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1 STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
- COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )
2 ) )
) CASE NO.: 2009-CP-23-7707
3 )
R.C. FREDERICK HANOLD, III, )
4 ETAL., : : )
)
5  PLAINTIFFS/COUNTER DEFENDANTS, ) :
: ) DEPOSITION
6 Vs. ) :
. ) OF
7  WATSON’S ORCHARD -PROPERTY )
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., ) CLAIRE T. MANNING
8 ETAL., )
‘ )
9 : )
DEFENDANTS/COUNTER PLAINTIFFS, )
10 )
Vs. )
11 ‘ . )
PROPERTY OWNERS IN WATSON’S )
12 ORCHARD SUBDIVISION: )
N. CARTER POE, III, ET AL. )
13 )
THIRD-PARTY DEFENDANTS. )
14 )
)
15
16 THE DEPOSITION OF CLAIRE T. MANNING WAS TAKEN
17 BEFORE NICOLEAC. GLEATON, A NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE
18 STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, COMMENCING AT THE HOUR OF 10:32
19 A.M., AUGUST 13, 2012, AT THE CHICAGO TITLE INSURANCE
20 COMPANY, 3700 FOREST DRIVE, COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA.
21
22
23 . REPORTED BY
24 NICOLE C. GLEATON
25
803.749.8100

Southern Reporting, Inc.
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1 APPEARANCES
FOR THE PLAINTIFFS:
2 . Randall S. Hiller, Esquire
Randall S. Hiller, P.A.
3 850 Wade Hampton Blvd.
Greenville,  South Carolina 29609
4
FOR THE DEFENDANTS: _
5 - - William D. Herlong, Esquire
The Herlong Law Firm, LLC
6 531 South Main Street, Suite 201
Greenville, South Carolina 29601
'7 .
INDEX
8 STIPULATTIONS . . i ittt ittt et ettt et eeneteeensesenetennennenes 3
DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. HERLONG. ... ... ...ttt i, 3
9 CROSS EXAMINATION BY MR. HILLER. . ... .. ittt et eeennnnnn 21
RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. HERLONG. ... . vttt ittt ocnreann 39
10 ‘ .
EXHIBITS
11 (Exhibit No. 3 was retained by Mr. Herlong.)
12 Exhibit No. 1 Notice of Deposition 4
13 - Exhibit No. 2 Affidavit of Ms. Manning 4
14 Exhibit No. 3 Plat 10
15 Exhibit No. 4. December 3, 1980 Survey 10
16 Exhibit No. 5 Deed from Watson’s Orchard
' Property Association 12
17
- Exhibit No. 6 Deed from Pelham Properties, LLC 12
18 ’ h
Exhibit No. 7 Deed from Mr. Stephens 13
19
Exhibit No. 8 Deed to Pelham Farm, LLC 13
20 '
Exhibit No. 9 Tax Map 17
21
Exhibit No. 10 Declaration of Restrictions’ " 39
22 )
Exhibit No. 11 Offer 39
23 i
Exhibit No. 12 Letter from Mr. Norwood 39
24 : .
*DIGITALLY RECORDED AUDIO RETAINED FOR TWELVE (12) MONTHS
25 FROM DATE OF CERTIFICATION.
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10
11
12
13
14
15

16

18 Q.
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

STIfULATI ONS

The deposition of CLAIRE T. MANNING is taken
in accordance with provisions of the circuit court
rules for the puf?ose of discovery or fbr use as
evidence, or for both purposes, agd all questions as
‘notice are waived. -

‘It is stipulated that all objections will be
reserved until the time of trial, with the exception
objections as to the form of the question.

’It is stipulated that the witness waives the

reading and the signing of the deposition.

CLAIRE T. MANNING, having first been duly
sworn, was examined and féstified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION '

17 BY MR. HERLONG:

Ms. Manning, my name is William Herlong just to
introduce myself to you on the record. And we've met
before but -- obviously. Just to give yéu a little
information about how depositions work, this deposition
is being taken for purposes of trial testimony. So it

will be a little different than some depositions but

" not really. If you have a -- if you don't understand a

question I ask, which is almost certain from time to

of

803.749.8100

~ Southern Reporting, Inc. . http://www..southernrep@:rﬁng.ﬁet

S. 292



Clajre T. Manning

Hanold, et al. vs. Watson's Orchard Property Owners Association, Inc., et al 8/13/2012

Page 4

10
11
12 A.
13 Q.
14
15
16
17 Q.
is8
19 A.
20 Q.
21
22
23
24

25

time, say so. And I'll try to rephrase it and clarify
it. 1If ?oﬁ_-- it's better to answer yes or no, rather
than uh-huh or unh-uh, assuming it's a yes or no
question just to make sure that the answer is clear on
the record. This won't be real long. But if you do
need to take a break, just say so. Mr. Hiller could
conceivably object to some of my questions. If he
does, you still answer the question, okay? And I tﬁink
that's about all we need to say to start off. Ms.
Manning, are you appearing here today pursuant to a
Notice of Deposition?

Yes, I am.

Okay.

MR. HERLONG: Can you mark that as Exh. No. 1?
(Defendant's Exh. No. 1'was marked for identificatién
purposes.)

And is Defendant's Exh. No. 1, is.that a copy of the
Notice of Deposition?

It is.

All right. And, Ms. Manning, I also want to mark --

MR. HERLONG: Can-you mark this Defendant's Exh.

No. 2?2 .

(Defendant's Exh. No. 2 was marked fo;'identification
purposes.)

MR. HERLONG: Do you have copy of her affidavit? I know

803.749.8100
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 Claire T. Manning Hanold, et al. vs. Watson's Orchard Property Owners Assaclation, Inc., et al. 8132012 Page5
1 I've gone one here but -- okay.
2 Q. All right. Exhibit No. 2; is that a copy of the
3 affidavit you have submitted in this gase?
4 A. Yes, it is.
5 Q. All right. Do you adopt what you said in your
6 affidavit as your testimony today?
7 A. I do.
'8 Q. .Okay. And I just want to go through it with you a
S little Dbit. \
10 A. Okay. ‘
11 Q. The first part of it is obviously your background. So
12 you can rgad it if you want to or‘not; just whatever
13 you want to do. But let‘me just ask you generally
14 speaking, what is your occupation? Where do you work?
15 A. I'm é lawyer. I work for Chicago Title Insﬁrance
16 Company. For 16 years I was Underwriting Counéel, and
17 the last four years I've been State Manager of this
18 office.
19 Q. Okay. And what does Chicago Title -do?
20 A. We are a title insurance company which means we issue
21 title inéurance_in connection with real estate
‘22 : transactioné in South Carolina. |
23 ' Okay. And you're one of the attorneys --
24 A. _ I am.
25 Q. -- that work; onnthe staff for the company?
Southern Reporting, Inc. bttp://www.southernreporting.net
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Claire T. Manning Hanold, et al. vs. Watson's Orchard Property Owners Assoclation, Inc., et al 87132012  Page6
1 A. Yes.
2 0. All right. And what kind of law or what sort of issues
3 do you deal with in your capacity as an attorney?
4 A. I'm a real estate lawyer and always have been since I
5 graduated from law school in '81. And generally what
6 we do here is deal with real estate title concerns that
7 lawyers raise as they search titles and do closings. .
8 Q. All right. Do you consult with lawyers around the
.9 State on these kind of issuesé
10 A. We do every -- everyday.
11 Q. All right. Just give me a little -- I think it says
12 you graduated from the ﬁniversity of South Carolina- Law
13 School in '81.
14 A. Correct.
15 Q. Just tell me about that.
16 A. Yes, I went to undergraduate and law school at
17 Carolina.
18 Q. Okay. And you practiced law, I think, for a little
19 while in --
20 A. For eleven years, I represented real estate
21 developers in a firm here in Columbia.
22 Q. Okay. And then after that, you joined Chicago Title?
23 A. Correct.
24 Q. So you've been with Chicago since 19927
25 A. In October it will be 20 years, yes.
803.749.8100
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1 Q. Okay. All right. Aﬁd I believe you also ---do you
2 . teach? |
3 A. Well, I have until this year. .I taught four years, a
4‘ real estate transactions class at the law school. I'm
5 not teaching it this Fall.
6 Q. Okay. All right. Tell me how you came to be involved
7 in the issues that are involved in this‘laquit.

8 A. In 2008 Pat Grayson who we know because he used to be
9 in‘private practice in Greenville, and he was an agent
10 of ours. So he, he knew us very well. And he had this

11 title concern, and so he brought it to us for us to

12 consider.

13 Q. And this --

14 A. That's how we became involved.

15 0. And this ié with respect to the Watson's Orchard

16 issues?

17 A. Correct.

18 Q. Okax. And what was Pat asking you at that time?

19 A. His, his bottom line questioﬁ was, "Please help me

20 decide how we/can amend of termiﬁate these restrictive
21 covenants in a way that after they're amended or

22 terminated you would insure the title to say that they
23 had been amended or terminated?"

?4 Q. Okay. So is it a question of how to properly go

25 through the process of getting newvrestrictigns and
803.749.8100
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1 covenants in place?
2 A. Correct.
3 Q. All right. Now, in connection with -- I'm just sort of -
4 stickihg with the order of the affidavit. 1In
5 connection with that-question, I take it you reviewed
6 various documents and consulted with others within
7 tﬁe office?
8 A. Coxrrect. There are four lgwyers-that are here in the
9 office inéluding me, and all four of us were involved
10 in this deal.
11 Q. Is that Mr. Hedgepath, Mr. --
12 A. Charles Hedgepath, Martha McConnell, and Tom Dunlop.._
13 Q. All fight. And did you all confer on these issues?
14 A. We . did.
1s Q. Reach a common opinion?
16 A. We did.
17 Q. All right. And what did you advise -- we'll go into a
18‘ little more detail, but just what did you tell Mr.
19 Grayson?
20 A. We basically said that Qe believed he could amend the
21 ;estrictions based on the terminology set out in the
22 restrictions by getting thé majority of the vote of the
23 then lot owners.
é4 Q. Okay. All right. And that would be the then lot
25 owners in Watson's Orchard and in the strip of property
803.749.8100 Southern Repoﬁng, Inc. http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 at issue?
2 A. Right.

3 Q. Okay. All right. In connection with testifying here

"4 today, you and I have met a time or two; is that
5 correct?
6 A. Correct.

7 Q. All right. Are you being compensated in any way,
8 ‘ shape, or form?
9 A. No.

10 Q. All right. Now, are you familiar with -- your

11 affidavit talks about the Stephens lots.
12 A. Yes.
13 Q. Are you familiar with that?A
14 A. Yes.
15 Q. All right. Do you know what -- what are the Stephens
16 lots? And we ﬁavé the graphic right here.
17 MR. HERLONG: Randy, I don't know if we need to
18 . introduce this as an Exhibit. It might not be a
19 bad idea, I suppose. I've got a copy of it.
20 Let me introduce this as ﬁxhibitAB and 4. And,
21 ‘Randy, we've got a copy éf this notebook with
22 these papers in it. And so --
23 : MR. HILLER: Do you have one that's the full --
24 MR. HERLONG: I don't. All I've gbt‘isvthis right
25 ' heré. I don't have one that's the full thing. Do
803.749.8100 Southern Reporting, Inc. ' http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 you want to mark that? That's not aibad idea.

