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D.R. Horton, inc.,
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Dorchester County,
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)
Third Party Defendant. )

COMES NOW, Plaintiffs, pursuant to Rule 37(a) of the South Carolina Ruies of Civil Procedure

(SCRCP), and respectfully move this Court for an order compelling Defendant, D.R. Horton,

Inc., to provide complete and proper responses to Plaintiffs' First Set of interrogatories. In
support of this motion, Plaintiffs state as follows:

1. On February 17, 2025, Plaintiffs served their First Set of Interrogatories upon Defendant,
D.R. Horton, Inc.

2. Defendant provided responses on March 14, 2025; however, several of Defendant's
responses were deficient, incomplete, and improper under the South Carolina Ruiles of
Civil Procedure.,



Deficient Responses:

Interrogatory No. 1: Plaintiffs requested the name and address of the person answering the
interrogatories on behalf of Defendant. Defendant objected, claiming attorney-client privilege,
and failed to provide the required information. However, Rule 33, SCRCP, mandates that the
responding party disclose the identity of the individual verifying the responses. The identity of
the person answering is crucial for assessing credibility and accuracy. Defendant’s refusal to
disclose this information is improper.

Interrogatory No. 2: Plaintiffs requested the names and addresses of all persons known to be
witnesses concerning the facts of this case and whether any written or recorded statements
exist. Defendant provided a vague response, referring generally to “one or more representatives
of Defendant, one or more representatives of Dorchester County, and one or more
representatives of Stantec Consulting Services.” This response is inadequate as it does not
provide specific names or addresses. Witness names are standard discovery information, and
Defendant must supplement its response with the specific identities and contact information of
known witnesses.

Interrogatories No. 3 and 4: Plaintiffs inquired whether Defendant attempted to have
Dorchester County remove the black metal gate blocking Plaintiffs’ driveway before contacting
Plaintiffs and Why was Dorchester County unable to remove the black gate, preventing
Defendant from working on the Plaintiffs' driveway on Wise Lane. The Defendant’s objection
that the information is in the possession of third parties is not sufficient to avoid responding to
the interrogatory, as the Defendant may have access to this information or may be required to
make reasonable efforts to obtain it. Under Rule 26(b)(1) of the South Caroclina Rules of Civil
Procedure, parties are required to respond to discovery requests that seek relevant and
non-privileged information that is proportional to the needs of the case. The Plaintiffs question is
directly refated to the Defendant's claim that the road is a county road and that the County has
granted them a permit. The issue of whether Defendant attempted to have Dorchester county
remove the gate is critical to Plaintiffs’ claims. Plaintiffs assert that if Defendant claims Wise
Lane is a public road accepted by Dorchester County, then it must be explained why Dorchester
County was unable to remove the gate. If the County issued a permit but was unable to remove
the gate, this raises a material issue about the Defendant’s control or authority over the road
and gate. The Defendant is in the best position to explain why the County has not removed the
gate if they possess a valid permit. The Defendant's assertion that the County issued a permit
should compel a full response. Even if the Defendant is not the direct party responsible for the
gate’s removal, they must explain why the County did not act, as this is tied to the Plaintiff's
claims about the road’'s status. Defendant must supplement its response with any relevant
information regarding its actions concerning the gate's removal.

Interrogatories 5, and 6: Defendant’s objection regarding the terms “legally enforceable* and
"enforce” on the grounds that these terms are vague and unduly burdensome. Plaintiffs request
that Defendant supplement their response to Plaintiffs’ interrogatories, specifically regarding the
documents and information related to the encroachment permit for work on Wise Lane, based
on the following: : Plaintiffs' defines, the term “legally enforceable” to whether the



encroachment permit is valid under applicable local and state laws and whether it can be
enforced by the relevant authorities, such as Dorchester County or the Defendant. The request
for information about a legally enforceable permit is directly relevant to the ciaims in this case
and central to determining whether Defendant's work on Wise Lane was legally authorized. The
documents provided by Defendant, including the encroachment application and email
correspondence, fail to estabiish the existence of a valid, legally enforceable permit for work on
wise Lane. Specifically, the documents do not adequately reference Wise Lane, raising doubts
as to whether the Defendant has a valid permit for the specific work conducted on that road.
Defendant provided a permit approved by Dorchester County on February 16, 2023, which was
valid for 12 months, expiring on February 16, 2024. However, the Defendant continued to
present this expired permit and attempted to enter Plaintiffs’ property on July 26, 2024. The
Defendant also referenced a permit dated April 24, 2024, issued to Stantec Consulting Services,
Inc.. However, Plaintiffs' review of the Dorchester County website revealed that the actual permit
issued under permit number 202403578 is dated September 25, 2024, rather than April 24,
2024 as stated by the Defendant. The permit issued on September 25, 2024, was granted to
DRH,Inc and Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., after Plaintiffs’ lawsuit was filed on September
5, 2024. Plaintiffs request that Defendant supplement their responses to the following
interrogatories by providing: A valid, legally enforceable encroachment permit for work on Wise
Lane that was in effect on July 26, 2024. Any documentation or permits that clearly reference
Wise Lane and the Defendant's legal authorization to perform work on that specific property.
Updated or corrected documents that accurately reflect the permit information for the work
conducted on Wise Lane, inciuding proper dates and the correct permit number. A full and
“accurate explanation regarding the discrepancies between the dates of the permit referenced by
the Defendant and the actual permit found on the Dorchester County website.

Interrogatory 8:: Defendant objects to the interrogatory as vague, specifically as to “that day”
and “why did they choose to do that”. The term “that day” refers to July 26, 2024, the date when
Defendant attempted to enter the property but left without taking any formal steps to resolve the
situation. The question “why did they choose to do that” refers to the specific choice made by
Defendant not to contact law enforcement or assert their legal rights to enter the property. This
is a direct inquiry into Defendant’s actions on that day and is well within the scope of information
that should be readily available to Defendant, as it involves their own decision-making process.

The term “enforceable permit” is clear, as it asks whether the Defendant possessed a valid,
legally enforceable permit on July 26, 2024, which would have given them the legal right o
access the property. Defendant claims that the request is unduly burdensome because it seeks
information that is allegedly in the possession of other persons or entities. However, the
information sought is directly related to the Defendant's own actions and decision-making
process. The interrogatory asks for an explanation of Defendant's own conduct on a specific
date, which is well within Defendant's knowledge and control. Plaintiffs are not requesting
documents or records from other entities; they are asking for a clear explanation of Defendant’s
actions. Given that Defendant owns DV Timbers and is responsible for the development
activities, including any actions on Wise Lane, the Defendant should be able to provide an
explanation of why they chose not to involve law enforcement if they had a legally enforceable
permit. If Defendant believes that the information is in the possession of third parties, they



should identify those parties and explain why this information cannot be provided directly by
Defendant. Defendant further asserts that they do not self-perform development work, including
sitework, and therefore, believes that the information sought is in the possession of other
entities. While Plaintiffis understand that Defendant may rely on third-party contractors for
sitework, the decision to leave the property without involving law enforcement is within
Defendant's purview as the owner of DV Timbers. The reason for leaving the property without
asserting their rights, if they had an enforceable permit, is a direct inquiry into Defendant’s
actions and judgment, not those of third-party contractors or entities. Plaintiffs respectfully object
to Defendant’s response to interrogatory 8. The Defendant's statement that they “try to keep
neighboring property owners at arm's length and attempt to amicably work through neighboring
owners’ concerns” as the reason for leaving the property on July 26, 2024, without contacting
law enforcement is insufficient, evasive, and unsupported by the facts in this case. Plaintiffs
assert that the true reason Defendant left the property without contacting taw enforcement or
Dorchester County taking formal action was because Defendant did not have a valid, legally
enforceable permit at the time they attempted to enter Wise Lane. Plaintiffs believe that
Defendant's actions on July 26, 2024, were inconsistent with having a valid permit to perform
work on the property.

Specifically, Defendant provided an encroachment permit dated April 24, 2024, which they
attached as an exhibit#£10-1 to their submission. However, Plaintiffs have reason to believe
that this permit does not exist in the form represented by Defendant. Upon investigation,
Plaintiffs found that the permit number provided by Defendant (Permit #202403578) actually
corresponds to a permit issued on September 25, 2024, not on April 24, 2024, as Defendant
claims. This discrepancy raises serious doubts about the legitimacy of the permit Defendant is

relying upon,

Additionally, the encroachment permit contains a clause that requires Defendant to notify
Dorchester County at least 24 hours in advance of any work to be performed on the property so
that a Dorchester County employee can be present during the work. On July 26,
2024, Exhibit#E10-2 when Defendant attempted to enter the property, there was no Dorchester
County employee present, which further supports the contention that Defendant’s actions were
unauthorized.If Defendant had a legally enforceable permit, there would have been no need for
them to avoid formal channels of asserting their rights. If Defendant truly had such a permit,
they could have

Simply contacted law enforcement o enforce their right to access the property or, Ensured that
a.Dorchester County empioyee was present to oversee the work, as required by the terms of
the permit, particularly under the provision that mandates 24-hour advance notification to
Dorchester County. Plaintiffs request that Defendant supplement their response to Interrogatory
8 to provide more specific and factual information regarding their actions on July 26, 2024, and
the reasons for their failure to involve law enforcement. The Defendant should provide: A clear
explanation of why they chose not to involve law enforcement, especially if they believed they
had a valid permit. Any documentation or internal communications that support the Defendant’s
stated reasoning that they were trying to keep neighboring property owners at arm's length, and
how this relates to their legal right to be on the property. A full explanation as to why they did not



assert their rights through appropriate legat channels if they believed they had a valid, legally
enforceable permit at the time of the attempted entry.

Interrogatories 9 and 10: Plaintiffs question number 9 is whether the Defendant altered the
map to include the Plaintiffs' private road, Wise Lane, as part of the subdivision. In response,
the Defendant denies this, stating that the road was dedicated to the public by the AMI Plat and
that a permit issued by Dorchester county allows for access within the Wise Lane right-of-way.
The Plaintiffs have additional questions. They ask whether the Defendant extended Wise Lane,
which was previously a dead-end rocad? Also as to question number 10, inquiring if the
Defendant is aware that Wise Lane is a dirt road. The defendant's answer was yes and further
noted that the road's condition is clear through physical observation. The Plaintiffs peint out that
Wise Lane has always been a dirt road that has never been maintained or constructed by the
county. Given these facts, it is evident that Wise Lane is not a county road, and neither the
South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) nor Dorchester County could issue an
encroachment permit for any work to be performed on it. The Plaintiffs further question why
Wise Lane has never been maintained by either Dorchester County or SCDOT?

