction of the Mortgage by
Plaintiff is denied.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

[Judge’s signature on following page]
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Horry Common Pleas

Case Caption: Summit Shores Lender LLC VS Palmetto Interstate Development I1
Inc , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2015CP2601729

Type: Order/Other

Presiding Circuit Court Judge

s/Benjamin H. Culbertson, Judge Code 2148

Electronically signed on 2024-10-14 16:05:27  page 10 of 10
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EXHIBIT B





FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Hony

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASENO. 2015CP2601729

Summit Shores Lender LLC Palmetto Interstate Development II Inc et al
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
D JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

[] ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ Rule 12(b), SCRCP: [ Rule 41(a),

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); || Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);
I:, Other

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): D Rule 40(j), SCRCP; I:l Bankruptey;
D Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;

D Other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

BAfﬁrmed; [ ] Reversed; D Remanded;

L0

Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: D See attached order (formal order to follow) Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

Defendants' Motion For Reconsideration filed 10/4/2024 is DENIED.

This motion is decided without oral arguments. This motion is decided on the contents
of the defendants' motion, plaintiff's brief in opposition to the motion filed 12/2/2024,
and defendants' "further” brief in support of the motion filed 12/5/2024.

ORDER INFORMATION
This orderD ends does not end the case. I:I See Page 2 for additional information.

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a
copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 12/17/2024 _

Franklin Ogele for Palmetto Interstate Development Il Inc,Leonard Ray Watts
Brian W. Zimmerman for Summit Shores Lender LLE

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page [ of 2
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Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: The date of Entry of Jud;

entering of the date of judgment above i
parties who are not E-Filers or who are

s not required in those counties.

gment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk's

The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to

appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017)

Page 2 of 2
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Horry Common Pleas

Case Caption: Summit Shores Lender LLC VS Palmetto Interstate Development IT
Inc , defendant, et al
Case Number: 2015CP2601729

Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

Presiding Circuit Court Judge

s/Benjamin H. Culbertson, Judge Code 2148

Electronically signed on 2024-12-17 11:25:10 page 3 of 3
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3. Marshall Biddle BIDDLE LAW FIRM, LLC

marshall@biddlelawfirm.net ATTORNEY AND COUNSELOR AT LAW
311 BEATY STREET, SUITE A . . POST OFFICE BOX 1119
CONWAY, SOUTH CAROLINA 29526 www.biddlelawfirm.net CONWAY, SOUTH CAROLINA 29528
TELEPHONE (843) 903-1600 FACSIMILE (843) 903-6209

January 14, 2025

VIA EMAIL & US MAIL

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk, The South Carolina Court of Appeals
P.O. Box 11629

Columbia, South Carolina 29211
ctappfilings@sccourts.org

Re:  Summit Shores Lender, LLC v. Palmetto Interstate Development 11, Inc.
Civil Action No. 2015-CP-26-01729

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Regarding the above-referenced matter, enclosed please find a Notice of Appeal (with
exhibits), Proof of Service, and my firm’s check in the amount of $250.00 for the filing fee.

Should you have any questions or need any additional information regarding the
enclosed, please do not hesitate to contact me. Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Yours very truly,
Biddle Law Firm, LLC

James Warohall Siddle

James Marshall Biddle

cc: The Honorable Renee Elvis
Franklin Ogele, Esquire
Demetri K. Koutrakis, Esquire
Brian W. Zimmerman, Esquire
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