2 Why don't I just mark the yhole'thing, and I'll
.3 : keep custody of it.

4 MR. HILLER: Okay.

5 ' - (Defendant's Exh. No. 3 was marked for identification
6 purposes. )

7 (Defendant's Exh. No. 4 was marked for identification
8 purposes.)

9 A 0. Ms. Manning, Exhibit No. 3, do ybu recognize tﬁis
10 document?

11 A. I do.

12 Q.‘ The survey for Richard Watson, this being the December
13 3, 1980 draft?

14 A. Correct. Right. Pat Grayson would have brought that
15 to us.

16 Q. Okay. Do you recognize the strip of property up at the
17 top aélbeinénas sort of the strip that's at issue here?

18 A. - Correct.

19 Q. All right. And in your affidavit, there's -- on the
20 front page of yoﬁr affidavit is an excerpt of

21 that étrip. And we've marked it as ﬁxhibit 4. Do:you
22 recognize that?

23 A. I do.

24 Q. All right. Now, the issue with respect to the Stephens

25 Lots, what, what was the issue there? Do you recall?

803.749.8100 : Southern Reporting, Inc. http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 A. Well, the issue was we‘were trying to count votes. We
2 were trying to decide how many votes we would need to
3 be a majority. And the question was whether we could
i 4 count each of those lots as a lot and counﬁ five votes
5 for those lots.
6 0. And what was your conclusion with respect to that
7 question?
8 - A. We concluded that we could count those as lots, and we
9 could count those five votes.
10 0. Okay. And feel free to look at your affidavit if you
il want because I know this is discussed in.tﬁere} But
12 tell me the basis for that conclusion. -
13 A. Well, we looked at several things. We looked at this
14 plat. And you can see that the plat shows the five
15 lots with the metes and bounds description of each of
16 the lots. They're not just lines on the plat.
17 Somebody actually went out and platted using survey
18 measurements and, and distances. And those are'on the
19 plat. We also looked at an Order from Judge McGowan, I -
20 ' believe"it was, who had said -- he called them five
21 lots in the Oxder. And he authorized that they be
'22 sold. And we also looked at several deeds where the
23 lots were transferred as lots. All of this would have
24 been in tﬁe chain of title, and anybody wﬁp searched
1125 the titie would have seen these things. Aand solif
803.749.8100 Southern Reporting; Inc. http://www.southernieporting.ngt
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Clafre T. Manning Hanold, et al. vs. Watson's Orchard Property Owners Association, Inc., et al. 8/13/2012 Page 12

-1 anybody was trying to decide who could vote, they would
2 look at those five lots and see that they were lots.

3 Q. Okay. Let me ~-

4 MR. HERLONG: Would you pull out the first deed?

5 That's page 250, 51. If you could mark that as

[ the next one. You to staple that and then hand it
7 to Randy?

8 MR. HILLER: Thank you.

9 {(Defendant's Exh. No. 5 was marked for identification
10 purposes.)

11 Q. Ms. Manning, Exh. No. 5 is the deed from Watson's

i2 Orchard Property Owne;s Aésociation to Pelham

13 Properties in 1981. Yeah, 1981. Is that_one of the
14 ' documents y'all looked at?

15 A. It is. I believe this is the first deed that referred
16 to thqse lots.

17 Q. Okay. All right. And did you look at subsequent deeds
18 as well?

19 A. We did.

20 MR. HERLONG: Let's find those; 261, 263 and 255.
21 , 262, yeah. - You want to mark this one?

éz (Defendant's Exh. No. 6 waé marked for identification
23 purposes.)

24 Q. Exhibit 262 is a deed from Pelham Properties to J. B.

25 Stephens, his heirs, and assigns. 1Is that another one

803.749.8100 , Southern Reporting, Inc. hitp://www.southernreporting.net
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Claire T. Manning
1 of the deeds you looked at?
2 A. It is. This would have been the second deed.
3 MR. HERLONG: Can you mark this as the next one?
4 (Defendant's Exh. No. 7 was marked for identificétion
5 - purposes.)
6 Q. And Exhibit 7 is the deed from Mr. Stephens to, it
5 looks like, his revocable trust. And I believe the
8 bottom, parcel 3, is the one.  Is this anéther’one of
9 the deeds that you looked at?
10 A. Yes, it is.
11 Q. All right. And what was your ~- what do thé deeas tell
12 you with respect to the issue of whether these were
13 five separate lots? /
14 A. The deeds told me that the parties in question, the
15 sellers and the buyers in each case, referred to these
16 as lots, thoughts they were lots, considered.them to be
17 lots, intended that they were lots.
18 0. Okay. And do these deeds refer to the survey we
18 were just looking at; tﬁe Richard ‘lots in the‘December
20 3rd provision. That's Exhibit, Defendant's Exh. 3.
21 A. Let me check and make sure all of them do. Yes, they
22 all three refer to the same survey. -
.23 MR. HERLONG: I'm going to méfk this deed, too.
24 This is 272 through 274..
25 (Defendant's Exh. No. 8 was marked for identification
. 803,749.8100 Southern Reporting, Inc. http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 purposes.)
2 Q. I think this is another deed in the chain relating to

3 the property?

4 A. Right. From the trust and the trustee to Pelham Farm,

5 LLC and Legacy One, LLC.

6 Q. Okay .

7 A, And SCSP, LLC.

8 Q. Okay. And that's relating to the same property?

9 A. Same property, refers to the same plat. It stil; calls
10 it five lots.

11 Q. Okay. All right. In Paragraph 6 of your affidavit, it

12 just says, "In the course of our analysis, we concluded
13 that the appropriate process was the one which I

14 understand Mr. Grayson ended up following. We

15 concluded that the new R&C's would be validly adopted
16 if they received a majority vote, majority vote of the
17 lots entitled to vote which we concluded were those in
18 Watson's Orchard Subdivision and those in the

19 ‘property." And the property here is referring to the
20 strip up here, isn't it?

21 A. Correct.

22 Q. And then the strip along Haywood Road?

23 A. Right. |

24 Q. Okay. ™"We concluded that the Stephens lots within the
25 property were in fact lots and entitled to one vote
803.749.8100 . Southern Reporting, Inc. http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 each; We concluded thét the potential lots within the
2 remainder of the property were not in fact lots and not
3 entitled to votes, but they would just be'one votelfor
4 those\éoftions of the property." . Does that accurately
5 state what your conclusion was in -- I guess it was
6 20087
7 A. Right. That was our conclusiom.
8 0. Okay. And in -- as it says in Paragraph 8, you
9 concluded that if that vote was obtained, Chicago Title
10 would be willing to issue title insurance for the
11 property?
12 A. That's correct.
113 0. All right. It looks like -- and this is -- you talk
14 about this in Paragraph 10 of.your affidavit. It looks
15 _ like Mr. Grayson camé back to you on this with a
16 question about the lots or the plat, the Richard plots
17 and December 3rd plat which is Exh. 3, Defendant's 3.
18 ‘That it wasn't filed -- it's at the end of Paragraph 8
19 actﬁélly. That it wasn'ﬁ filed with the Greenville
20 County'Subdivision.Ordinance. Do you remember that
él issue being raised?
22 A. I do. We had, we had drawn our conclusion. And then
23 he -- I think he either emailed us back or'called us
24 | back and said,. "I just want to make sure you underétand
25 ~ that this plat was not recorded."
A803.74'9.8100 ' , Southern Reporting, Inc. http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 Q. Okay.

2 A. And we said, "Yes, we understood." We looked at it

3 | again. Every time he came back to us -- we had set all
4 this aside, so we would pull it back out. The four of
5 us would look at it. We would meet and we would draw

6 our conclusions. And then we would usually email or

7 call Pat back. So we looked at ‘it again. And, again,
8 the four real estate lawyers decided they were still

S lots, whether the plat was recorded or not.

10 Q. - Well, that's -- let me ask you to elaborate on fhat a
11 little bit Secause that's an issue that's gotten some
12 attention in this case. Why is it that y'all did not
13 think that waé -- why did that not change your point of
14 view?

15 A. Because the intent of the parties -- you know, deeds

16 ) are always- interpreted based on what were the intent of
17 - the parties. And the intent of the parties was

18 , bbviously that four lots --

19 ' MR. HILLER: I object.
20 MR HERLONG: Go ahead.
21 _ WITNESS: Keep going?

22 A. That four lots -- I mean, five lots be sold.

23 Q. Okay. That was your understanding of'tﬁe intent of the
24 : pafties --

25 A. Right.

803.749.8100 . Southern Reporting, Inc. http://www.southemreporting.net
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1 Q. -~ based on the document?

2 A. Rigl;lt .

3 Q.. All right. Did you have any information about the

4 intent of the parties other than what the documents

5 themselves said?

6 A. No.

7 Q. But in your capacity as far as Chicago Title, do you,
8 do you typically look at documents in order to
- 9 understand whgt the intent of the parties was?

10 | A. We do. We look at the four corners of the document.
11 Q. And in your capaéity as an attorney for Chicago Title
12 rendering advice on this issue or interpreting on

13 behalf of Chicago Title, was it your conclusion that
i4 these were five lots?

15 A. Correct;
16 0. Now, there was -- I think we have -- it's in here. I
17 want to direct your attention to Paragraph 11 in the
18 affidavit. I'm sorry, Paragraph 10, yeah.

19 MR. HERLONG: Randy, I don't have another copy of
20 this, but you probably have it.

21 MR. HILLER: Yeah.

22 MR. HERLONG: You can mark this.

23 (Defendant's Exh. No. 9 was marked for identification
24 purposes.)

25 0. I'm going to show you Exh. 9, Ms. Manning. And that
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1 came from your file.
2 A. Right.
3 Q. Do you recognize that document?

4 A. Yes. This is the tax map that Pat would have brought

5 to us. And, basicélly, he brought it to us to say, you
6 know, "I want to make sure you understand that the tax
7 map shows that the lines between the, the lots," --

8 that we had determined were five lots, "Are

9 A "dotted lines on the tax map."

10 Q. Okay. And what was the significance of that to you?

11 A. We assumed -- we didn't know but we assumed that that

12 meant that even though the plat wasn't recorded that
13 someone must have taken the platrup to the tax office
14 for somebody to 1o§k at and somebody to dfaW'the lines
;5 _ on the tax map.

16 Q. Now, it's my understanding, Ms. Manning, that at the

17 timg ybu were rendering --

18 | MR. HILLER: I object.

19 Q. It's my understanding, Ms. Manning, that at the time

20 you were 1ooking at these issues, you looked at Judge
21 McGowan's Order but not ﬁhe exhibits to his Order; is'
22 that correct?