Interrogatory 11: Plaintiffs respectfully object to Defendant’s objections to Interrogatory 11
regarding Chris Hill's meeting with Plaintiffs at the DR Horton site. Defendant's objections
including that the interrogatory is overbroad, unduly burdensome, calls for a tegal conclusion,
and is vague as to the date, time, or reason for the meeting are unwarranted and shouid be
overruled for the following reasons: Defendant objects on the grounds that the interrogatory is
overbroad and unduly burdensome. However, the question is directly relevant to the dispute and
pertains to the Defendant's actions in relation to the claim of having a legally enforceable permit.
This is a reasonabie request for information related to Defendant’s actions and provides insight
into whether Defendant's legai rights were being asserted. Defendant claims the interrogatory
calis for a tegal conclusion. Plaintiffs clarify that the question does not seek a tegal conclusion
but rather the factual basis for why Defendant's Chris Hill Land Development manager
attempted to schedule a meeting at the site instead of the office. This information is refevant to
understanding Defendant’s intent and whether their actions align with the claim of having a
valid, enforceable pemmit for the work on the property. Given Defendant's objection regarding
vagueness, Plaintiffs have revised their Interrogatory 11 to clarify the following: The Defendant,
as Land Development Manager, attempted to organize a meeting with the Plaintiffs, along with a
contractor, law enforcement, and project manager, at the construction site. This meeting was not
scheduied, so there is no specific day or time. Furthermore, The Plaintifls seek clarification
regarding why the Defendant, Chris Hill the Land Development Manager, tried to arrange a
meeting in the woods instead of at his Charleston office. The Defendant claims to have a legal
permit to perform work on Wise Lane. If that's the case why wouldn’t they simply ask the police
or Dorchester County to enforce it? This is especially relevant considering that he held a legally
enforceable permit to access and work on the properly at that time. In light of Defendant’s
objections and the revisions made to the interrogatory, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the



Defendant provide a complete response to the revised question. Plaintiffs believe that the
reason for requesting a meeting at the construction site rather than in a formal office setting is
significant in understanding whether Defendant was acting in accordance with a legally
enforceable permit. Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court overrule Defendant's objections
and compel Defendant to provide a full and complete response to the revised interrogatory 11,
as the information sought is directly relevant to the ctaims in this case and will assist in resolving
the factual disputes regarding the validity of Defendant’s permit.

Interrogatory 13: The Plaintiff objects to Defendant's objection on the grounds of undue burden
and relevance as stated in Defendant's response to Interrogatory No. 13, wherein Defendant
refused to answer the question regarding whether Defendant attempted to purchase a utility
easement from Plaintiff's neighbor Amanda Wise. Defendant's objection is not well-founded for
the following reasons: The Plaintiff's interrogatory asking about the purchase of a utility
easement from the neighbor Amanda Wise is directly relevant to this case. Specifically,
Plaintiffs’ claim is that Defendant lacks legal permission or proper entitlement to perform work
on Wise Lane, which is at the center of the dispute. If Defendant attempted to purchase an
easement from Plaintiffs’ neighbor Amanda Wise, this couid be probative of Defendant's
understanding of its legal rights or lack thereof conceming Wise Lane and whether Defendant
had a good faith belief it had a legal right to access Wise Lane. This question goes to whether
Defendant had a valid permit or legal right to access Wise Lane without proper authority, which
is essential to Plaintiffs’ claims.

Plaintiffs’ further objects to the Defendant's claim that the neighbor is not a party to the lawsuit
and, therefore, the question is irrelevant. The neighbor Amanda Wise is a material witness for
the Plaintiffs in this case. The neighbor's interactions with the Defendant, including the potential
attempt to purchase a utility easement, are critical facts. These interactions provide insight into
Defendant’s actions, intentions, and potential acknowledgment of its lack of legal rights
concerning Wise Lane. The fact that the neighbor is not a party does not diminish the
importance of this information; rather, it enhances the relevance as it shows Defendant’s
conduct with a third party that may bear directly on Plaintiffs' claims. Defendant's claim that
responding to the interrogatory is unduly burdensome is without merit. The inquiry is limited in
scope, clear, and directly tied to the issues at hand. Defendant’s attempt to characterize the
question as burdensome or irrelevant fails to account for the significance of this issue to the
litigation. Defendant can easily provide an answer to this question without significant effort or
hardship. especially when the question concerns a specific transaction with a third party (the
neighbor) which, upon information and belief, is within Defendant's knowiedge.

Defendant also objects to the interrogatory on the ground that it is not reasonably calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. This objection is insufficient and improper.
Discovery under South Carolina Rule 26{b){1) is broad, and evidence need not be admissible at
this stage. Rather, the standard is that the discovery must be reasonably calculated to jead to
the discovery of admissible evidence. The fact that Defendant sought to purchase an easement
from Plaintiffs neighbor Amanda Wise is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of



admissible evidence related to Defendant’s legal rights over Wise Lane, and may reveat
Defendant's lack of good faith or knowledge of the absence of a legal permit. For these reasons,
Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court compel Defendant to provide a complete response
to the interrogatory, as the question is clearly retevant, materiat, and property calculated to lead
to the discovery of evidence critical to Plaintiffs claims. Defendant's objection is without merit
and should be overruled.

interrogatory 14: Plaintiffs object to Defendant’'s objection to Interrogatory No. 14 on the
grounds that the Defendant claims the interrogatory seeks mental impressions and legal
strategy of counsel, which would be protected by the attorney-client privilege or work product
doctrine. The Plaintiffs argue that this interrogatory does not seek privileged information but
rather seeks information that is relevant and material to the central issues in the case.
Defendant's objection should be overruled for the following reasons: The Interrogatory does not
seek privileged Information: The Plaintiffs' guestion asks why, if Defendant claims to have 3
legal right to work on Wise Lane through a permit from Dorchester County, Defendant is
nevertheless suing the County. This question does not delve into the Defendant's mental
impressions or iegai strategy regarding the lawsuit against Dorchester County. Rather, it seeks
to understand the factual basis and logical reasoning behind Defendant's actions. Specifically, it
seeks clarity on why Defendant would pursue a legal action against Dorchester County if they
already ciaim to have a legal right to work on the road, which is an important and fundamental
question regarding Defendant’s legal standing. This question is directly relevant to the Plaintiffs'
claim that Defendant does not have a valid legal right to access Wise Lane. If Defendant asserts
that they have a valid permit from Dorchester County to access the road, the fact that Defendant
is simultanecusly suing the County calls into question the validity of that claim and may indicate
that Defendant's permit is disputed, nonexistent, or insufficient. The answer could reveal that
Defendant lacks the legal basis they claim for their actions. Understanding why Defendant is
suing Dorchester County could potentially reveal inconsistencies in their position, which is
critical to Plaintiffs' argument. This interrogatory is focused on facts and the relationship
between the Defendant's actions and their claims. Defendant's decision to sue Dorchester
County is a factual inquiry and not a request for insight into Defendant’s legal reasoning or
strategy. For the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court overrule
Defendant’s objection that the interrogatory seeks privileged information and order Defendant to
respond to the interrogatory fuity and compietely, providing the factual basis for why they are
suing the County if they claim to already have a legal right to work on Wise Lane.

Interrogatory 15: Plaintiffs acknowledge that the exhibit was inadvertently omitted from the
original interrogatory. As a resuit, Plaintiff now provides Exhibit #£10-3, , which clearly shows
the installation of water pipes and fire hydrants on Weir Street, the focus of the question. The
interrogatory seeks to understand whether Defendant’s installation of these utilities on Weir
Street indicates an intention to turn left onto Wise Lane, who funded the work on Weir Street,
and whether it was paid for with Defendant's private money or Dorchester County funds.
Plaintiffs believe that this inquiry is crucial to understanding the legality of Defendant’s activities,
given the nature of the DV Timber subdivision and its funding structure. Defendant objects that
the interrogatory is overbroad. Plaintiffs disagree. The question is narrowly focused on



Defendant’s actions on Weir Street, including whether the instaitation of utilities such as water
pipes and fire hydrants is indicative of an intent to turn left onto Wise Lane, who funded the work
on Weir Street, and whether the work was financed with Defendants private funds or
Dorchester County funds. The question is highly relevant and specific to this case because it
directly relates to the legality of Defendant’s actions particularly in light of the potential conflict
between public funding rules and Defendant's private status as an HOA subdivision. Defendant
has also claimed that the question is unduly burdensome. Plaintiffs respectfully contend that the
question is straightforward and does not impose an undue burden on Defendant. The
information sought is factual, and it pertains to whether the installation of utilities on Weir Street
suggests an intent to turn left onto Wise Lane, who funded the work, and whether it was
financed by Defendant or County funds. This information should be within Defendant’s
knowledge or readily accessible through construction records, plans, or communications, It is a
simple factual inquiry that should not require significant effort to answer. Defendant further
objects that the interrogatory is vague because the exhibit was not initially attached for
reference. As noted above, Exhibit #E10-3 is now attached and provides the necessary
context. The exhibit clearly shows the specific installations that are the subject of the inquiry.
The reference to the exhibit should eliminate any vagueness, as it directly addresses the work
that is the focus of the question. The question is now clear: Does the installation of these utilities
on Weir Street suggest Defendant's intent to turn left onto Wise Lane? Who funded the work on
Weir Street, and was it paid with Defendant’s private money or Dorchester County funds?

Plaintiffs believe that Defendant's instailation of water pipes and fire hydrants on Weir Street is
highly relevant because Defendant's actions may not comply with laws governing public roads,
particularly those that require public taxpayer funding for any work performed on county roads.
Since Defendant is a private HOA subdivision, not a public entity like Dorchester County,
Plaintiffs are entitled to investigate whether Defendant's actions and permits are consistent with
these legal requirements. This inquiry is vitat for determining whether Defendant has unlawfully
performed work on a public road or attempted to access private roads (such as Wise Lane)
without proper legal rights or permits. The question is necessary to challenge the legality of
Defendant's permits and to determine whether Defendant's actions are consistent with the law,
which restricts private entities from performing work on county roads unless funded by taxpayer
money. For the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court overrule
Defendant’s objections regarding overbreadth, undue burden, and vagueness, and order
Defendant to fully respond to Interrogatory No. 15.

Interrogatory 16: Plaintiffs respectfully object to Defendant's objections regarding the request
for. information concerning whether Defendant holds a legally enforceabie permit to work on
Weir Street and who signed the application for such a permit. Plaintiffs assert that the objection
is without merit for the following reasons: The information sought is not unduly burdensome.
Plaintiffs are simply requesting confirmation as to whether Defendant holds a legally enforceable
permit for the work performed on Weir Street and the identity of the individual who signed the
appiication for such a permit. This is a basic factual inquiry that should be easily accessible to
Defendant through their records, plans, or communications. Defendants objection that the term
“legally enforceable” is vague is misplaced. Plaintiffs are referring to an official permit that would
have been issued by the relevant iocal or county authority allowing Defendant to perform work



on Weir Street. This is a straightforward inquiry into whether Defendant has a valid permit for
the work, and the use of the term "legally enforceable” is simply to ensure that the permit in
question is valid and properly issued, as opposed to a potentially informal or improperly issued
permit. Plaintiffs believe that Defendant does not possess a valid permit for the work done on
Weir Street. The inquiry regarding Defendant’s permit is relevant because it is directly related to
whether Defendant’s actions are lawful. If Defendant lacks a valid permit for Weir Street, it may
constitute a violation of local, county, or state laws. The absence of such a permit wouid be
highly significant in understanding the legality of Defendant's actions, especially given that
Plaintiffs have already requested, through a request for production, that Defendant produce any
permits for Weir Street. Defendant’s failure to provide such a permit further supports Plaintiffs’
concems that Defendant may not have obtained the proper legal authorization to perform work
on Weir Street. The request is reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Permits for work performed on public or private property are typically considered
public records, and confirming the existence or lack thereof of a permit can lead to the discovery
of critical evidence regarding the legality of Defendant's actions. If Defendant does not possess
the required permit, this information could have significant implications for the claims at hand.
While Defendant asserts that property surrounding Weir Street or permits obtained from
Defendant are not at issue in the case, the issue of whether Defendant holds a valid permit for
work on Weir Street is directly relevant. This is not a matter of surrounding property but rather
the specific work performed by Defendant, which may involve violations of laws governing
permits and encroachments on public or private roads. As such, the request is entirely within the
scope of discovery and directly related to the matter at hand. For the reasons stated above,
Plaintiffs respectfully request that Defendant’s objections be overruled and that Defendant be
compelled to fully respond to the request, specifically providing information regarding the
existence of a permit for the work on Weir Street and the identity of the person who signed the
application.

Interrogatory 17: Plaintiffs acknowledge that the US Army Corps of Engineers application was
not initially attached to the interrogatory. Plaintiff now provides Exhibit E10-4, which is the US
Army Corps of Engineers application. Plaintiffs respectfully object to Defendant’s objections
regarding Interrogatory No. 17, which seeks clarification regarding the streets listed in the US
Army Corps of Engineers application. Specifically, Plaintiffs request that Defendant fully respond
to the interrogatory and provide details about which streets are listed in the application,
particularly in regard to whether Weir Street and Wise Lane were excluded from the application.

raintiffs- assert that this information is highly relevant to the case for the following reasons:
Plaintiffs believe that the omission of Weir Street and Wise Lane from the US Army Corps of
Engineers application is directly refevant to the legality of Defendant’s actions. If these streets
were not included in the application, it raises serious questions about whether Defendant
followed proper legal procedures and obtained the necessary approvals to perform work on
those roads. This omission could suggest that Defendant’s work on Weir Street and Wise Lane
was unauthorized under the application or that the application itself may be incomplete or
inaccurate. Plaintiffs contend that Weir Street and Wise Lane are located within a wetland area,
and therefore, work performed on these streets would likely require specific approval from the



US Army Corps of Engineers. If Weir Street and Wise Lane were excluded from the US Army
Corps of Engineers application, it would raise further concerns about whether Defendant has
complied with the necessary environmental regulations for work in such sensitive areas. The
permits for Helms Drive and Trinity Drive, which are located to the north of Wise Lane, are
provided by the US Army Corps of Engineers, suggesting that Defendant’s work should be
limited to these areas and not extend south to Wise Lane and Weir Street. Clarifying which
streets are listed in the application helps Plaintiffs assess whether Defendant’s actions are
compliant with applicable permits and legal requirements. Plaintiffs believe that some of the
permits granted to Defendant may be illegal, incomplete, or nonexistent, especially in relation to
Weir Street and Wise Lane. Therefore, identifying whether these streets were excluded from the
application is crucial in determining whether Defendant has violated any applicable laws or
permits in relation to their DV Timber subdivision project. Plaintiffs respectfully disagree with
Defendant’s objections of overbreadth and vagueness. The request is narrowly focused on
identifying which streets were included in the US Army Corps of Engineers application and
whether Weir Street and Wise Lane were excluded. This is a dlear and specific inquiry that
directly relates to the legitimacy of Defendant’s actions in performing work on these streets.
Defendant further objects that the interrogatory is vague because the exhibit was not initially
attached for reference. As noted above, Exhibit E10-4 is now attached and provides the
necessary context. The request for this information is not unduly burdensome. The relevant
details regarding which streets were listed in the application and the reasons for any exclusions
should be readily accessible to Defendant, either through their records or communications with
the US Army Corps of Engineers. This is a straightforward factual inquiry that should not require
significant -effort to answer. For the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the
Court overrule Defendant’s objections regarding overbreadth, undue burden, and vagueness,
and order Defendant to fully respond to Interrogatory No. 17, confirming which streets are listed
in the US Army Corps of Engineers application and providing any relevant details regarding the
exclusion of Weir Street and Wise Lane from the application.

interrogatory 18: Plaintiffs respectfully object to Defendant’s objections regarding the
interrogatory asking whether Defendant’'s attomey Thomas Harper, in an email attached as
Exhibit E10-5, expilicitly stated to Plaintiffs’ former attorney Landon Brock that Wise Lane would
only be used for the instaliation of water and sewer pipes and that there would never be any
allowance for vehicle travel. Defendant objects on the grounds that no exhibit was enclosed and
that the interrogatory is patently vague. Plaintiffs assert that Defendant’s objections are without
merit for the following reasons: While Exhibit E10-5 was not initially attached in the original
question, Plaintiffs acknowledge this oversight and provide the exhibit here for clarity. The
reference to the email of Defendant’s attorney Thomas Harper and Plaintiffs’ former attorney
Landon Brock should now provide the necessary context for the question, and there should be
no ambiguity regarding the statement in question. The inquiry is specific and is focused on
confirming whether Defendant’s attorney Thomas Harper made the explicit statement regarding
the use of Wise Lane only for water and sewer installation with no future allowance for vehicle
travel. The question is highly relevant to the case. Plaintiffs seek to understand whether
Defendant's actions align with the representations made by Defendant's attorney Thomas
Harper to Plaintiffs’ former attorney Landon Brock. If Wise Lane is truly intended only for water
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and sewer instailation, Plaintiffs question why Defendant is not using Helms Drive & Trinity Drive
that is the deeded access and the deeded address for the D V Timbers HOA private subdivision
for the installation,especiaily if Plaintiffs believe that Defendant has a valid permit for Heims
Drive and was approved by the US Army Corps. The statement made in the email may be
crucial to understanding Defendant’s intentions and whether they are attempting to use Wise
Lane for purposes beyond the scope of the originaily stated plans, potentially without a valid
permit. Plaintiffs do not believe that Defendant intends to limit the use of Wise Lane solely to
water and sewer installations. Plaintiffs believe Defendant may be attempting to use Wise Lane
for additional purposes specifically, vehicle travel which would contradict the statement made by
Defendant’s attoney Thomas Harper. Additionally, Plaintiffs are concemed that Defendant may
be attempting to access Wise Lane without a legal permit because using Helms Drive would
create a landlocked situation for the DV Timber subdivision. The inquiry seeks to confirm
Defendant’s actions in relation to the representations made by its attorney Thomas Harper and
whether those actions are consistent with applicable laws and permits. Defendant's objection
that the interrogatory is vague is without merit. The question clearly seeks to confirm whether
Defendant’s attorney Thomas Harper made the statement regarding Wise Lane and its intended
use. The reference to Exhibit#E10-5 provides the necessary context, and the question is
straightforward. There is ho vagueness regarding the intent of the inquiry. The question is not
unduly burdensome. Defendant should have access to this communication from their own
attomey Thomas Harper, and it should be a simple matter to confirm whether the statement in
the email is accurate. For the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs respectfully request that
Defendant's objections be overtuled, and that Defendant be compelied to fully respond to this
“interrogatory, confirming whether the statement made by Defendant’s attorney Thomas Harpery
in the email to former Plaintiffs attomey Landon Brock is accurate and providing any relevant
details surrounding Defendant’s plans for Wise Lane.

Interrogatory 19: Defendant objects that the term “legal encroachment permit” is vague.
Plaintifts’ respectfully clarifies that the inquiry refers to the permit issued to Defendant for Helms
Drive/Trinity Drive for their subdivision improvements, which Plaintiffs believe may be the only
legitimate permit Defendant has for constructing infrastructure in the area. The question is not
vague; it is asking a straightforward inquiry about why Defendant is not using the roads as
required by the permit. The question is relevant to this case because Helms Drive/Trinity Drive
appears to be the approved route for infrastructure installation based on the encroachment
permit. Plaintiffs believe that this permit is the only legitimate basis for Defendant's actions. By
not using these roads, Defendant may be violating the terms of the permit or acting outside the
scope of their legal authorization. This is a direct factual inquiry regarding Defendant’s actions in
relation to the permitted project sites, particularty Helms Drive/Trinity Drive. Plaintiffs’ believes
that this question is highly relevant because the encroachment permit could be the only
legitimate basis for Defendant's infrastructure improvements, and the failure to use the
designated roads raises significant concems. The Plaintiffs seek to understand why Defendant
is not following the terms of what appears to be a legitimate encroachment permit for their
subdivision improvements. Defendant argues that the question is overbroad. Plaintiffs'
respectfully contends that the question is narrow and specific. It asks why Defendant is not
using Helms Drive/Trinity Drive as stated in the permit, not about any other unrelated matter.
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The inquiry is directly tied to Defendant's adherence to the encroachment permit and whether
they are using the approved route for their construction activities. This is a targeted question
about the implementation of the permit terms and is not overly broad. Defendant claims that the
question is unduly burdensome. Plaintiffs' argue that this objection is without merit. The inquiry
is about Defendant's reasoning for not following the terms of the permit, which should be within
their knowledge and easily answered. The guestion does not require Defendant to review large
volumes of documents or conduct significant research, but instead simply asks for an
explanation of their actions. Defendant is in the best position to know and explain why they have
chosen to deviate from the terms of the permit. Understanding why Defendant is not following
the permit is crucial to determining whether Defendant's actions are lawful and censistent with
the requirements of their encroachment pemit. This could have significant implications for the
legality of the work being done in the DV Timber subdivision, particularly if the only legitimate
permit Defendant has does not allow for work on any other roads. For the reasons stated above,
Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court overrule Defendant's objections regarding
overbreadth, undue burden, and vagueness and order Defendant to fully respond to
Interrogatory No. 19, explaining why they are not using Helms Drive/Trinity Drive as the permit
requires for the installation of water and sewer infrastructure.