23 A. There was some confusion about what the exhibits to the
24 Order were. I looked back at ﬁy emails back and forth
25 between>us and Pat. And it looked like we may have had
803.749.8100 Southern Reporting, Inc. http://www.southernreporting.net

S. 307



Claire T. Manning Hanold, et al. vs. Watson's Orchard Property Owners Association, Inc., ct al. 8/13/2012 Page 19

1 - some of the exhibits, but.we weren't sure. SO we were
2 a little bit confused about what all the exhibits were.
3 Q. Okay. HaVé you looked at the Order and the exhibits
4 since that time? ‘
5 A. I have.
6 Q. Okay. Are there any documents --
7 MR. HERLONG: Randy, I don't really'want to make
8 ' this fat Order an exhibit in this case if that's
9 all right with you?
10 MR. HILLER: That's fine.
11 Q. 1 want to call .your attention to -- I'm sorry, I
12 apologize. Ms. Manning, I'm not going to make this an
13 exhibit in the case. But in the notebook of documents
14 we submitted in connection with summary judgment in
415 | Judge McGowan;s Order is within all that. &And I just
16 wanted to show you -- where-is it -- it's Exh. 15. I |
17 wanted to show you in particular, Exhibit 15, which is
i8 page D-166 in that notebook of summary judgment
19 exhibits. Ahd then Exh. 16 of Judge McGowan's Oxder
20 which is page D-169.4‘And just -- there's a better copy
21 of the offer which is Exh. 15 at page -- what page is
22 that -- 359 of the summary judgment exhibits. So if
23 - ~ you need to look at that feel free.
24 A; Uh-huh (affifmative response;)
25 Q. But did these, did these documents, having looked at
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1 these now, did these substantiate your conqlusion?

2 A Right. It looks like an offer that Mr. Stephens made
3 to purchase the five lots back in 1980. And so it's

4 just another indication that the buyer of those five

5 lots considered that they were lots when he bought -
6 them.

7 0. Okay. All right. Turn to, turn to page -- I'm sorry,
8 Paragréphs 18 and 19 of your affidavit. If you would
9 just read those two into the record?

io A. Parégraph 18, "To summarize, it was our conclusion in.
11 2008 and 2009 that the Stephens lots were lots into

12 which the property had been developed, and that each

13 - was entitled to a vote on the amendments -- on the

14 amendment of the R&C."

15 Q. All right. Hold on one second. Does that correctly

16 state your conclusion in 2008 and '09?

17 A. It does.

18 Q. And do you still feel that way?A

19 A. I do.
20 Q. All right. And read Paragraph 19.
21 A. 19. "Based upon -- based on.that opinion, we, Chicago
22 Title, gave our commitﬁent to issue title insurance if
23 a majority vote was obtainéd for the amended R&C's with
24 the Stephéns lots having one vote each, since in that
25 case, we believed as a factual matter and as a matter
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1 of real estate law thag the amended R&C's would then
2 have been validly Adopted and would be in full force
3 and effect."
4’ 0. And doesbthat correctly state your opinion 2008 and
5 1097
6 A. It did. It does.
7 Q. BAnd you still feel that way?
'8 A." I do.
‘9 Q. All right.
10 ' MR. HERLONG: That's all the que§tions‘I have.
11 Answer any questions Mr. Hiller may have.
12 CROSS EXAMINATION BY .
13 MR. HILLER:
14 Q. Obviously, I represent the Plaintiffs in this actidn.
15 - And you just -- of course, I've had your affidaviﬁ.
16 You just téstified that you reviewed the plat,
17 the McGowan Order, and the deeds that .were: put into
18 evidence during the course of your deposition. You
19 affidavit says you also héve reviewed the R&C's.
20 A. Correct.
21 Q. And you did, in fact, review those?
22 A. We did.
23 Q. And, and the -~ now, were you aware of have you ever
24 been made aware that Mr. Watson did not own the |
25 pfoperty when that survey that's been entered as
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1 Defendant's Exh. 3 -- I cén't see it.
2 MR. HERLONG: Three.
3 Q. Three was prepared?
4 A. No, I wasn't aware of that. But it's really not that
5 unusual that somebody who was considering buying a
6 piece of property has a survey made of the property.
7 Is that what you'fe'sgying, he hadn't bought it --
8 0. No. He had already sold it.
9 A. Oh. ©No, I didn't know.
10 0. He had already sold it before that survey was prepared.
11 MR. HERLONG: Did you say Watson or Stephens?
12 MR. HILLER: Watson.
15 MR. HERLOﬁG: Okay.
14 You weren't, you weren't aware of that?
15 A. I was not aware of that, no.
16 Q. Okay. And.would it be fair to say that all the
17 information that you got regarding this situation came
18 from Mr. Grayson?"
19 A. That's correct.
20 Q. All right. And absent from the things that you've
21 discussed, that you reviewed was the Greenville
22 County Subdivision Ordinance?
23 A, That's correct:
24 You have not reviewed that?
>25 A. Well, I have not until Mr. Herlong put together
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1 this file, and I looked at them just really briefly

2 over the weekend. But, no, I had never seen them until
3 then.

4 . Q. Okay. So at the time you prepared this affidavit, you
5 ‘had never seen them? |

6 A. I don't think T had, no.

7 Q. And over the weekend would have been'yesterday and the
8 day before? |

S A. Correct.

10 Q. Well, you would agree with me, would you not, that

11 based upon any -- or do you believe you've

12 ; reviewed them enough to give an opinion as to whether
13 * these qualify as lots under the Gr@env1lle County

14 Subdivision Ordinance?

15 A. I don't think I -- I mean, I'll be glad to give you

16 thét_opinion. But I don't think I need to get there to
17 make the opinion‘that I've already given.

8 Q. Okay. Well, I'm going to ask you to give it --

19 A.. Okay .

20 Q. ~-- to me anyway.

21 A. Okay.

22 Q. You would agree with me, would you not, that these lots
23 could not be legally sold as indiyidual lots as they

24 exist today?

25 A. As they exist today, I don't know. I would have to
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1 review the ordinances that exist today which I haven't
2 been asked to do.

3 Okay._
4 A. And it really waén't relevant.
5 0. Well, in your review of it, you would agree with me
6 that in 1980 when this conveyance was made, they could.
7 not be legally sold as individual lots?
8 A. No, I don't agree with that.
9 Q. Okay. &and what do you base that on?
10 A. Well, they were sold as individual lots.
11 Q. ﬁeally? What does the description say?
12 A, It says the five lots shown on the plat.
13 'Q. No. What does it actually say?
14 A. Actually séy. It says, "All that certain piece,
15 ' parcel, or tract of land, situate lying and being and
16 "the State of South Carolina, County of
17 Greenville, containing five lots."
18 Q. It says containing --
19 A. Correct.
20 Q. ~- five lots?
21 A. Uh-huh (éffirmative response) .
22 Q. Right?
23 A. Uh-huh (affirmative response).
24 Q. And there's -- the survey that is referenced is not
25 recorded?
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1 A.. Correct. ;
2 Q. And the survey that it was réferénced‘was not approved
3 by the Greenville County Planning Commission for
4 recording?
5 A. Not that I could tell, no.
6 Q. And then the metes and boundé'description is a boundary .
7 survey; is it not?
8 A. The metes and bounds description is a boundary survey
9 of the five lots, yes.
10 Q. But it is just the exterior boundary of the tract of
11 land that we've referred to as the Stephens lots
12 containing five lots?
13 A I don't know that I remember whether we went all the>
14 way around it to see. Because, you know, when you look
15 "~ at the hierarchy of what's important in a legal
16 ) description, the metes and bounds is the
17 least important thing. So the plat would be more
18 important.
19 Q. Well, isn't that true only if it's recorded? Isn't
20 there a State Statute that requires the recording of a
21 subdivision? ]
22 A. I think ﬁhefe might be.
23 Q. Of a subdivided line?
24 A. Yes, I think there might be.
25 é. And when it, in fact, is recorded, pursuant to that
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1 Statute, then you are entitled, as a matter of law, to
2 reference the survey and that becomes the legal
3 description.

4 A. Right.

5 Q.- Correct?

6 A. Correct.

7 Q. Absent a recorded survey, there's got to be a metes
8 bounds; does there not?

9 A. Not necessarily. You could describe property 5ounded
10 by Taylor, Smith, Jones. So it doesn't have to
11 be metes and bounds.
12 Q. Well, that would have, that would have been prior to
13 the creation of fhat Statute. I can't recall it off
14 the top. of my head.

15 A. I méan, even today you could just buy property that
16 way. I mean, I could, I could sell my lot and

17 describe it as bounded by the road and the three

18 owners. There's nothing that says you can't do that.
19 Q. Would you not accept that.if you were writing up title.
26 insurance policy?'

21 A. No.

22 Q. It wouldn't bother you?

23 A. No, not as far as the legal description is concerned.
24 Q. Well, in this particular case, we have a legal

25 description.
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1 A. Right.

2 Q. And it says containing --

3 A. It does.

4 Q. -- five lots. And then it has a metes and bounds

5 description. And I'll represent to you that it is, in
'6 ) fact, a boundary survey -;

7 A.  Okay.

8 Q. —-- description. But you never bothered -- y‘'all, y'all
9 never looked at that?
10 MR. HERLONG: Object to the form.\ -
11 A. We may have looked at it, but I don;t remember that Qe
12 . did. |
i3 Q. All righﬁ. And the last document that Mr. Herlong had
14 you look at which waé the offer to the sale.

) A. Right.

16 Q. In fact, what that says is that Mr. Stephens was going
17 to buy the lots across from his home.- And they were
18 : minimum lots. And then it éays how much frontage and
18 héw many minimum square feet contained within the
20 property?
21 A. It says, "Five loté as more fully described in Exh. A;"
22 ‘'which is the same legal description. "Annexed hereto
23 and made\a part hereof by reference for $21,100.00 per
24 lot."
25 Q. I thought he was looking at 1683.
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1 MR. HERLONG: Here's a copy. 169 is the illegible
2 version. Look at 59. |
3 | MR. HILLER: Oh, I thought 169 was the legible
4 version. )
5 | . MR. HERLONG: No. Page 59 is-the more legible
6 . version. Let's mark.that.
7 ; MR. -HILLER: I thought you were having her look at
8 the Norwood letter. V
9 | MR. HERLONG: The Norwood. It is in the -- it is
10 ‘ towards the latter part, I'm sorry. The Norwood
11 letter is -- | -
12 MR. HILLER: Did you not ask her about the
i3 - . Norwood letter?
14 . MR.  HERLONG: I did. 1It's 169. It is 169 so I'm
15 sorry. You want me to pull'these out and mafk
i6 them?
17 ‘ MR. HILLER: No. That's all rightf..
iB Q. The Norwood letter was, in fact, to buy the five lots
18 mosg directly across from his home. He has ma&e an
20 offer to purchase five minimum lots 200 feet frontage
21 and 55,000 square feet in front of his house; is that
22 | correqF?
23 A. Right.
24 Q. Is that consistent with R&C's?
25 © A, Is it consisteﬁt with R&C's?
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1 Q. Yes.
2 A. In what way?
3 Q. TWell, the R&C's as it existed at the time that this --
4 all these documentsAﬁere created required certain
5 minimum frontages. )
6 A. Oh.
7 Q. And certain minimum lot sizes.
8 A. I, I don't remember.
5 Q. You don't remember any of that?
10 A. No.
11 0. Would it -- were you aware ﬁhat the R&C's specifically
12 designated how many lots the -- what we call the Pelham
13 strip, being converted into and what sizes they had to
14 be? | |
15 A. I'm sure we looked at that at the time, but I don't
16 " remember what it says at this point. |
17 Q. And do you remember any of the specifics with regards
18 . to the Haywood property and --
19 A. No.
20 Q. —; what minimum lot sizes --
21 A. I don't because that looked like a big tract at the
22 time we looked at it. We never considered lots for it.
23 Q. All right. Were you aware that the R&C's allow you to
24 combing ;ots?
25 A No. I may have been aware then. I probably read it
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1 then, but I don't remember now.