Interrogatory 20: Plaintiffs respectfully object to Defendant's objections regarding the question
of why Defendant opted to remove their sanitary sewerage pump station in the major
modification plan after receiving approval for the engineering design plan and obtaining all
legally enforceable permits to proceed with the project on Helms Drive/Trinity Drive. Defendant
has objécted on the grounds that the question is overbroad, unduly burdensome, vague as to
“legally enforceable encroachment permit,” and not reasonably calculated to ilead to the
discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiffs assert that Defendant's objections are without merit
for the following reasons: Plaintiffs’ question is clear and specific. It seeks to understand why
Defendant removed the sanitary sewerage pump station from the original plan after receiving
approval for Helms Drive/Trinity Drive and why Defendant made the significant decision to alter
the plan, despite already having legally enforceable permits for the original plan. Additionally,
Plaintiffs are asking why Defendant did not continue with Helms Drive/Trinity Drive, which was
part of the original plan rather than making the major modification and shifting the project focus
south to include Weir Street and Wise Lane, which introduced further complications and tand
disturbance. The removal of the sanitary sewerage pump station and the decision to add more
land disturbance suggest significant changes to the approved plans, which raises concems
about the legality and justification for these changes. The original plan for DV Timber HOA
private subdivision was under the previous owner, BRD Land & Investments, and included a
sanitary sewerage pump station. BRD Land & Investments were issued a permit under that
original plan, including a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit and a Dorchester County
encroachment permit to do work on Helms Drive, Trinity Drive, and Scotch Range Road. This is
reflected in the permit application with the applicant name Kevin Burreli dated 07/05/2022, as
shown in Exhibit #E10-6. After Defendant tock over BRD Land & investments in August 2023,
Defendant fited for a Major Modification Plan. At this point, Defendant shifted their focus from
the northem portion of the project, which included Helms Drive, Trinity Drive, and Scotch Range
Road, to the southern portion, adding Weir Street and Wise Lane to the project scope.
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Additionally, Defendant removed the sanitary sewerage pump station and added 7.5 more acres
of land disturbance to the modified plan. Piaintiffs seek to understand why Defendant made
these significant changes. Specifically, why did Defendant remove the sanitary sewerage pump
station when the original plan already included such infrastructure? Why did Defendant not
proceed with the original plan, especially when Heims Drive and other roads had already been
approved with the necessary permits? The changes introduced by Defendant such as the shift
{o Weir Street and Wise Lane and the added land disturbance raise important questions about
whether these actions were justified, and if they were in violation of the permits granted under
the original plan.The inquiry is highly relevant to the case because it directly questions the
legality of Defendant’s actions in modifying the original plan. The changes may indicate an
attempt to circumvent the legal process or work outside the scope of the originally approved
permits. Plaintiffs respectfully disagree with Defendant’s objections of overbreadth and undue
burden. The question is clear and focused on understanding the reasoning behind Defendant’s
decision to alter the original plans. Given that Defendant is in possession of the plans and
approvals for the project, this information shouid be readily accessible and should not impose
an undue burden on Defendant. Plaintiffs assert that the term ‘“legally enforceable
encroachment permit” is clear in context. Plaintiffs are referring to the permits for Helms
Drive/Trinity Drive, which Plaintiffs believe are the only valid and legally enforceable permits for
Defendant's project. The term is consistent with the inquiry’s focus on the original plan that was
approved by relevant authorities. The information sought is highly relevant and is calculated to
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Understanding why Defendant aitered their
original plans and removed key components, such as the sanitary sewerage pump station, is
crucial to determining whether Defendant's actions were in compliance with the law, inciuding
whether Defendant is attempting to circumvent necessary permits or alter their project
inappropriately. For the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court
overrule Defendant's objections regarding overbreadth, undue burden, vagueness, and the
reasonableness of the request, and order Defendant to fully respond to the interrogatory
regarding why they opted to remove the sanitary sewerage pump station from the major
modification plan, why they did not continue with Helms Drive & Trinity Drive, and why they
pursued a major modification with additional fand disturbance and changes in access when the
original plan had already been approved and permits were in place.

Interrogatory 22: Plaintiffs object to Defendant's response that the information regarding the
construction of a public road or the potential use of Wise Lane for access to the Defendant’s
landlocked wetland parcel may be derived from Defendant’s business records or public records
maintainad by Dorchester County. Plaintiffs assert that the Defendant has not provided a direct
and clear response to the specific inquiry regarding whether a public road will be constructed to
provide access to the 10-acre wetland area or if such access will involve the Plaintiff's driveway,
specifically Wise Lane. The Plaintiff further objects to the suggestion that the inquiry may be
resolved through public records or Defendant’s business records, as this does not provide the
clarity or specificity required for addressing the Plaintiff's concerns about potential future access
to their driveway on Wise Lane. Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Defendant provide a direct
and unequivocal response to the question of whether a public road will be constructed or
whether the Defendant intends to utilize Wise Lane for access to the Defendant’s property, and
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that this response be recorded for the record. Plaintiff seeks this clarification in order to resolve
this matter promptly and definitively.

WHEREFORE, Plaintifis respectfully request that this Court enter an order compelling
Defendant to provide full and complete responses to Interrogatories No. 1, 2, 3, 4,56,89,10,
11,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,and 22 and grant such further relief as the Court deems just and
proper. Exhibit A: Attached Plaintiffs' First Set of interrogatories

Exhibit B: Attached is Defendant's Response to Plaintiffs’ Interrogatories,

o —.,
Respectfully Submitted, ch/
Attia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos

Plaintiffs pro se
493 Wise Lane 7,/./\/~

Summerville, SC 29483
843-641-8556
email: ala_interational@yahoo.com

RTIFICAT! RVICE
This is to certify that we have served a true copy of this Motion to Compel interrogatories
along with Exhibit A Plaintiffs' First Set of Interrogatories and Exhibit B Defendant's Response
to Plaintifis’ First Set of interrogatories to the Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc. this __7th _day of
April, 2025, by depositing a copy of the same in the United States Mail, proper postage affixed,
addressed as follows:

Mark A. Bibie, Jr., (SC Bar #101624)

John T. Crawford, Jr. (SC Bar # 69682)

KENISON, DUDLEY & CRAWFORD, LLC

325 West McBee Avenue, Suite 301 Greenville, SC 29601
Ph. 864.242.4899 Fax 864.242.4844

Attorneys for Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc and

Bradley A Mitchell, Deputy County Attorney
DORCHESTER COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
201 Johnston Street

St. George, South Carotina 29477

bmitchell@dorchestercountysc.gov
843.563.0097

Plaintiffs

Attia Elbadawy ﬁ’; //c)) - 04/07/2025

Lynne Chatlos ﬁ/—\/\/\/ % 04/07/2025
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROCLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF DORCHESTER Civil Action No.: 2024-CP-18-01459

Attia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos,
Plaintiffs

D.R. Herton, inc.,
Defendant.

D.R. Horton, Inc.,

Third-Party Plaintiff,
V.

)
Dorchester County, )
)
)

Third Party Defendant,

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that we have served a true copy of this Mation to Compel Interrogatories along
with Exhibit A Plaintiffs' First Set of Interrogatories and Exhibit B Defendant's Response to
Plaintiffs’ First Set of Interrogatories to the Defendant D.R. Horton, inc. this 7th ___ day of April,
2025, by depositing a copy of the same in the United States Mail, proper postiage affixed,
addressed as follows:

Mark A. Bible, Jr., (SC Bar #101624)

John T. Crawford, Jr. (SC Bar # 69682)

KENISON, DUDLEY & CRAWFORD, LLC

325 West McBee Avenue, Suite 301 Greenville, SC 29601
Ph, 864 242 4899 Fax 864.242 4844

Aftorneys for Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc and

Bradley A Mitchell, Deputy County Attomey
DORCHESTER COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
201 Johnston Street

St. George, South Carolina 29477
bmitcheil@dorchestercountysc.gov

843.563.0097
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) - ....IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Cho. i OF COUR?
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER DD S W CUMTY
Civil Action No: 2024-CP-18-01459

Atfia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos
Plaintiffs

D R HORTON, INC
Defendants

)
)
);

v }
) CERIFICATE OF SERVICE
)

D.R. Horton
Third-Party Plaintifts,
v

Third-Party Defendants

This is to certify that | have served a true Copy to

the Defendants listed below, by depositing a copy of the same
in the United States Mail, proper postage affixed, addressed
as follows:

Mark A. Bible, Jr., (SC Bar #101624) Attia Elbadawy ﬁz

John T. Crawford, Jr. (SC Bar # 69682)

KENISON, DUDLEY & CRAWFORD, LLC _ /,
325 West McBee Avenue, Suite #301

Greenville, SC 29601 Lynne Cha AR .
Ph. 864.242.4809 Fax 864.242.4844 Date: Aprilf, 2025

Attormeys for 493 Wise Roa

Defendant, D.R. Horton, inc Summerville, SC 29483

Ph#: 843-641-8556
ala_international@yahoo.com
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Dorchester County Permitf . 202403578

Issued Date 04/24/2024

ENCROACHMENT PERMIT
Contact Jacob Lemus E ’o
Business STANTEC 1
Permit Details
Job Address DV Timbers Scope Other
TMS Number Work Start Date 04/03/2023

Description
New 73 lot subdivision connecting to Heims Drive and Frinity Drive and establishing two new County Roads within the subdivision that

have associated curb and gutter and drainage systems. Naw water and sewer utilities throughout the development. A new sewer
forcemain extension on Wise Lane. New water main extensiong on Helms Drive, Range Drive, Wise Lane, Weir Street, and Twin

Lakes Drive,

Conditions
In compliance with your request and subject to all the provisions, terms, conditions, and restrictions stated in the
application and special provisions below or attached hereto, the County approves the request. This permit is valid for a

peried of twelve (12) months from the date of approval.

The undersigned hereby makes application for a permit to complete the above described wogk on the stated premises, and agrees, in
consideration of issuance of this permit, to do enly the work specified herein and to faithfully comgply with all applicable codes and
ordinances as set forth by the State of South Carolina and Dorchester County. | have read and ungerstand the aforementioned

Jacob Lemus Date 04/24/2024

Applicant
Contractor / Ageni { Owner
Address 4969 Centre Pointe Drive Suite 200 Telephone 8034638242 Email jacob.lemus@stantec.com

North Charleston SC 29418
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[ Submit by Email | I printform |

APPLICATION FOR ENCROACHMENT PERMIT

Dorchester County Public Works E) 0'2

Transportation Department A
2120 East Main Street, Dorchester, SC 29437
(843) 832-0070 office — (843) 832-0064 fax
(843) 563-0070 office — (843) 563-0064 fax

invaatment
Road Name:m Range Rd,Helms Dr, Trinity Dr

Applicant Name:
234 Kingsley Park Drive, Suite 110

. Address: Subdivision:
Fort Mill, SC 29715 Helms Dr.
City, State & Zip: Nearest Int. Rd:
843-593-7950 mark@chsland.com
‘Email Address: -

Contact Number:

i The undersigned applicant hereby applies to Dorchester County Public Works and the Transportation
Department for a permit to encroach on the County right-of-way or easement as shown and described herein:

2 Encroachment Type: O Driveway ElOther

3 Description and details of proposed encroachment and installation (attach drawings showing the
encroachment on the right-of-way of, eascment).

4 The undersigned applicant hereby requests Dorchester County Public Works and the Transportation
Department fo permit encroachment on the County’s right-of-way or easement as described herein. It is expressly
understood that the encroachment shall be installed in accordance with the description and details attached hereto
and made a part hereof, including the General Provistons and Special Provisions. The applicant agrees to assume
any and all Jiability that may be caused by the construction, maintenance, use, moving or removing, of the physical
appurtenances contemplated herein and agrees to indemnify Dorchester County from any liability incurred or
injury or damage sustained by reason of the past, present, or fi ture existence of said appurtenances.

Applicant Printed Name & Date: /{ﬁ’,{/ /N f; vyl e fo 7_ § -2 2~

Applicant(s) Signature & Title: C/ [%’ /9
Area Below For County Use{

In compliance with your request and subject to all the provisions, terms, conditions, and restrictions stated in the
application and special provisions below or attached hereto, the County approves the request. This-permit-is valid f’

Z) menths from the dete of approval. ,

Special Provisions:

Approved by & Date: 2225 %%Z?f; 2/16/2023 J!

Mike Goldsto%. Engineering Manager P

Print Name & Title:
Dorchester County, South Carolina Revised April 2017 Qa_gely
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APPLICATION FOR ENCROACHMENT PERMIT

Encroachment Permit General Provisions

nmmﬁmﬁmHmpmmmﬁwmybcpmmwhikﬁthW. 4

L

2 FF T SUBTRGT, TO INSPECTION: This permit shall be kept at the site of the work at all times while said
work in underway and must be shown to any representative of the County or law enforcement office upon request.
3. PROTECTION OF PUBLIC: Adequate provisions shail be made for the protection of the public at all times.
Where applicable, necessary detours, barticades, waming signs, and flagmen shall be provided by and at the
expense of the permittee and shall be in accordance with the South Carolina Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices. The work shall be planned and carried out 5o that there will be the least possible inconvenience to the
public. The permittee agrees to observe all rules and regulations of the County while carrying on the work
conternplated herein and take all other precautions that circumstances warrant.

4 STANDARDS OF CONSTRUCTION: All work shall confonn to approved plans and recognized standards ol
construction and shall be performed in a workmanlike manner. Adequate provisions shall be made for maintaining
proper drainage. All work shall be subject to the supervision and satisfaction of the County.

5. PAVEMENT CUTS AND ROADWAY SURFACE: No pavement shall be cut unless specifically authorized
herein. When pavement cuts are approved the following standards must be followed unless stated otherwise, After
excavation of pavement cut. ditch is to be completed with flow-able filt or compacted 10 95% density in layers not
exceeding eight inches (87), the last cight inches (8”) of fill matenial shall be suitable aggregate base per SCDOT
standard specifications fatest edition , or three inches (37) asphaltic base material. A suitable surface treatment of
two inches (2”) of Plant Mix Asphalt shall be placed on surfoce of said excavation within fourteen (14) days after
finishing work.

6. EXCAVATION: There shall be no cxcavation of soil ncared than two fect of any public utility line of
appurtenant facility except with the consent of the ewner thereof, or cxcept upon special permissions of the County
afier an opportunity o be heard is given the owner of such line or appurtenant facility.

7. UTILITY WORK:
a) Work shall be performed in accordance with the SCDO s “A Policy for Accommodating Utilitias on
Highway Rights-of-Way.”
b} Pole{s) and/or Post(s) shall be placed at the distance from the centeline of the right-of-way or easement
as specificatly stipulated herein.
¢) All tunneling, bering, or jacking shalt be done in such a way as not lo disturb the roadway surfacing and
maintain a minimum depth of two feet (27} under ditch lines.
d) No pavement shall be cut unless specifically authorized herein.
¢) No excavation shall be nearer than three feet te the edge of pavement unless specificalty autherized
herein.
F) Underground facilities will be located at minimum depths as defined in the Utility
Accommodations Manual for the surfaces — thirty inches {30™) minimurn for communication lines and
thirty-six inches {36”) for all other facilities,
g} Service and other small diameter pipes shall be jacked, driven. or otherwise forced underneath the
pavement.
h) Wamning tape shali be placed directly over alt water lines, sewer lines, i™ mains, power lines, and
fiber optic lines at a depth of eighteen inches (187) befow the finish surface grade.
i) No road may be closed unless specifically authorized hevein.

Deorchester County. South Carotina Revised April 2017 Page 2 of 3
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' APPLICATION FOR ENCROACHMENT PERMIT | C’- o

8. MAH\TW;EP?RF?E _Thlr applicant of this permit is responsible for maintaining the excavation for a
period of one (1) year aftet the Issuahce of this permit. The permittee will be released after one (1) year of

satisfactory pegrformance a‘ﬁ{?ﬁk, ypon approval of the Public Works Director.

Ct Sownrs YT
9. BEAUTIRIGATION- WORK: 7
a) All trees, plants, flowers, etc., shall be placed in accordance with the provisions specifically stipulated

herein.
b) All trees, plants, flowers, etc., shall be cared for by and at the expense of the permittee and the
provisions of this permit shall become null and void if and when the permittee ceases to properly care for

said trees, plants, flowers, etc...

10. FUTURE MOVING OF PHYSICAL APPURTENANCES: If, in the opinion of the Public Works Director or
his/her appointee, it should ever become necessary to move of remove the physical appurtenances, or any part
thereof contemplated herein, on account of repair of drainage facilities, change in location of the roadway,
widening of the roadway, or for any other sufficient reason, such relocation shall be done on demand of the
County at the expense of the permittee.

11. RESTORATION OF ROADWAY AND/OR FACILITIES UPON MOVING OR REMOVING PHYSICAL
APPURTENANCES: If, and when, the physical appurtenances contemplated herein shall be moved or removed,
either on the demand of the County or at the option of the permittee, the roadway and/or facilities shall
immediately be restored to their original condition at the expense of the permittee.

12. COSTS: All work in connection with the construction, maintenance, moving, or removing of the physical
appurtenances contemplated herein shall be done by and at the expense of the permittee.

13, PERMITTEE: The work “Permittee” used herein shall mean the name of the person, firm, corporation, or
public utility to which this permit is addressed, as well as his/her/its, heirs, successors, and assigns.

14. COUNTY: For the purpose of this permit, the work “Department” and/or “County” shall mean Dorchester
County Public Works and the Transportation Department.

15. ACCESS: Permittee is responsible for maintaining reasonable access to private driveways during construction.
16. PERMISSION OF ABUTTING PROPERTY OWNERS: It is distinctly understood that this permit does not in
any wise grant or release any rights lawfully possessed by the abutting property owner(s). Any such rights

necessary shall be secured from said abutting property owners by the permittee.

17. APPROVALS: The permittee shall be responsible for obtaining any other approvals or permits necessary for
installation

-

Dorchester County, South Carolina Revised April 2017 " Page3of3
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Prorock, John

From: mgoidston@dorchestercountysc.gggr _

Sent: IS AR =T PR iThurspay. February 16, 2023 412 PM

To: Prorock, John

Cec: e T oarakbyrd@dorchestercountysc.goy, alett@dorchestercountysc.gov
Subject: ¢ enUsorchester County Encroachment Permit for Helms Drive
AttachmentsD 77710 10 C0LGBYA1_0 pdf

Permit Number: Issued

Permit Type: Encroachment

Address: Helms Drive

Description: New 73 lot subdivision connecting to Helms Drive and Trinity Drive and establishing two new County
Roads within the subdivision that have associated curb and gutter and drainage systems. New water and sewer
utilities throughout the development. A new sewer forcemain extension on Wise Lane. New water main extensions
on Helms Drive, Range Drive, Wise Lane, Weir Street, and Twin Lakes Drive.

Mike Goldston, PE

Engineering Manager

Dorchester County Puhlic Works
mgoldston@dorchestercountysc.gov

Caution: This email originated from outside of Stantec. Please take extra precaution.

Attention: Ce courriel provient de 'extérieur de Stantec. Veuillez prendre des précautions supplementaires.

Atencidn: Este correo electronico proviene de fuera de Stantec. Por favor, tome precauciones adicionales.

DRH 000003






.pi.{lns'qqlling water pipes/Hydrants onWeir St

- churiDefendants stopped at Wise Lane.

1TOCHINTY

Why Is That?” INTENT” to take over

My private Driveway-Wise Lane

ASKING DORCHESTER
COUNTY ATTORNEY

REMOVE all Water Pipes/ Hydrants
Immediately,
REFUND BACK

Dorchester County
Taxpayers Account Funds.




D"‘ - :3 r_'qu“J n”-.!,
DHEC OCRM State Coastal Zone Consistency (CZC) Certification
\ dhec Request Form
Projact Name:
DV Timbers Subdivision
Applicant Information: - Agent/Engineer Information:

Contact Name Michael Condon
At . s

Phone # g43 §30-0147
E-mail pmcandon@dshorton.com

Contact Name Bryan Kizer P.E. - Stantec

Address 4969 Centre Pointe Dr, North Charteston, SC 20418
Phone # B43-740-6328

E-mall Bryan Kizer@stantes.com

Dorchester County

County:

TG 134-00-00-008

" Type of Parmit Requestad:

{ex. Landfilis, Mining, Wastwater, etc.)

NPDES Stnemwater {Land Disturbance), Water PTC, Wastewator
PTC, USAGOE NWP

Name of Permitting Authority(s):
{ex. DHEC Bureau of Water}
DHEC Bureaw of Water, OCRM, USACOE

Description of Proposed Activity(s):
frmpacts and a

includes storm drainage, water supply,

ommwmm,medmdwmfommﬂmmm and onsite nor-jurisdictional wetiand

creage.
This application is for the DV Timbers Subdivision. The proiect is to include site development for 73
single family residential lots and necessary ufility extensions to sarvice said lots. New infrastructure
S eanilary SEWeF:

Twe tolal area of the proposed site is 57.4

acres, while the total disturbed area is 45.1 acres. imperfvious area to be added to the site is 7.0 acres.