2 Q. Well, did someone -- if the R&C's say that you can

3 combine lots, then there no longer would be separate
4 lots, correct?

5 A. If-you'combined them, fight.

6 Q. ﬁight. And you would agree with me that, that.these
7 additional deeds that came about afterwards were all
8 related transactions for no consideration?

9 A They looked like some kind of estate planning kind of
10 documents. .

11 Q. Related parties for no value?

12 A. Correct.

13 Q. It's the same people that -- deeding it around,

14 among the entities and/or trust?

15 A, -Right. After the first deed.

16 Q. Aftér the first deed?

17 A. That's correct.

18 Q. And each one of them just would bé customary to just
139 use the same description from the previous documents?
20 A. Correct.

21 Q. The exact same description every time?
22 A. Right.

23 Q. \And sc there really ﬁasn't a buyer or a seller at any
24 time from 1980 through the present?

25 _ A. After the first deed, it looks like there were just
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1 related parties.
2 Q. Right.

3 A. Yes.

4° Q. So it was just -- Pelham Properties, LLC bought the .
5 properéy‘from the Homeowners' Association. And then
6 after that, reconveyed it among itself and never paid
7 any tax stamps and never paid any consideration,
8 correct?
9 A. ~ That's what it looks like, yes.
10. Q. Okay. So they -- no intervening owners at any time?
11 A. Not during that period of time that I can see{ no.
12 Q. Right.
13 MR. HILLER: Where's the tax map Exh.?
14 | MR. HERLONG: This one.
15 Q. Do you have any information that -- well, you testified
16 that y'all just assuﬁed that somebody had shown that
17 survey to somebody at the tax office?

18 . A. I, I testified that that's what it looked like to me
19 with the dotted lines and --

20 Q. But you don't have any knowledge?

21 = A. I do not have any knowledge, no.
22 0. and do you have -- were you provided any information as

23 to whether any of that property was ever taxed?
24 A. No.

25 Q. Those individual lots?
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1 A. We didn't look at the tax issue.

2 0. Okay. So there's no significance to that?

3 A. Not as far as whether they are lots.

4 0. But they've never taxed these individual lots, or did
5 you not even bother to find out?

6 A. We didn't, Qe didn't think that was significant.

7 Q.. Okay. As I understand your testimony then, you're

8 relying on the deed?

9 A. The deed, yes.

10 Q. The. unrecorded survey?
11 A. Cofrect.
12, Q. And what about the R&C's made you believe that these
13 lots under the R&C's?

14 A. The R&C's described the property and talked about lots
15 into which it may be developed.

16 Q. May be developed?

17 A. Right.

18 Q. And do you have a definition of developed?

19 A. I think developed just means sthing the lots on a

20 plat.
21 Q. Well, that would not be developed under any County's
22 State and Subdivision Law in South Carolina, would it?
23 A. County Subdivision Regulations really are not relevant
24 as to whether a piece of property is a piece of

25 property that's a tract, that's a lot. I mean,
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1 . it's -- we had four real estate lawyers here with

2 | lots of expgrience dealing with real estate matters and
3 - ' nobody said, "Let us look at the Subdivision

4 Regulations.“ It juSt didn't appear to us to even make
5 a différence,'so we didn't ask.

6 0. You have no subdivision plat, no compliance with the

7 subdivision regulaﬁions, and no authdrity in the R&C's.
8 Where, wheré does it come -- where do you arrive at

9 these being lots without those documents?
10 A. We arrive at it bgcause they are shown on a plat and
11 they were conveyed from one party to another with
12 reference to the plat. And everybody agreed that they
13 were lots that wére involved in the conveyances.

14 Q. And who were those parties?

15 A. The Owners' Association conveyed to the Stephens
16 entity. I don't remember the first entity. Pelham
17 Properties maybe.

18 Q. Let me give you a hypothetical. If there were a

19 recorded subdivision piat that showed S0 lots and a
20 recreation area of five acres -- and that's recorded.
21 If I were the developer and I owned that five acre
22 tfact and I had a survey done cutting it into ten lots
23 and then deeded it to somebody based on that plat
24 - without recording the plat, would they have ten lots in
25 that subdivision?
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1 A They might have ten lots. They wouldn't be lots in the

2 subdivision, and they wouldn't be insurable as lots
3 because the prior plat would have created a title issue
4 by calling it a recreational area.

5 Q. What's different about this? Somebody prepares a plat

6 and a deed that says five lots. Why is that binding
7 on everybody else?

8 A. Well, there's no impediment to the five lots. There's
9 no recreational area. There's no reason that they
10 | couldn't have divided it into five lots.

11 0. But shouldn't they have divided it into five lots?
12 A. They did.

13 0. When?

14 A. When they prepared the plat and conveyed the lots.
15 Q. Are you familiar with Section 30-5-250 of the South
16 Carolina Code?

17 A. Not off the top of my head. You want me to pull the

18 Statute?

19 Q. Are you aware that Section 30-5-240 of the South

20 Carolina Code of Laws requires that all plats or

21 blueprints of subdivisioné be recorded?

22 A. I know that there was a Statute that reads that way.
23 I'm not sure thatrit's still in effect. 1I'll be glad
24 to pull the Code.

25 Q. Are you aware that Section 30-5-250 is the Statue that
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1 applies to referencing plats and deeds and requires
2 that—they be recorded?

3 A. I don't know the number off the top of wmy head. But,

4 yes, I know there is a Statute like that.

5 Q. The fac£ that this plat was not recorded in accordance
6 . with the Statute wouldn't change your 6pinion?

7 A. No. And, you know, I see what goes in every county in
8 ' this State. - And it never ceases to amaze me that most
'9 plats in Charleston County don't get recorded. The

10 lawyers just refer to the plats, but they don't record
11 them. Don't know why. It's just custom there. So,
12 no, I don't think that that means that it's not good
13" property. |

14 Q. When you testified that Chicago Title would be able to

15 -- would be willing to issue a title insurance policy,

16 was that without any exceptions? |

17 A. No. We didn't deal with the other exceptions. I mean,

18 we didn't search the title. We don't know what all the

i9 exceptions would have been. But we meant without

20 exception to this issue, we would have issued a policy.

21 I mean, we woﬁld have taken exception to the new

22 ’ restrictions as they were amended and then whatever the

23' other exceptions would have been.

24 Q. Does Chkcago Title typically issue title insurance

25 policies insuring against commercial versus residgntial
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1 use?
2 A. We are asked to do that, yes.
3 Do you?
4 ° A. Yes. I mean, I've gone to look at a many a piece of
5 property to determine whether we thought the character
6 changed enough so we could now call it commercial even
7 though it had residential restrictions.
8 0. Did you issue any special language or use any special
9 language when you insure specifically for that?
10 A. We do.
11 Q. Do you charge an additional premium?
12 A. We might, yes.
13 Q. Do you know what that language would be, what it would
14 typically be in there?
15 A. It would -- it would say something like, "This policy
16 insures against loss or damage arising from the fact
17 that the property is used as a commercial use despite
18 the restrictive covenants recorded at Page blank at
19 Page blank."
20 0. But you .never got far enough long to determine
21 what language you would ﬁse specifically in this
22 policy? |
23 A. We did not at this point, no.
24 0. You had mentioned fhat-in Judge McGowan's Order he
25 called these lots five lots?
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1 A. Right.

2 Q. You said you placed some significance on- that because
3 he, he used that phrase in that Order?
4 A, I think that was one piece of evidence.

5 Q. Are you aware that he also called this property in the
6 Order multiple times the buffer zone?

7 A. Yes.

8 Q. Did that not have any significance to you?

9 A. It was significant in that it was called a buffer zone
10 when the restrictions were imposed. But, you know,
11 many years have passed. And there was a method to
12 amend the restrictions.

13 Q. Yoﬁ would agree with me that you could have issued a
14 title policy in 2008 for a residential piece?
15 A. Without amending the restrictions; is that what you

16 mean?

17 Q. Yeah.

is8 A. Yeah. Sure.

19 Q. Presumably any time between 1980 and 2008?

20 A. We could have taken exception to whatever the
721 restrictions were at the time, yes.

22 Q. Right. And there was nothing impeding this property or

23 preventing this property from filing a subdivision
24 application and recording a plat subdividing these lots
25 to your knowledge?
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1 A. No. No, not to my knowledge.
2 Q. What's youriunderstanding of the involvement of the
3 Watson's Orchard subdivision for these R&C's?
4 A, The amended ones or therriginal'ones? Which ones?
5 Q. The original ones.
6 A. The 1980 version?
7 Q. Yes, ma'am.
8 A. My understanding is that they were amending a prior
9 version. I think it was 1961 maybe. And in order to
10 amend them they had to go door to door and get
11 - everybody to sign off on them. And they were going to
12 form this Oyners' Association that would own the two
13 'strips; the one on Pelham Road and the one on Haywood
14 Road. And Mr; Stephens had no interest in being
15 involved in the Owner's Association. He instead wanted
16 five lots.
17 Q. Do you have an undérstanding as to the R&C's that you
18 reviewed as to what property they apply?
19 A. They épply to the subdivision and to the-propérty on
20 Haywood Road and the property on Pelham Roéad.
21 MR. HILLER: Thank you. I think that's all I have.
22 RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION
23 BY MR. HERLONG:
24 Q. Just a little housekeeping. I should have done this.
25 Ms. Manning, let me iﬁtroduce the --
803.749.8100 Southern Reporting, Inc. http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 - MR. HERLONG: Rahdy, this is the restriction code.

2 That's D-;l. Could you mark that?

3 - (Defendant's Exh. No. 10 was marked for identification .
4 purposes.) |

5 " MR. HILLER: I've got so many copies.

6 MR. HERLONG: Yeah, I'm just doing this for the record.

7 Q. Ms. Manniﬁgj I believe these are the restrictive

8 covenants that were adopted in 1981. I just want you

9 to identify.

10 A. Yes, the restrictions from 1981.

11 Q. Okay.

12 MR. HERLONG: And then I guess. we'll mark this

13 Offer. |

14 (Defendant's Exh. No. 11 was marked. for identification
15 . purposes.)

16 Q. Defendant's.  Exh. 11, that's the offer from Mr. Stephens

17 that we talked about already. You and I; and you and
18 Mr. Hiller as well?-

19 'A. Correct. N

20 (Defendant's Exh. No. 12 Qas marked for identification
21 purpoées.)