There wilt be jurisdictional wetlands tocated within the site area. All wetland disturbance is permitied

under the USACOE Nationwide Fil Permit. All wetland impacts are reflected on the Notice of intent
{(NO¥) copied on this submittal. This is a NON-MS4 project, thus the stormwater technical review will be
done by SCOHEC. Dorchester County Engineering wilt also be providing a stormwater technical review
as the project will go through their TRC review process.

The site is about 321 feet away from Cypress Swamp and around 690 feet from Hurricane Branch.

Alt applicable Project Policy Checklist(s) that apply fo the proposed project must be st wpd with this request form.
{See \_-n-.-:\;x___a__cu:l'-—-s:,.:.:---.f,-"aﬁv.ironmenv‘ocnw'-:zu for avaitable Policy Checklists)

Bryan Kizer P.E. - Stantec Consulting Services 10/40/2023

Submitted By: {Data:

PHEC 0478 [S32013) b TL S A DT IR 4 NE O DTRTRAT AT UE L1 I AN DAL IDACUT YT AL SANTTRNE




From: Landon Brock

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2024 12:24 PM

To: Andy Garsea <ala_international@yahoo.com>

Subject: RE: Evolve Project 9306: DV Timbers Subdivision - Wise Road(Lane)

Attia,

| have spoken with D.R. Horton’s attorney this morning and got an understanding of their project and

timeline for completion which | will explain in some more detail below. Attached, please find D.R.

Horton’s entire plans for the project for your file.

As you can see on the attached plans, Horton is not tying its roads into Wise Lane. It’s installing

water & sewer in the Wise Lane public right of way, which they are legally entitied to do. Once those

improvements are installed, that will be it for Wise Lane as far as the neighborhood development is

concemed. The Horton neighborhooed is not using Wise Lane for vehicular or pedestrian access.

Traffic will go through the other roads, Trinity Dr/Oak Dr./Pruitt St.

According to Horton’s counsel, they have been ready to start on sewer installation for 2 weeks but

have been prevented from doing so by the gate that you placed blocking the roadway. The gate will

need to be opened or removed to aliow Horton and Dorchester County access because it is a public

right of way. Even though Dorchester County does not maintain Wise Lane it does not change the fact

that it belongs to the general public, including Horton, and you are not allowed to prevent Horton

from using the area otherwise they will need to take steps to ensure that their right of access is no

tonger infringed. | hope that they will not have to resort to those measures. Dorchester County owns

the Wise Lane right of way and has approved Horton’s plans to install water & sewer in that right of

way.

| know that there has been a lot of upsetting back and forth but Horton does want to be a good

neighbor while they work adjacent to your property and that is why they have an attorney who has

been willing to speak with me and provide us this information.

Horton's counsel states that once Horton is able to access Wise Lane that the work they have left to

complete should take about 3 weeks, assuming the weather cooperates. After the water and sewer

instaliations are complete, Horton will grade the road back to its “original” condition. Then, Horton

will be done with Wise Lane. In the spring, after everything is built in the development, Dorchester

County will come out and inspect the development, including the lines installed in the Wise Lane right

of way, and that should be the end of it. Home buildings will follow afterwards, but it will not have

anything to do with Wise Lane as Horton’s development is not connecting to Wise Lane and the home

ownaers will not be driving over it to get to their homes.
"I will give you a call to follow up.

Sincerely,

Landon L. Brock

Associate Attorney

Wigger Law Firm, Inc,

100 S. Main St., Suite D

Summerville, SC 29483

' 843-851-9900

7 843-851-9044

ibrock@wiggeriawfirm.com
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APPLICATION FOR ENCROACHMENT PERMIT

Dorchester County Public Werks

Transportation Department
_ 2120 East Main Street, Dorchester, SC 29437
(843) 832-0070 office — (843) 832-0064 fax
(843) 563-0070 office — (843) 563-0064 fax

- BRD.and & Investmant Scatch Range Rd,Heims Dr, Trinity Or

Applicaat Name: Road Name:
234 Kingsley Park Drive, Suite 110

Subdivision:

Address:

Fort Mill, SC 20715 Helms Dr.
Nearest Int. Rd;

City, State & Zip:

843-593-7950 mark@chsland.com
Email Address:

Contact Number:

3

) =
1 The undersigned applicant hereby applies to Dorchester County Public Works and the. Transpertation
Department for a permit to encroach on the County right-of-way or easement as shown and_l_désk:ribcc}ﬁerein:

2 Encroachment Type: 0O priveway ElOther I

3 Description and details of proposed encroachment and installation (attach drawing{,*,@{v}ng the

encroachment on the right-of-way or easement). S A
S

4 The undersigned applicant hereby requests Dorchester County Public Works and the TranspolMtion
Department to permit encroachment on the County’s right-of-way or easement as described herein. It is expressly
understood that the encroachment shall be installed in accordance with the description and details attached hereto
and made a part hereof, including the General Provisions and Special Provisions. The applicant agrees to assume
any and all liability that may be caused by the construction, maintenance, use, moving or removing, of the physical
appurtenances contemplated herein and agrees to indemnify Dorchester County from any liability incurred or
injury or damage sustained by reason of the past, present, or future existence of said appurtenances.

7-5-2 2

Applicant Printed Name & Date: /{4", fe 1D B vy /e /t
Applicant(s) Signature & Title: C//7’_‘ G/P

Area Below For County Use Unly:

In compliance with your request and subject to all the provisions, terms, conditions, and restrictions stated in the
application and special provisions below or attached hereto, the County approves the request. This permit is valid

for a period of twelve (12) months from the date of approval. -

Special Provisions:
Approved by & Date: Wk 4&%&& 2116/2023 .
. 174 . \
Print Name & Title: Mike Goldston, Engineering Manager £
Dorchester County, South Carolina Revised April 20)7 Page 1 of 3 P

DRH 000001




25707 P L AL

s i

[ P Yl W
3T COURT

TR OCUNTY

- EXHIBIT B



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA y  INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

? ML A
Lifn ;.”-]-:\‘).. £yL

COUNTY OF DORCHESTER ) Civil l\%mion No.: 2024-CP-18-01459
Attia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos, 20770} 705 vy
) o
Plaintiffs, )
V. )
}
D. R. Horton, Inc.. ) DEFENDANT D.R. HORTON, INC’S
) ANSWERS TO ATTIA ELBADAWY AND
Defendant. ) LYNNE CHATLOS’ FIRST SET OF
) INTERROGATORIES
)
D.R. Horton. Inc.. )
)
Third-Party Plaintift, )
)
V. }
)
Dorchester County, )
)
Third-Party Defendant. )

TO: ATTIA ELBADAWY AND LYNNE CHATLOS:

Pursuant to Rule 33 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (hereinafter “SCRCP"),
the undersigned attormey for D.R. Horton, Inc. (hereinafter “Defendant”™ or “DRH"), hereby
responds to Plaintiffs Attia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos’ (hereinafter “Plaintifts™) First Set of
[nterrogatories as follows:

GENERAL OBJECTIONS TQ INTERROGATORIES

1. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they purport 1o impose
obligations beyond those imposed by the SCRCP.

2. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they request information
which is protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or the work product doctrine and/or any

other applicable law, rule, or privilege.
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3. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that the requested information
is equally available to Plainuiffs, on the grounds that producing such information is unnecessary.
unduly burdensome, and harassing.

4. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent Defendant seeks information
which is in the possession of Plaintiffs or persons or entities other than Defendant.

5. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek information
which is not relevant to issues in this litigation and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the
discovery of admissible evidence and to the extent that they are overbroad, oppressive, vague, and
unduly burdensome and would impose upon Defendant an unreasonable burden of inquiry.

6. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek information
without regard to any time period limitation and are therefore not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence.

7. Defendant objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they seek information
which calls for a legal conclusion by Detendant.

ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES

1. What is the name and address of the person answering these Interrogatories, and it
applicable, the person’s official position or relationship with the party to whom the interrogatories
are directed?

ANSWER: Defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 1 to the extent that it seeks information
which is protected by attorney-client privilege and/or work product doctrine and/or any
other applicable law, rule, or privilege under South Carolina law. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, the undersigned counsel prepared responses to these

interrogatories and submitted the same to Plaintiff based on information from one or more
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employees and/or agents of DRH. The undersigned attorney’s address is included in the
signature block below. All communication related to this matter shall be made with the
undersigned. DRH reserves the right to supplement these responses at a later date.

2. Give the names and addresses of persons known to the parties or counsel to be
witnesses concerning the facts of the case and indicate whether or not written or recorded
statements have been taken from the witnesses and indicate who has possession of such statements.
ANSWER: Defendant is not aware of any written or recorded statements at this time.
Additionally, all parties named in this action may be witnesses concerning the facts of this
case. Defendant identifies the following witnesses:

a) Plaintiff Attia Elbadawy, located at 493 Wise Road, Summerville, South Carelina

29483.

---b}-- Plaintiff Lynne Chatlos, located at 493 Wise Road, Summerville, South Carolina

29483.

¢) One or more representatives of D.R. Horton, Inc., to be contacted through the
undersigned counsel, who may be called to testify concerning matters, including but
not limited to, permits received by DRH from Dorchester County for construction of

DV Timbers tract of land adjacent to Plaintiffs’ property, and efforts to address the

concerns raised by Plaintiffs. An appropriate representative(s) will be provided upon

request for a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition.

d} One or more representatives of Dorchester County, to be contacted through its
counsel, who may be called to testify concerning matters, including but not limited to,
permits granted to DRH by way of assignment for construction of DV Timbers

Subdivision.
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e) One or more representatives of Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. (“Stantec”), to be
contacted through its counsel. DRH is under information and belief that Stantec was
responsible for preparing the planning and zoning documents for Dorchester County,
stormwater analysis for South Carolina Department of Environmental Control, and
sewer and water testing along with providing engineering services to Dorchester
County.

Defendant reserves the right to call as a witness at the trial of this case any and all
parties to this case and/or their representatives, any and all persons identified in discovery
in this action by any other party, and any and all persons identified or referenced in any
document production produced by any party in this action. DRH reserves the right to
supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

-3. Did Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. attempt to have Dorchester County remove the
Plaintiff's black metal gate that blocks the Plaintiff's driveway on Wise Lane before contacting the
Plaintiffs?