22 Q. And page D-69, Defendant's Exh. 12, that's the

23 " Memorandum from Mr. Wilkins Norwood that we talked
24 - about and you and Mr. Hiller talked about as weli?
25 A. Correct.
803.749.8100 : ‘ ~ Southern Reporting, Inc. ’ http://www.southernreporting.net
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1 Q. Okay.

2 MR. HERLONG: I would move for the admission of

3 these documents that have been marked.

4 Q. Mr. Hiller asked you a number of questions. Is it

5 still your opinion as stated in the last

6 couple paragraphs of your affidavit that the

7 Stephens lots were lots into which the property.had

8 been aeveloped and that each was entitled to a vote on
9 the amendment of the. R&C?

10 .A. It is.

11 MR. HERLONG: Okay. That's all I have.

12 WHEREUPON, THERE BEING NO FURTHER QUESTIONS, THE

13 DEPOSITION IS CONCLUDED AT 11:23 A.M

14

15 (*ihis trqnscript may contain quoted material.

16 Such material. is réproduced‘as read or quoted by
17 the ;peaker.)

18 (**Certificate accompanies sealed original only.)
19

20
21

22
23

24

25

803.749.8100
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) CASE NO. 2009-CP-23-7707
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )

R.C. Frederick Hanold, IIT, et al. .
Plaintiffs/CounterDefendants,
NOTICE OF DEPOSITION

OF
CLAIRE T. MANNING

V.

Wa.tson’s Orchard Property Owners
Association, Inc., et al.

Defendants/CounterPlaintiffs,
v.

Property Owners in Watson's Orchard
Subdivision: N. Carter Poe, I1I, et al.

Nt N N N N N N Nl s N Nt St N N et Nt St

Third-Party Defendants.

TO: Randall S. Hiller, Attorney for the Plaintiffs

YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to South Carolina Rules of Civil
Procedure, Defendants will take the deposition of Claire Manning at the time and place set forth
below. The deposition will be taken upon oral examination before a Notary Public or before
some other officer authorized by law to take depositions and said deposition will continue from
day to day until completed. You are invited to attend and cross-examine.

WITNESS: CLAIRE T. MANNING
DATE: : August 13, 2012 at 10:00 a.m.

PLACE: Chicago TitlgyInsurance Company
3700 K iye, Suite 201
Coluphh 9204

]\%ﬁ’ w ong (SC Bar No. 014283)
¢ Herll w Firm, LLC

531 S."Main $treet, Suite 201 (Zip 29601)
P. O. Box 2003

Greenville, SC 29602-2003

Tel:  (864) 382 3800

Fax: (864) 209 1152

E-mail: william@herlonglaw.com

July 25, 2012
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS .

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
’ - CASE NO. 2009-CP-23-7707

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE

R.C. Frederick Hanold, III, et al.
Plam_tiffs/CoumerDefendaﬁts,

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

V.

Watson’s Orchard Property Owners
Association, Inc., et al.

- Defendants/CounterPlaintiffs,
VY.

Property Owners in Watson’s Orchard
Subdivision: N. Carter Poe, III, et al.

N Nt N N s N Nl N S N Nt et Nt Nt Nw S N

Third-Party Defendants.

I hereby certify that [ have this day served a copy of the foregoing NOTICE OF
DEPOSITION OF CLAIRE T. MANNING upon defendants by email, with a courtesy copy also

served by United States Mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

Randall S. Hiller

P. 0. Box 1716
Greenville, SC 29602 /// /

July 25,2012
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
CASE NO. 2009-CP-23-7707

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
R.C. Frederick Hanold, II[, etal.,
s Plaintiffs/CounterDefendants,

AFFIDAVIT OF
CLAIRE T. MANNING

Y.

Watson's Orchard Property Owners
Association, Inc,, et al,,

Defendants/CounterPlaintiffs,
v.

Property Owners in Watson’s Orchard
~ Subdivision: N. Carter Poe, IIL, et al.,

e e e N N S Nt Nl N Mo N St St N N S N -

Third-Party Defendants.

i, Clz;ire T. Manning, hereﬁy state as follows:

1, I am an attorney in Columbia, South Carolina. I am the Vice President and State
Manager for Chicago Title Insurance Company (“CTI”) My office is at 3700 Forest Drive, Suite
201, Columbia, SC 29204. 1 graduated from the Umvers:ty of South Carolina law school in 1981
and have worked in the area of real estate law ever since then. I was in pnvate practice for 11
years representing real estate developers. I have been with CTI for almost twenty years. |
routinely deal with real estate title issues and have dealt with literally thousands of title questions
over the years. These come up typically i in connection with CTI’s decisions on whether to issue
title insurance. It is not uncommon for me to consult wnh lawyers around the state on such issues
in connection with their title question. I am also a professor at the University of South Carolina

law school where I teach a real estate transactions class. I have taught at the law school for four

years, ' o \
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2. In 2008, Mr. Patrick Grayson came to us in connection with amending the

applicable restrictions and covenants (“R&Cs”) on certain property in Greenville. We advised

Mr. Grayson on what we believed was the proper procedure and process, such that we would be

_ able to issue title insurance for the property once the process was completed. We' considered

numerous documents 'thét he provided including the R&Cs themselves, plats, tax maps, the
McGowan order, and the proposed amendment documents. In addition to myself, attorneys
Charles Hedgepath, Martha McConnell, and Tom Dimlop of‘ CTI were also involved. We had
extensive dealings with Mr. Grayson and numerous internal conferences on the matter.

3. Based on tbat, T have been asked to submit an affidavit regarding our work and
conclusions in connection. [ have also been asked to testify at trial in this matter and I am
prepared to do so. In connection with this I have reviewed CTI’s file, 1 reviewed the Motion for
Summary Judgment and the supporting materials, and 1 have reviewed the Affidavit of Patrick
Greyson. I have no stake in this matter. I speak from personal knowledge. I am over 18 years old.

4, The property at issue (the “Property”) is across Petham Road from Watson’s
Orchar& subdivision in Greenville. It is shown on the following excerpt ﬁﬁm the plat on the first

page of the Motion for Summary Judgment:

R TR A

A7

In this graphic, the Property can be seen within the large box. (The excerpt comes from the

December 3, 1980 Survey for Richard Watson which is referenced in the various deeds

g
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conve_ying the Stephens portion of the Property. (See SI-Ex 1 in the Notebook' at D-6-D-9).) The
lots on the right side of the graphic belong to the Stephens defendants in this case and are
referred to here as the “Stephens Ifots.”\

s. The R&Cs applicable to the Property in 2008 (which Mr. Grayson provided to us)
included a speciﬁc process for amendment. They could be amended as of J anﬁary 1, 2010, “by
vc;te of a majority of the then owners of the lots into which the property described above {the
Property along with anothgr strip along Haywood Road which I understood was also owned by
Watson’s Orchard Property Owners Association, Inc. (“WOPOA™)] shall have been developed
- and in Wats;)n’s Orchard Subdivision.” (See Motion for Summary Iudgmnent, page 2; SI-2
[Notebook, p. D-11]; Affidavit of Patrick H. Grayson, Jr., §7.) '

6. In t_he course of our analysis, we concluded that the appropriate process was the
one which I understand Mr. Grayson ended up following. We concluded that tfxe new R&Cs
would be validly adopted if they received a majority vote of thé lots entitled to vote which we
concluded were those in Watson's Orchard subdivision and those in the Property. We concluded
that the Stephens Lots within the Property were in fact lots and entitled{ to one vote each. We
~ concluded that the ‘“potential” lots \;vithin the rexﬁainder of the Property wer; not m fact lots and
were nat entitled to votes (that there would be just one vote for those portioﬁs of the Property).

7. And we agreed, assuming such a8 majority vote was obtained, that Cliicago Title
would _issue title insurance for the Property with the amended R&Cs. |

8. One of simpier issues we déalt with ‘was the question of whether the Stephens

Lots were entitled to votes. Mr. Grayson felt that they were but wanted to be certain we agreed

! The “SI" exhibits have already been submitted to the Court in the “Documents In Support Of Defendants’
Motion for Summary Judgment” which is referred to here as the “Notebook.” The pages of the Notebook have been
numbered in the apgregate in the upper right-hand corner The page number references in the citations in the text
gbave are to those aggregate page numbers.

B 5
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before beginning the voting process. The issue, as Mr. Grayson put it, was that the Stephens
portion of the Property had not been officially subdivided into lots pursuant to the Greenville
County Subdi\./ision Ordinance.

5. We cori‘cluded that the Stephens Lots were lots ana entitied to one vote each. We
conveyed this conclusion to Mr. Grayson on October 10, 2008. .

10.  Ibelieve we had a further spe.ciﬁc conversation with Mr. Grayson on this issue
where he double-checked our conclusion. [ say this because we reiterated our conclusion that the
Stephens Lots were in fact lots in an email to him on October 15; 2008. We noted specifically
that the plat (excerpted in the graphic abave) showing the five lots did not merely have “dotted
lines or a.nything elsé that would indicate the lots are not ‘legal lots.’” Instead, it “looks like a
real plz;t with metes and bounds.”

11. A few weeks or later we received a memorandum from Mr. Grayson dated
October 29, 2008, which included a photocopy of the tax map for the property.‘ The tax map
: showed the lots with dotted lines. This indicated to us that, even though the plat showing the lots
which was referenced in the deeds to the Stephens Property had not been recorded and the
ipdividual lots wére not being taxed separately, the tax authority had bee.n adv}sed that there
were separate lots within the parcel and may even have been given a copy of the plat (in order to
know where to put the dotted lines). Accordingly, it further supported our conclusion.

12.  Here, there really is no doubt that the lots were in fact created. The plat which

lays them out is expressly referenced in the deed in which WOPOA to conveyed the property to

Petham Properties, Inc.:
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ALS, that certaln pleda, parcol or iraey of Tond sitcate, Iying and holng in the
State of South Careling, County of Cireenville, comtnlning five {3) lata ns is more nny
shown on a plat entlited "Survay far Richard Watson", preporcd by Cnrollna Surveying
Company. dated June 27, 1980, vevised August 19, 1680, rovined Auguad 21, 1980,
revised September 3, 1980, and revised Becember 1, 2, and I, 1980, ond having
according to satd plat, tho lollowing meles and bounds, to-wit:

(Exhibit $J-9 [Notebook, p. D-250].) The deed and the plat are unambiguous.

13.  Further, the existence of the Stephens Lots was c;onﬁrmed by the transfer of those
five lots from WOPOA to Stephens and the subsequent re-conveyance of those .lots fnultiple
times among various Stephens entities.

' 14.  Even if they had not been conveyed, they could still have come into existence (the
property could still have been developed into them). The issue would simply be a matter of
evidence, that is, whether there was evidence thaf they lots had come into existence. In that case,
tixe recording pursuant to the Greenville County Subdivision Ordinance would be good evidence
that they had in fact come into existence. Here no such evidt'ance'is necessaty since they came
into existence when they were sold if not before. Also evidence of their existence would be the
dotted lines on the tax map (showing that the plat had been shown to the tax aufhoriﬁes)..

15.  On March 8 of this year, I meet with Mr. Herlong, whom I understand to be
counsel WOPOA and the Stephens defendants. I reviewed again the pla;t alo;lg with Judge
McGowan’s order. 1 also reviewed then, and more carefully itater, the exhibits. to Judge
McGowan's order. As we had noted in 2008, his order specifically references the sale of the five
lots at issue. Further, the exhibits to his order included the offer to buy the lots and the
mnemorandum of Mr. Wilkins Norwood recommending acceptance, the acceptance of that offer
by the necessary number of homeowners in Watson’s Order, and Tudge McGowan's approval of

that acceptance and declaratory judgment authorizing WOPOQA to accept that offer and convey

. the five lots. _ )&
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16.  Accordingly, the record includes an offer to buy five lots, agd acceptance of that
offer, and the multiple transfers of the five lots. (See Exhibit SJ-5 & SJ-6 [Notebook, pp. D-58-
62], Exhibit 16 to SJ—é [Notebook, pp. D-169-931, and SJ-9, S$J-12, SJ-14, SJ-15 [Notebook, pp.
D-250-52, D-261-62, D-265-70, D-271-74)

17.  To the extent recognitiv_an by the govemnment is of interest, it is noteworthy that
the property index regarding the transfers of the Stephens Lots repeatedly identifies them as five

-lots: in 1981, “5 lots Pelham Rd.” (S_J-ll [Notebook, p. 260]); in 1986, “5 Lots Cnr Peltham &
Proposed Rd . . . .” (8J-13 [Notebook at 264]); 2008, “INT 5 LTS PELHAM ROAD.” (SJ-16 .
[Notebook at 276}).

18.  To summarize, it was our conclusio-n in 2008-09 that the Stephens Lots were lots
into which the property had been developed and that each was enﬁtled to a vote on the
amendment of the R&Cs.

19. Based on that opinion, we (Chicago Title) gave our commitment to issue title
insurance if a majority vote was obtained for the amended R&Cs, with the Stephens lots having
one vote each, since in that case we Believed as a factual matter and as a malter of real estate law
that the amended R&Cs would then have been validly adopted and would‘be in. full force and

effect.
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20. Having re-reviewed the file and applicable materials, I am still of the same

opinions.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

( ' - ~
M@w‘{ ?/ /(7/1
Claire T. Manning - d’
Swom to and Subscribed before me this

F ﬂ\day of June, 2012

WWN ’ '.t.' l))

Notary Public for South Carolina - R

My Commission expires:/gﬁm/ ]2, 2016
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DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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STATE OF SOUTH CATOUNA ARCIR T e |

) )
. . . 141 74
COUNTY OF  GREENVILLE s 4T e IRSLEY 0 1
JNOW ALL I DY THESE PR1SENTS, Walsun'n Orchiard Priperty Ownera Ansugiation, Jee.
Ac-MerdMlhbndh!hho‘ South Carolina owd having r?m‘nl tlots ol bur'een o1

Greenville « $ow e Soulh Carolina s esrildworonal  One llundred Five Thouaand
Five Jtundred and 007100~ veeeveenunan . ($105,500,00) -~~~ ...

the excaipt of which s by ocknoviedoed, hes granied, bavgoied, seld, and teloaned,
Pelham Propertles, Ine., its successors and assigns forever:

ALL that cerlain plece, pareel or tract of land sltcate, lying and being in the
State of South Carolina, County of Greenvitle, containing five {5) lota-0s ir more fulty
shown on a plat eatilled "Survey for Richard Watson", preparcd by Carolina Surveying
Company, dated June 27, 1980, revised August 19, 1980, revised Augusi 27, 1980,
revised September 3, 1999, and revised December 1.2, ond 3, 1980, and having
according to sald plat, the following tetes and bounds; to-wit:

BEGINNING at a stake al the interacction of Pelham Rrad and a proposed roacl;
running theace with the curvature of said interscetion, the chord of which is S. 25-48 5.
41.8 feet to & stake; running thenee with the western side of said proposcd toad, §,
17-20 W. 270.6 loct to 2 stake ot the corner of o tract containing 22,15 acrce; running
thence with 1he line of 2aid tract N, £8-57 . 2¢o feet 20 2 polnt; therce contirulng, .
N, 88-5TW. 180 feetto a point; thenee continuing N. 68-57, W. 7.9 fect toa point; !
running thence N, 8228 W, 2469 feet to a polnt; running thence S, B4-07T W, 53
feet to a polnt; thence continuing S. BY-07 W. 176.92 fect to 3 polat: running thence
N. 3-33W. 300 lecttoa po'nt on the southern side of Pelham Read; running thence
with tke souttern side of Pelham Road, N. B4-07 K. 260 fect 10 2 point: thence
continuing with the southern side of Felham Road, N. 84-07 K. 31.9 (cet 0 0 point;
thence continuing with the southern side of Pelham Road, the following courses
and dislarces, to-wiz: N. 87-35E. 99.8 feet; S, B5°33E. €6.6 fect 1o a point;
S5.83-33E. 32/cettoa poiny; §. i9-11 E. 100 feet to a potnt: S. 72-5BF. 68 feet
(o8 point: S. 72-38 £. 31.6 (cet to & point; 5. 63-57 E. 188.8 fcet tn a point;
5. 68-37E. 170 feel ta the Foint of begirning.

Subfeet Eawever, to 3 scwer eiasernent across the rear twenty -five (15°)
feet of the nteove lots for the purpose of irsallation ard o
lice to et ve \he adiacent 3,29 acre tract Lerchy

terance of a sewer
rederved o the granter herela.

TrIs converarce is made sutioct 1o any reatcletiang, refervations. wniag
ordiranecs o7 casements that Y apgicar of record. on the reenrded platla) or on
the premiscs. R < cle 2.7 0
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DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT Page D-262

TITLE TO ACAL ESTATE BY A CORPORATION LATHAN & BARBARE, P. A. yn ?'* pre
SO B sFe? . 1274 237
(4.2_7 2l e .

(] T, ner

STATE OF SOUTI CAROLINA I -C

COUNTYOF GREENVILLE R N . _‘

-

e

hd -
PP

KNOW ALL MIX 8Y TRESEPAFSENTS, s PELHAN PROPERTIES, INC,

A Cocporation chutszed sndet D2 et ot e suw of SOUth Carolina 304 hving » privcipa placs of betined at

Greenville ,suuor South Carolina .meomitoteaef Distribution in kind purauant

to corporate dl.sso!.ution of Pelhan P:oper:iea, Inc. of which J. B. Stephens

was owmer of 100% of the cutstanding stock;

By troelpt af whleh Is hrreby scknesdrdped, ¥as granted, harmived, told, and sbeised, 1nd By theie nunndoﬂpml.bulin.wu:ad Fele ase unta
0¥

J. B. Stephens, his heirs and oscsigne forever; 5 5 / 57’/ :
ALL that certain plece, parcel or tract of uate, 1y¥ing and '
befing in the County of Greeaville, State of SOu'.h Carolina, containing
five {(5) lota as is oore fully shown on a plat entitled "Survey for
Richard Watsan", prepared by Carolinma Surveying Company, datsd June .
27, 1980, revliacd August 19, 1980, revised August 27, 1980, revised H
Septexber 3, 1980 and revised Decexher 1, 2, apd 3, 1980, and havlng, }

Accordlng to said pliat, the following metes and bounda, to-wit:

BEGINNING at a stake at tho Intersection of Pelhsa Road and a proposed .
road; running tkence with the curvatore of said intersectfoa, the iy coieeu T
chord of which £8 5.25-48 E, 43.8 feet to a stake; running thence with
the wastern side of sald proposed road, 65.17-20 W. 270.6 feet to a
stake at the corner of a tract containing 22.15 acresjy running thence
with the line of sald tract, R.68-57 W. 200 fecet to m point; thence 3
continuing N.B6-57 W. 180 feet to a point; thence contgnulng N.68-57- T
W. 7.9 foet to 2 polnty running thence N.82-28 W, 256.9 feet to a ~— -
point; running thence B.84-97 W, 55 feet to a point) thences continuing
S.84-07 W. 176.92 feet to = point) running thence N.5-53 H. 300 feet

to n point on the socuthern side of Polham Road; running thence with

the southern side of Palham Road, N.84-07 B. 200 feet to a point;

thence continulng with the southern side of Pelham Road, N.8{-07 E,

31.9 feet to a point) thence continulng with the socuthern side of

Pelhax Road, the following courses and distances, to-wit) N,07-55 E,

99.5 faet; £.85-33 B. 68,6 feet to a pointy 5.85-33 B. 32 feet to a

poiat) 8.79-11 B, 100 feet to a polnt; 8,72-58 B, 63 fecet to a pointy
5.72-58 B, 31.6 feet to a point; S.68-57 E. 168.4 feet to a point;

5.68-57 B. 170 feet to the point of beginning.

THYS conveyance is subject to all restrictions, setback lines, . . (?mm
roadways, zonlng ordinances, easements and righta of way appearing on i
the property and/or of record. ‘

THIS is the pame property as that conveyed to the Grantor herein by
deed of ¥atson's Orchard Property Owners Assoclation, Inc. rescorded in
the RMC Office. for Greenville County in Deed Book 1141 at Page 1 on
Janunary 18, 1981,
e
oA g B o B A il b ey e e .“.'s.'ft.‘.:'_*::,’..‘?.".,-.‘.‘. pllciangvite

Eaniol does Beredy bind fiucll aad §1s tweee nors (0 w anvant and (culn defend 27 e afnpits i peemlvt unto Rie grealers) snd e prantee s lkh
Of STTCLILBT! Al RN eTery perion w bara saeers s (atly chilming o W chiin the e o2 20 parl therest,

IN WTTNESS whe the gnniss has cauwd o corparits wal to be affhud Pwita 3nd U prawtls te be rbwcrihed by fie duly anfhoilsed
. ofGerns, diyaf (1]
2k ragust 8s.  PELAM PROPERTIES, 1HC.

d /1 - Seacury
STATE OF SOUJ)YCARDLEA rRORATE
couxtyor GREENVILLE

o memr s,

SFALY

L TR RS X

torlly srpesrcd e umders) witneat 3nd made osrh Bt 1idee we Ohe w Bhin semed Carperastion, .I
gn wal and 3¢ (ll 3¢t zod &eed, deliver e w¥HMn wiliien Derd, 2ad Rt ke, Wik (he other sinew swbaciRed atose,

drof August

, wa.
e T ~zamsre 1o 1001 g
RcoORMITMAL_ 4y v!m25 ‘\%07 e _.u 2:17 PI Mo N S70 ._l l .‘ ¥

P A ———— A A T e —Cc i ¥
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- DOCUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT -

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) - TITLE TOREAIL ESTATE

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )
o o 1O

—r

T

KNOW ALLMEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that J. B, STEPHENS w/i/a JAMES Ill STEPILENS in consideration of
ONE AND 09/10D (51.00)— Dollars, the receipt of which is heneby acknowtedged, have granted, bargalned, sold and
relcased. and by these prescats dogrant, bargein, scll and releasé unto JAMES B, STEP{IENS, ws Trustee [or the James
B. Sicpheas Revocable Trust Agreement dated Mareh 19, 1996, amended by First A dmenl to Revoeable Trust
Agreement dated February 22, 1999, a3 ameadod by Second Amendment (o Revocable Trust Agreement dated June
20,2001, and as amended by Amended and Restaied James B, Stephens Revocable Trust Agreement dated July IS,
200), its sucrrssors and essigas, forever: ’ ’

PARCEL ONF:

ALL that cerain pivee, pareel or Tract of Land, situate, lying and being in the County of Greenville, State of South
Carolina, containing 97.26 acres, more or less, as shown on a plat entitled “Survey for J. B, Stephens™, prepared by W.R.
Williams, Jr., dated May 2. 2000, and reconded of even date herewilh in the Register of Deeds Office for Greenville
County, Somh Cerolinain Pl Book 4 TZ  .Page_[3 . Referenceis hereby made to said phl fora more accunie
ractes ond bovads description thereof.