ANSWER: Defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the grounds that it requests
information which is in the possession of persons/entities other than DRH. Subject to and
without waiving the foregoing objections, DRH is the owner of DV Timbers tract located
adjacent to Plaintiffs’ property and does not self-perform work including any site work, the
installation of new water lines, and sewer improvements. Therefore, this information is in
possession of persons and/or entities other than DRH. DRH is aware that during efforts to
develop its property as permitted by applicable governmental bodies, Plaintiffs constructed
a gate across Wise Road to prevent public use of and access over/across/through Wise Road;

such gate and road not being located on Plaintiffs’ property and D.R. Horton contends
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installation of the “gate” is neither lawful or propre under the circumstances. Such
installation of the gate was an obstacle and/or encumbrances that prevent DRH and the
public access to a public road dedicated for such access and use. Defendant craves reference
to documents bates numbered DRH _ 000001 to DRH_000159, being produced in response to
Plaintiffs’ Rule 34 Requests for Production. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or
amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

4. Why was Dorchester County unable to remove the black metal gate, preventing
D.R. Horton from working on the Plaintiffs’ private driveway on Wise Lane?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to Interrogatory No. 4 on the grounds that it requests
information, which is in possession of Third-Party Defendant Dorchester County, therefore
this Interrogatory should be directed towards Dorchester County. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, the gate constructed by Plaintiffs across Wise Road was
not on Plaintiffs’ Property and was preventing access to Wise Road (also commonly referved
to by Plaintiffs for unknown reasons as «Wise Lane”). Defendant craves reference to
documents bates numbered DRH 000001 to DRH_000093, being produced in response to
Plaintiffs’ Rule 34 Requests for Production. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or
amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

5. Does Defendant. D.R. Horton, Inc. possess a legally enforceable encroachment
permit to work on Wise Lane and who issued and signed the application?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory Neo. 5 on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome and is vague as to “legally enforceable” encroachment. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, Wise Road is identified in the AMI Plat. The AMI Plat

includes a declaration that, “American Mortgage & Investment, Co. hereby dedicates all
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roads, streets, and easements, as shown, to the public for their use forever.” This declaration
affects the Plaintiffs’ Property. Additionally, Dorchester County granted DRH
encroachment permits pertaining to infer alia, Wise Road, for the purpose of construction or
otherwise installing mew water and sewer improvement, Further, Defendant craves
reference to the Pleadings in this case which contain such records. Reference may also
be made to documents bates numbered DRH_000001 to DRH_000095, being produced
in response to Plaintiffs’ Rule 34 Requests for Production. DRH reserves the right to
supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

6. If Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. has a legally enforceable encroachment permit for

work on Wise Lane, they should be able to enforce it. So, why can't they?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 6 on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome and is vague as to “legally enforceable” encroachment permit and DRH ability
to “enforce” said permit. Subject to and without waving the foregoing objections, please refer
to Defendant’s answer to Interrogatory No. 5. Further responding, DRH contends alt permits
germane to this matter were lawfully obtained and are enforceable hence the claims asserted
by DRH against Plaintiffs and Dorchester County in its pleadings. DRH reserves the right
to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

7. On July 26, 2024, at around 8 a.m., Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. entered the
plaintiffs’ property with a large excavator, causing damage to Wise Lane and harassing the Plaintiff
Lynne Chatlos. The question arises: Did D.R. Horton have a legally enforceabie permit for that
activity on that day and who issued and signed the application?

ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 7 on the grounds that the hrst

sentence of the same is not a question that can be or permits response of DRH. Further
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objecting, the scope of this interrogatory is vague and/or otherwise unclear and asks DRH to
provide legal opinions. Without further specificity from Plaintiffs, DRH is unable to
ascertain as to what permitting Plaintiffs inquire about. Subject to and without waiving the
foregoing objections, DRH generally contends all permits that it or its subcontractors and/or
consuliants have obtained related to the DV Timbers tract development are law fully issued
by applicable governing bodies/agencies. Please also refer to Defendant’s answer to
Interrogatory No. 5. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or amend its response(s)
hereto at a later date.

8. Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc. left that day without contacting the police, which
raises the question: why did they choose to do that? if they possessed an enforceable permit, they
had no obligation to seek the plaintifts’ permissions.

_ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 8 on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome, vague as to “that day” and “Why did they choose to do that” and *enforceable
permit,” and seeks information which is in the possession of persons/entities other than DRH.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections. DRH is the owner of DV Timbers
tract and does not self-perform development work including sitework, the installing of new
water lines and sewer improvement. Therefore, DRH is upon information and/or belief the
information sought is in the possession of persons and/or entities other than DRH. Subject
to the foregoing, as a general statement DRH attempts to keep neighboring property owners
at arm’s length and attempt to amicably work through neighboring owners concerns.
Further, Defendant craves reference to documents bates numbered DRH_000098 to

DRH_ 000159, being produced in response to Plaintiffs’ Rule 34 Requests for Production.
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DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later
date.

9. Did Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. altered the map and make the Plaintiffs' Private

Road Wise Lane a part of the D. V. Timbers Subdivision?
ANSWER: No. The road now commonly known as “Wise Road” is identified in the AMI1
Plat. The AMI Plat includes a declaration that, “American Mortgage & Investment, Co.
hereby dedicates all roads, streets, and easements, as shown, to the public for their use
forever.” To DRH’s current knowledge, and without intending any admission of fact or
liability, the permits lawfully obtained thus far allow access within the Wise Road rights of
way for installation of essential infrastructure, provided the disturbed area is reasonably
repaired/restored. Further, Defendant craves reference to decuments bates numbered
DR 000007 to DRH_000095, being produced in response to Plaintiffs’ Rule 34 Requests
for Production. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or amend ifs response(s)
hereto at a later date.

10. Did Defendant. D.R. Horton, Inc. know that Wise Lane was a dirt road?
ANSWER: Yes. Defendant craves reference to documents bates numbered DRH_000007 to
DRH_000095, being produced in response to Plaintiffs’ Rule 34 Requests for Production.
The road condition is made abundantly clear through physical observation. DRH reserves
the right to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

11. Why did Chris Hill, the project manager tor D.R. Horton, seck to mcet with the
Plaintiffs' in the woods at the D.R. Horton construction site? If D.R. Horton possesses a legally
enforceable permit for work on Wise Lane, why would Chris Hill prefer to have this meeting in

the woods rather than in his Charleston office?
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ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 11 on the grounds that it is
overbroad, unduly burdensome, calls for a legal conclusion, and is vague as to date, time or
reason for which the alleged meeting took place. Further responding, DRH is upon
information and belief Mr. Chris Hill is not a project manager. DRH further denies and
objects to any implication created by this Interrogatory. DRH reserves the right to
supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

12.  1f Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. had the legal right to work on Wise Lane, then why

does EXHIBIT I-1 clearly indicate that Chris Hiil accepted an agreement to compensate the
Plaintiffs. as demonstrated in the email?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 12 on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome, vague as to “legal right” and “agreement” and calls for a legal conclusion.
Subject to and without waiving the forgoing objections, in Plaintiffs’ Exhibit I-1, Mr. Hill
does not accept an agreement for compensation the Plaintiffs, but informs the Plaintiffs that
Wise Road is a public road, no damages were seen in the pictures provided by Plaintiffs (as
the photos taken are within the Dorchester County Public Right of Way), and DRH had the
right and approval to clear and complete construction activity in Dorchester County’s public
right of way. The referenced communication inquires about potential avenues to resoive
Plaintiffs’ disputes and position (atthough DRH does not admit to any liability to Plaintiffs
and contends Plaintiffs’ position is contrary to South Carolina law). DRH reserves the right
to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

13. Did Defendant. D.R. Horton, Inc. ever try to buy a utility easement trom the
Plaintiffs neighbor Amanda Wise? and If D.R. Horlon had a legal right to work on Wise Lane,

why would they seek to purchase an easement from Amanda Wise?
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ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 13 on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome and is not reasonably calculated to tead to the discovery of admissible evidence
as Amanda Wise is not a party to this lawsuit, nor is property owned by Ms. Wise a subject
of issue in this case. Further responding, subject to the foregoing objections, despite any
attempts to amicably resolve this matter, DRH maintains that all permits were issued to DRH
and/or others by applicable governing bodies/agencies. DRH reserves the right to
supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

4.  If Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. has the legal right to work on the Plaintiffs private
Driveway, Wise Lane. Then why is D.R. Horton suing Dorchester County?
ANSWER: DRH objects to this interrogatory to the extent the same seeks mental
impressions and legal strategy of counsel, the same being protected or otherwise privileged.
As-a-part of DRH Counterclaims against Plaintiffs, DRH has filed for a Declaratory
Judgement to be made as to (1) the validity and enforceability of AMY’s dedication of Wise
Road and the extent of rights associated therewith as they pertains to the parties to this case
as well as the public at large, (2) Dorchester County properly issued permits to DRH, (3)
DRH’s conduct was in accordance with the permits, and (4} the Plaintiffs blocked or
otherwise preventing access and use of Wise Road was a legal interference with DRH legal
and just use and access of Wise Road. Additionally, DRH requested an order enjoining the

Plaintiffs from performing any further construction on Wise Road, requiring the Plaintiffs
to remove the encumbrances that prevent DRH and the public access to the us¢ of Wise
Road, and forbidding the Plaintiffs from unlawful interference with DRH’s lawful and just
operations with respect to development of the DV Timbers Subdivision. DRH reserves the

right to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.
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15.  The Defendant, D.R. Horton's installation of water pipes and fire hydrants on Weir
Street indicates intent to turn left onto Wise Lane (the Plaintiff's driveway) EXHIBIT #. Who
funded the work on Weir Street? Was it D.R. Horton's private money or Dorchester County funds?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 15 on the grounds that it is
overbroad, unduly burdensome, and vague as “Exhibit #” was not attached for reference. As
such, DRH cannot ascertain the information sought by the Plaintiff. PRH reserves the right
to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

16. Does D.R. Horton possess a legally enforceable encroachment permit to work on
Weir Street and who signed the application?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 16 on the grounds that it is unduly
burdensome, vague as to “legally enforceable” encroachment permits, and is not reasonable
caleulated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence, as property surrounding Weir
Street or permits obtain by DRH regarding Weir Street are not at issue in this case. Subject
to and without waiving the foregoing objections, DRH contends the permits that were issued
related to the DV Timbers tract are public records available to Plaintiffs upon request, the
scope of which are contained therein and the extent of use for such permits dictated or
approved by governmental authorities. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or
amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

17.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers application shows Weir Street and Wise Lane
not listed as project sites. What Street pames is il showing?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 17 on the grounds that it is
overbroad, unduly burdensome, and vague as “U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Application”

which was not attached for reference. As such, DRH cannot ascertain the information sought
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by the Plaintiffs. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or amend its response(s)
hereto at a later date.