This belag the same property conveyed to J. B. Siephens by deed of Joho W, Humphirics nad Goldic M. Humphries dated
February 29, 1970, and recanted in the RMC Office for Greeaville County, South Cewalina on Febauary 23, 1970, in Deed
Dock 884, Page 636 and also by decd of Judy 1ill dated March 2, 1971 and recorded in the RAIC Oflice for Greenville
County, South Corolina in Deed Book 910, Page 259.

TNS §0675.07-01-001.00

TMS 80575.07-01-004.00 EX ER . 531-
PARCELTWO: |

ALL that ceruzin plece, parcel orlotofland sitvate. lying and being in the Siate of South Cesoiina, County of Greenville,
Dutler Township on the northem side of Pefham Road. being known and designated as Lot No. 4 as shown on plat entitled
~Property of Harrivt Clevcland Dobbins, Gertrude Cleveland McCoin and Alice Cleveizad Richardson™ prepared by
Tiedmont Enginzars and Architeets, dated September 30, 1963, and having acconding ta said plat, the fallowing metes and
bounds:

BEGINNING at an iron pin on the northem edge of Pelham Road at the joint l’mnl comer of Lats 3 and 4, which pin is

. 1030 feet, measuring along the northiemn odge of Pelham Road, from the southeast cormet of alot belonging lollu'ngnf‘ord
and ruaning thence along the joint lines of Lots 3 and 4. N. 2-10 E. 440.0 fcet to an iron pin an the line ol other property
belonging 1o the grantors: thence along the line of that propeny, S. 86-U3 12 300.0 fect o aniron pin ot the joint rear comer
of Lots 4 and 5; thence along the joint line of said lots, S. 11-03 \V. 451.8 feet to an iron pin on the northern edge of
Pelham Road, N. B0-39 W 115.0 fect to an iren pin; thence continuing aiong the northem edge of Pelham Road, N, 86-28
V. 115.0 feet to the beginning comer, ’

This being the same property conveyed to the §. B. Stephens and Aan Steplens by docd of Richard F. Watson, Jr. and
Evelyn P. Watson, dated December 31. 1963, and recorded in the RAIC Office for Groenville Comly, Sonth Carolina ig
Deed Book 730, Page 119, Ann Stephens having deeded hier individed one-hall interest 10 J.B. Stephens by deed dawed
Septemberd, 1984, recorded in the RAMC Office for Greenville County, South Carolina on September 18, 1984, in Decd
Book 1221, Page 979. ’

TMIS #0543.03-01-007.06
PARCEL THREE: .
. ' ' 101628

ALL that certtin picee, parcel or tract of land sitaate, Iying and being inthe County of Groenville, State of South Carolina.
contxiniag five (5) lots as is mon fully shown on a plat entited ~Survey for Richand Watson™, prepased by Carolina
Surveying Company, dated June 27, 1980, revised Avyrust 19, 1980, reivsed August 27. 1980, revised Scptember 3. 1980
ond revised Deeember 1, 2, and 3, 1980 and hoving, scconding to said plat, the following metes and bounds, 10-wit:

BEGINNING at a stake ot the intersection of PeTham Road and 8 proposed road; running thence with ihe curvature of said
intersection, the chord of which is S. 2548 E 43.8 feet to asteke; runnlg (25 i e wesiem siBZMEHiE fropbicd
road, S. 17-20 W. 270.6 leet to a stake at the comer of a Lract coataining 22.15 acres; nunning thenee with the line of said

S. 349
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; . pogk 2053pce 1958
Lract, N. 68.57 \V, 200 feet Lo o point; thenee continuing N. 86-57 W, 180 feetto o point; thence continuing N. 68-57 W,
7.9 feelto a point; running thence N. 82-28 W. 256.9 fect to a point; ruaning thenee S, 83-07 W, 5§ fect to o point: thence
continuing S. $4.07 W. 17692 fect to & point; running thence N, 5-53 W, 300 fect to a point on the Southern side of
Petham Road; running thence with the Southem sidc of Petham Road, N. 84-07 E. 200 fect to o point; thence continuiog
with the Southem side of Petham Road, N. 84-07 E. 31.9 feet 1o a polny; thence continuing with the Southem side of
Pelham Road, the following courses and distances, lo-wit: N. B7-55 E. §9.5 feet; S. 85-33 E. 68.6 feet toapoint: S. BS-33
E. 32 fect 1o a point; S. 79-11 E. 100 fect to a point: S. 72-58 E. 6) fect toa point; S. 72-58 E. 31.6 feet to o polnt; S. 68-57
E. 168.4 feet to a polnt; §. 68-57 E. 170 fect lo the point of beginning. .

This being the same property conveyed 10 J, D, Stephens by deed of Pelham Propetties, Inc. dated August 22, 1986 and
recorded in the RMC Office for Greenville County, South Carolina on August 25, 1986, in Decd Book 1274, Poge 237,

TMS H0543.03-01-057.01

PARCEL FOUR:

ALL that picve, parcel or tract of land in Butler Township, Greenville County, State of South Carolina, contalnfng 11.447
actes, sltuate, lying and being on the norther side of Rocky Creck Road, and being known as properly of James B,
Stephens, as shown on plal thereolby C. O. Riddle, RLS, dated December 2, 1983, and recorded in the RMC Oftice for
Greenville County in Plat Book Page ; and having, according to said plat, the following metes and
bounds, to-wit:

BEGINNING at 2 nail in the center of Rocky Creek Road at the comer of propesty now or formerly belonging to Ola S.
Haris, and running thenee N. 17-55 \V. 96.66 fect to aniron pin; thence N, 21-15 W, 145.0 feet to aniron pin; thenee N,
75-09 W, 80.69 feet 10 an iron pin; thence S. B7-50 WV. 125,69 fect to aniron pin in the line of property now or formedy
belonging to Thomas M. Stevenson; thence along Stevenson's line N. 6-57 W. 700.58 fect to an old iron pin and slone;
thence N. 7446 E. 300.37 feet to an old fron pin; thence S. 55.03 E. 199.67 fect to an old iron pin; thence 5. 54-05 E.
129.38 feel 10 aniron pin; thenee S. 11-18 E. 336.84 feet to aniron pin; thence S. 11- 18 E. 901 39 fect 1o an fron pin in the
center of Rocky Creek Road; thence alang the center of Rocky Creck Road as the line 5.81-44 W. 50 feet to 2niron pin;
thence continulng with the center of Rocky Creek Road S, 81-44 W. 212.28 fect to the beginning comer.

This being the same property comveyed (0 James B. Stephens by deed of A. M. Stephens, Jr., Hazcl S. Jones, Frances S.
Mason, Perry R. Stephens and Clinton Slephens dated February 24, 1984, and recorded in the RMC Oftice for Greenville
C{ounl):, South Carolina in Deed Book 1211, Page 127,

15796 SY23-1.20.3 —3 7/ S
TMS #0541.03-01-022.00
o

PARCEL FIVE:

ALL that certain piece, parcel or lot of land situate, ying and being in the County of Greenville, State of South Carolina,
near Rocky Creck Baptist Churches shown on plat entitled “Property of James L. Miersand SusanE. Miers™, prepared by
R_B. Bnx, RLS, dated July 2, 1984 and recorded in the RMC Office for Gretnville County, in Plat Book 10-Sat Page 85

and having such metes and bounds as shown thereon, reference to said plat being made for a more complete description,

This being the same propenty canveyedto James B. Stephens by decd of James L. Miers and Susan E. Micrs dated July 12,
1990, and recorded in the RMC Oftice for Greenville County on July 13, 1990, in Deed Book 1405, Page 472.

TMS WSH.O)-Oll -022.02

“This conveyance is subject to any and all testrictions, ¢asements, tights-of-way and/or zoning ordinances of record or
actually existing on the premises.

Granlee’s Address: ¢ )t P@,\)\am‘gcc.c(
: @reencille, ¢ 3965

S. 350
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together with ait and singular the dghts, members, hereditaments and appun:m:@m(sﬁ?a Qm%&ﬁm}ngsogn any 1
wise incident or appertaining: to have and to hold all and singular Lhe premises before mentioned untothe grantee(s), and

(he grantee's(s') heirs or successors and assigns, forever. And, the grantod(s) dofes) hereby bind the grantor(s) and the

grantor's{s') heirs or successors, end administrators to warrantasd forcver defend alland singular said premises

unto the grantes(s) and the grantee’s(s’) heirs or successors and against every person whomsoever lawfully claiming or to
] claim the same or any part thereol, R ] \

—A '

WITNESS the gmntor's{s’) hand(s) and seal(s) this /> ~dayof Ju { 4 ,2003

SIGNED, sealed and dellvered fn the presence of:
!
{
]

4
V40048080000 00¢ 00"0'IOOOl0‘0tl.'."‘0.0...0..'0'.“'...‘0!!.'..‘l|l.‘l'."".."..."".0'0'!.'..'
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) PROBATE
)

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )
:  PERSONALLY APPEARED before me the undersigned witness and made oath that (s)he saw the within named L, B, ’
i STEPHENS, s/)/a JAMESB. STEPHENS sign, seal and ashisact and deed deliver the within written TITLE TO REAL
- ESTATE and that (s)he with the ather witness subseribed above, wit d the on th f.

SWORN to before e this 5Py of g,g_%_,zoo: /f

%nugﬁibuéubm;w -~ ’2.@5‘«/

Norary Public for South Carotina Wigess

My commission expires: : :
‘ !

i
f .'
)
]

<«

L . N Ry ,-..'Jd"ilj

C R eemmm e €5 NS e
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9

| AR | Vo . ootk 2053eee 160

’ STATE OF 3023: Cﬂllﬂﬂ) Page1of2
COUNTY OF tegey ) AYFIDAVIT
PERSONALLY uppeircd before me the undersigned, who belng duly swomn, deposes and says:
1. Thave read the Information on this affidavit and I understand such informati

2. Theproperty being traniferrad 1slocated at, .
adng . County Tax Map Number : ,wes

—
transferred by
to . on

3. Chedk one of the following: The dead 1o

- () subject to the deed recording fee as a transfer for mnsiz!uaﬂm pald or tobe-
. ~ pald in moaey or zmoney’s worth,
\ X [t2)] _ subject to the deed recording fee as # transfer between a corporaon, a
parmershlp, ar other entity and a stockhokder, partner, or owner of the e.ndty.
18 a transfer bo a trust or as & distribution o & trust bengfidary.
© _____)L___ exempt fro:; tbé deed recording fee because (See lnfonmuon secdon of .
. nrﬂdm:) : .