18.  In the emails found in EXHIBIT#].1, attorney Thomas Harper for Defendant, D.R.

Horton, Inc. explicitly stated to the Plaintiffs' former lawyer Landon Brock that Wise Lane would
solely be utilized for the installation of water and sewer pipes, and there would never be any
allowance for vehicle travel. Is this statement accurate?
ANSWER: DRH objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that no Exhibit “#J.17 was
enclosed for DRH’s reference in response. Accordingly, this interrogatory is patently vague
such that DRH is unable to respond given presented information. DRH reserves the right
to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

19. Plainiffs ask why they're not using Helms Drive/Trinity Drive as the permit states,
especially since they hold a I.egal Encroachment Permit for it?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 19 onr the grounds that it is
overbroad, unduly burdensome, vague as to “legal” encroachment permits and is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without
waiving the foregoing objections, DRH received approval for the engineering plans and
permits from Dorchester County prior to the attempted installation of new water lines and
sewer improvement near Wise Road. Further, Defendant craves reference to documents
bates numbered DRH_000007 to DRH_000088, being produced in response to Plaintiffs’
Rule 34 Requests for Production. Further responding, if such a permit exists as Plaintiffs
elude or allege, the same does not mandate the only legally permitted manner or methods for
installation of infrastructure improvements. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or

amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.
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70.  Why is Defendant. D.R. Horton opting to remove their "Sanitary Sewerage Station
Pump" in the major modification plan? After they received approval for the engineering design
plan and obtained all the legally enforceable permits to proceed with the D.V. Timbers project on
Helm Dr/Trinity Dr. Why is Defendant D.R. Horton Inc. altering their plans and so insistently
seeking access through the Plaintiffs’ driveway”
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 20 on the grounds that it is
overbroad, unduly burdensome, vague as to “legally enforceable” encroachment permits and
is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further
objecting, DRH objects to and disputes any implication that any road or lane is privately
owned by Plaintiffs. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, please refer to
Defendant’s answer to Interrogatories Nos. 5 and 19. DRH reserves the right to supplement
_and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

21, Why is Wise Lane treated with such preferential treatment in relation to Helms
Drive and Trinity Drive? The original legally enforced encroachment permit pertains to the roads
to the north of Wise Lane, specifically Hetms Drive and Trinity Drive. What is the real issue here?
s there some notion that human waste is somehow more valuable on Wise Lane than it is on Helms
Drive or Trinity Drive?
ANSWER: Defendant objects to this Interrogatory No. 21 on the grounds that it is
overbroad, unduly burdensome, vague as to “preferential treatment” and “what is the real
issue here” and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.
Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, please refer to Defendant’s answer
to Interrogatories Nos. 5 and 19. DRH reserves the right to supplement and/or amend its

response(s) hereto at a later date.
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22. Behind the Defendant, D.R. Horton subdivision "D V Timbers,” there exists

approximately 10 acres of wetlands. Will this land parcel remain landlocked, or will a public road
be constructed that traverses D.R. Horton's private H.O.A. subdivision providing access to this 10-
acre area? Will the Defendant. D.R. Horton intends to utilize Wise Lane, the plaintiffs’ driveway,
for access to their future landlocked subdivision?
ANSWER: Answer to this Interrogatory may be derived or ascertained from DRH’s
business records produced in response to Plaintiff’s requests for production. Defendant
craves reference to documents bates numbered DRH_000007 to DRH_000097, being
produced in response to Plaintiffs’ Rule 34 Requests for Production. Specific reference may
be made to subdivision plans. Further inquiry may be made by Plaintiffs reviewing public
records maintained by Dorchester County (such documents/records not being in the
possession of DRH). Further responding, DRH objects and disputes any contention by
Plaintiffs that any portion of Wise Road is a private driveway owned by Plaintiffs (as is well
supported by document submitted in DRH’s pleadings in this matter). DRH reserves the
right to supplement and/or amend its response(s) hereto at a later date.

Defendant expressly reserves the right to supplement, clarity, revise, or correct any
and all answers and objections herein, and to assert additional objections or privileges, in
one or more subsequent supplemental answer(s) up to and through the date of trial and/or

as provided by any scheduling order.

(Signature Page as Follows)
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KENISON, DUDLEY & CRAWFORD, LLC

s/Kathrvn L. Harden

John T. Crawford, Jr. (SC Bar # 69682)
Mark A. Bible. Jr. (SC Bar #101624)
Kathryn L. Harden (SC Bar #103217)
325 W. McBee Avenue, Suite 301
Greenville, SC 29601

Telephone: (864) 242-4899

Facsimile: (864) 242-4844
crawtordzconlaw.com
biblei.conlaw .com
harden‘ziconlaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.

March 14, 2025
Greenville, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINAZS FE3 §, 71 INITFIE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

) L
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER .o ) égigé,JEhnl Action No.: 2024-CP-18-01459
Dono a0 I COUNTY
)
Attia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos, ) - =
) Hel D
Plaintifts ) iy
{ SR
] .
v. )
) o
) ~
D.R. Horton )
} INTERROGATORIES TQ DEFENDANT
Detendant. )
)
D.R. Horton )
)
Third-Party Plaintifl, )
)
V. )
)
Dorchester County, )
)
)
Third Pa nt.

COMES NOW, the Plaintifis, Attia Ebadawy and Lynne Chatlos, hereby requires
the Defendant. D.R. Horton, tnc._, within (30) days after service hereof, to answer the
following interrogatories hereinafter set forth, in accordance with Rule 33 of the South
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.

INTERROGATORIES

1. What is the name and address of the person answering these interrogatories, and
it applicable, the person’s official position or relationship with the party {o whom the
interrogatories are directed?

1 Interrogatories to Defendant



2 Give the names and addresses of persons known to the parties or counsel to be
witnesses conceming the facts of the case and indicate whether or not written or recorded
statements have been taken from the witnesses and indicate who has possession of such
statements.

3. Did Detendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. attempt 1o have Dorchester County remove the
Plaintift's black metal gate that blocks the Plaintiff's driveway on Wise Lane before
contacting the Plaintiffs?

4, Why was Dorchester County unable to remove the black metal gate, preventing
D.R. Horion from working on the Plaintiffs’ private driveway on Wise Lane?

5. Does Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. possess a legally enforceable encroachment
permit to work on Wise Lane and who issued and signed the application?

6. if Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. has a legally enforceable encroachment permit for

work on Wise Lane, they should be able to enforce it. So, why can't they?

7. On July 26, 2024, at around 8 am,, Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. entered the
plaintifis’ property with a large excavator, causing damage to Wise Lane and harassing
the plaintiff Lynne Chatios. The question afises: Did D.R. Horton have a legally
enforceable permit for that activity on that day and whe issued and signed the appiication?

8. Detendant D.R. Horton, Inc. left that day without contacting the police, which raises
the question: why did they choose to do that? Hf they possessed an enforceable permit,
they had no obligation to seek the plaintiffs’ permissions.

9. Did Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. altered the map and make the Plaintiffs’ Private
Road Wise Lane a part of the D. V. Timbers Subdivision?

10. Did Defendant, D.R. Horton, inc. know that Wise Lane was a dirt road?

11.  Why did Chris Hill, the project manager for D.R. Horton, seek to meet with the

Piaintiffs’ in the woods at the D.R. Horton construction site? if D.R. Horton possesses a
legally enforceable permit for work on Wise Lane, why would Chris Hill prefer to have this
meeting in the woods rather than in his Charleston office?
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12. W Def t. D.R. Horton, inc. had the legal right to work on Wise Lane, then why
does EXHIBIT4=] clearly indicate that Chris Hiil accepied an agreement to compensate
the Plaintiffs, as demonstrated in the email?

13.  Did Defendant, D.R. Horton, inc. ever iry to buy a utility easement from the
Plaintifis neighbor Amanda Wise? and If D.R. Horton had a legal right o work on Wise
Lane, why would they seek to purchase an easement from Amanda Wise?

14.  {f Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc. has the legal right to work on the Plaintiffs
private Driveway, Wise Lane. Then why is D.R. Horton suing Dorchester County?

15.  The Delendant, D.R. Horton's installation of water pipes and fire hydrants on Weir
Street indicates intent to turn left onto Wise Lane (the Plaintiff's driveway) EXHIBIT #.
Who funded the work on Weir Street? Was it D.R. Horton's private money or Dorchester
County funds?

16.  Does D.R. Horlon possess a legally enforceable encroachment permit to work on

Veir Sireet and who signed the application?

17.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers application shows Weir Street and Wise Lane
not listed as project sites. What Street names is it showing?

18.  Inthe emails found in EXHIBIT#-I'l, attorney Thomas Harper for Defendant, D.R.
Horton, Inc. explicitly stated to the Plaintiffs’ former lawyer Landon Brock that Wise Lane
would solely be utilized for the instaliation of water and sewer pipes, and there would
never be any allowance for vehicle travel. Is this statement accurate?

19.  Plaintiffs ask why they're not using Helms Drive/Trinity Drive as the permit states,
especially since they hold a Legal Encroachment Permit for it?

20. Why is Defendant, D.R. Horton opting to remove their "Sanitary Sewerage Station
Pump® in the major modification ptan? After they received approval for the engineering
design plan and obtained all the legally enforceable permits 1o proceed with the D.V.
Timbers project on Helm Dr/Trinity Dr. Why is Defendant D_R. Horton inc. altering their
plans and so insistently seeking access through the Plaintifts’ driveway?

21. Why is Wise Lane treated with such preferential treatment in relation to Helms

Drive and Trinity Drive? The original legaily enforced encroachment permit pertains to the
roads to the north of Wise Lane, specifically Heims Drive and Trinity Drive. What is the
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real issue here? Is there some notion that human waste is somehow more valuable on
Wise Lane than it is on Helms Drive or Trinity Drive?

22  Behind the Defendant, D.R. Horton subdivision "D V Timbers,” there exists
approximately 10 acres of wetlands. Will this land parcel remain landlocked or will a public
road be constructed that traverses D.R. Horton's private H.0O.A. subdivision providing
access lo this 10-acre area? Will the Defendant, D.R. Horton intends to utilize Wise Lane,
the plaintiffs' driveway, for access to their future landlocked subdivision?

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is o certify that we have served a true copy of this Notice of Interrogatories to the
Defendant D.R. Horton, Inc.this __14 day of February, 2025, by depositing a copy of the
same in the United States Mail, proper postage affixed, addressed as folows:

Mark A. Bible, Jr., (SC Bar #101624)

John T. Crawford, Jr. (SC Bar # 69682)

KENISON, DUDLEY & CRAWFORD, LLC

325 West McBee Avenue, Suite 301 Greenville, SC 29601

Ph. 864.242.4899 Fax 864.242.4844

Attorneys for Defendant, D.R. Horton, Inc and

Bradley A Mitchell, Deputy County Attomey
DORCHESTER COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
201 Johnston Street

St. George, South Carolina 29477
bmitchell@dorchsestercountysc.gov

843 563.0097
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