(If exempt, p!ease shp ktems 4» 7. and go toltem 8 of tihls affidavit)

1f exempt tmder exemption #14 as dcsaibed {n the Information zection of this afidavir, did the agent and
prindpal relationship exist at the time of the odglnnl sale and was the purpese of this selationship to
purchase therealty? Chede-Yes - - orNo .~

4. Check one of the foUowing {f efther {tem 3(3) or {tam 3(b) above has bemdwd(cd (See Information
section of this affidavit.):

The fee l:cocnpt;tedond’izounsxdauduupddwwi’epddlnmuneybr
money’s worth In the amount of .
The fee Is compured on the falr market value of the realty which s

@

®)

)

The fee §s computed on the Tolr market vilue of the realtyas embllshcd for
. propcny tax purposes which Is .

. 5. Cbeck Yes ar No tor.befono : Allen or epcumbrance existed on the land, tenement,
onmltybefurz‘dtcmﬂfaﬁ’ﬁunaﬁea” i thie Jand, tenement, or realty after the n-msrct i 'Yes, the

oo ... amountof the cutvianding balance oF thislien.orencumbiancn st s e J
6. 'madeedremcdlng!ee Ismmput:dnsrollam- ' '

(a) le: the amount [lsted in ltem 4 above here:

® Plne:ﬂxeamnuntll.nedlnlmmSabovebae_ . dfro
amount Is listed, place Zero here)

(c) Subtract Line 6(b) from Line 6(a) and phce gesult here:

7. Thiedeed recording fee duelsbased on the amount listed on Line 6(c) ebove tind the deed recording fee
duels: .

-

8. Asrequiredby Code Sectian 12-24-70, 1 siarc that 1 ama responsible person who as connected with
the transaction as:

————————
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sook 205 3eee 161 Page 2012

9.°1 understand that & person required to furnish this affidavit who wilfully furniches a false or fraudilent

affidavits gullty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction, must be fined riot more than one thousand dollars

A7 bl ol B Ok [t

Responsible"emn Cofnected with thé Transaction

or imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

SWORN to b:!arc me thls_& l Swha 7 l‘/(,,q /& day of
Print or Type Name Here ”

My Comm]mon Explres:

INFORMATION

Except a3 peovidad In thls pangraph, the term ‘vale® metas ‘the considesz fon pald or bo be puld 13 money of maney's worth for the
realy.” Corsideradon pald ot to be pald in mecey's worth Indudes, bat & pot Urcited to, ather peally, personsl property, riods,
boods, partnestl) Interest and other (ntaogiie property, the lorgvenes or aneellzHanol 3 ek, the assumption of 8 deby, and the
surrenderleg of any right The falr market vatue of the considernBon must be used La calculsting the cozsiderstion pald I mosey’s
otk Taxpayen may elect to ure the falr market value of (he rulrybdng treasfeved in determiaing fair market value of the
ecnsidesation lathe case of realty transferved betwren a corp am ki5, or other eatity and a stockholder, partoer, or
owner of the ectity, aod 1 the casz of raalty tunslecred o 2 trust o5 wy 2 dismibution to a frust benefidary, *value® means the realty’s
f1r carket value. A deduction from value Is abowed for the amount of any Len or encup Sance extsting on Lhe land, tenement, or
realty befase the trarmsfer and remalning on the Lind, tenament, or realty after the tramfer, Taxpayers may elect to use the [alr markes
value [or property 8ax purposes [1 determinlng falr market value under the provistons of the lavt.

Exempted [rom the fce are deeds:

(1) . trsfening realty b which the value of the realty, as deflned [n Code Section 12-24-30, s equal to of besy than cde hundred
dodars; . .

(2) trpsloming realty o the federal government or to & state, Ity agences and departnend, sod {5 polidea) subdhvisioas,
Irduding school disurict;

(3;  thatareothawise exerpted under the iy and Constitution of this State or of the United States;

(4) mruﬂ'\smlkthh:cbnomwbnktwpkedbymanofsmlmlo(lhe.:uamlllwu:e(:cdzuduﬂndh
Section 12040(A);

) taslerring ralty b order o panidon re:.!tyulungu mmﬁmﬂonkplﬂ far the transfer ¢ ther Cun the lntesats In the *
realty that ace being exchanged In order to parddos tha realty;

(6) tracferring an Individual grave space ata cemetery owoed by mdaymmmnamdunduch:plussorndew
m mmmmmm— e s

"(8) {erring cealty © 2 carporats pnmwh!p,oumlhondcr!obem:ne.arn,u(adheldu.p:m:r of trwit

bmdblrydmemurymwdadmeonddmﬂonkpﬂdfordnhnduomcmmmbcmdomlnlau\lnlhe
partnership, benefidary laterest I the trust, oc the Increasa In value In such Rock of lnterest held by the grastor. Howrver, e
rnn-rl_rerof frunnmrganuqn,lpambp,ulmtmumdholdd,pxhu,ormbmeﬂdaryc(dumuukmb}mw
the lca'even ‘realty Is rarslerted to 200ther corp

()] mrdmb;rulryfrcmaﬁmﬂymhprapmuuhnmafamly&wtbabendlduy provided no consideration s
patd for the trasafer other than a reduction In the grantee's Interest 1 the partensMp or st A *fanlly partoenship* b1 prmership
whose partness ate 1ll members of the same {20y, A family trust® is 2 trust, n which the benefidlartes are all crembers of the same
family. The beneflicares of s I‘mu‘y trust may ako Indude charitable entdes. *Panily” means the grantor and the granter’s spouse.
parents, grand| ts, slsters, brothers, hfidren, stepchBd dchiidreo, and the sp and Uneal descendants of any the

13

adbove Ac°duriable enutr meansan murywmcnmyucelvt‘.dedudble cannfbuuom under Section 170 of the Internal Reveoue
Cade as defined b Section 12640(A);

(10) translerviag realty to o statutory mecgeror Udation from » constl eurpon!oulod:e
(11) transferring realty In a mesger ot copsolidation from 2 oonstinsear
(12)_ Butconsttute a corrective deed ora quiltchaim deed ed to conflm ddea!.rmdyvazd Indzzmnrn. uovldd dmno
consideradon of any Hod B pal 6 5 be pald uder the comrective or qidtcdatm deed.

touing or paw corperat]

A,

K !) traafertir, wwwnwuhmmwawnmumwwmmwum

e b e =

(u) hdnnnsmkyﬁmmngmhlhn‘d'ammluMhmhmpmmmﬁ&d&m”n&dwl
natrired doaunat is alo Eled with the deed tip establishes the Fact that the agent and priccipal relitioodsp exisced at the Uiroc of the or{giaal -
prdiase &3 wll 25 for the parpose of pordhaing tha jaalty.

(15) mfmddewk:ﬂdsfnru:mnlt&gg Jectricity that & ferted, oM, or exch d by elecoical utilites,
munidpalites, eectric s, or poliical subdivisk b:ﬂmkﬂihbmrywmpmynﬁ!chumbjeabrqvhﬂonmdcthe

.

Federal Power Azt {16 US.C. Section 791(a)) and which Is formed 9 operate orto ke functional capiro!of electris ramsmisson
aszets as defived [n the Feden) Power Act :
FILED FOR AECORD [N GREENVILLE
. couuwscnno.omcemowspu
08 29 03 RECORDED N DEED
: BOOK 2033 PAGE 0157 THRU D161

DOC £ 2003101628 \‘“&& k d&““

—
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(Page 1 of 3)

Wm Dalo McKinacy, Attomey at Law, 1201 B Washington Streat, Greenlle SC 29601

Craatee's Addrers: 408 Hidden Hills Drive, Greenville SC 29605

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

) TITLE TO REAL ESTATE
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )

O TITLE SE ERF D

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

That, James B, Stephens, 1 Trustes for (ks James B. Stephens Revozablz Trust Agresment dated March 13,1536, aad ar

ded tn varfous dmcnts thereafter, bereinafler refemred to a3 Grartor, i censdenitan of Gn sum of TEN AND 007100

DOLLARS (510.00) and no other consideration, paid {o Graatot by Peltam Farm, LLC, and Legaey One, LLC, and §ESP, LLC, 21

belng South Carolina Limlled Liability Companies, hereinafter refemred to as Grantzes, st axd befexe the sesling of these presents, the

receipt whereof 1 hereby acknowledged, ks graniod, bargmned, sold sod released, and by thess presents does gorat, bargaim, scliand relzase

uzto the said Grantees, e tezandy In_common, thelr herrs and nsngns forever, & tatal acdivided one-perceat (1.0%) interest in the
fallowing described property:

ALL that certaln plees, pareel of tract of land sitaate, lylog 2nd belsg in (o Couty of Greenville, Stats of Sauth Carclias,
containing Ove (5) lots ey b more fully shown oo # plat eatlted *Sarvey {or Richsrd Watson®, prepared by Caraling Surveying
Cotmpany, dated Jone 37, 1950, revised Augest 19, 1980, rovised Augeat 21, 1930, revised Septemder 3, 1980 and revised December
1,2, 134 3,193 acd having, accordlcg (5 sald plal, the following metes and boutss, to wits

BEGINNING at a stako st the Inlersecton of Petham Rosd and s proposed road, ither now or at thai time; ruaning thence with tho
carvature of cakd Intersection, tha chord of whish [s S. 1548 Ex €38 fect (o & stake; runndng thenss with the western dde of sald
propesed road, 8.17-20 W, 270.6 fec{ to » steke a! fhe corner of 2 tracf coatainlng 32,18 acres} runalng thoacs writh {hsline of enid
{ract, N. €5-57 W, 200 feet to a palnt; thence coatinning N. 86-57 W, 180 feet to a poing; (hence eontlguing N. 68-5TW. 7.8 feelto s
polnt; rumning thence N. 82-28 W, 356 9 feet (o » paint; running thence 5. 84-07 W. S5 fest to o polot; thence contioulng 5, 84.07 W.
17652 fzdd {0 a pelnt; ronclog thence N, 5-53 W. 300 fect to & point on the Southern stde of Pelbum Rosd: rusning thence with the
Sauthern tide of Pediam Road, N. 84-07 £, 200 leet to a polnt; theaze continning with the Southern tide of Pelham Road, N. 84-07 B
31.9 feet o » polnt; theoes contnalng with the Sontaern side of Pelham Road, the following conrses nad distances, to wit: N. 87-85 R
9.5 fect; 3. 85-33 B, 68.5 feet o a polat; 5. 85-33 B. 32 fect to @ polnt; 8. 75-11 B.109 feet to & palny; S, 72-58 B. 63 feet to a polnt; S
72-58 B 31,6 faet 1o & palnt; S 68-57 B, 1684 feet to a polnt; £ €8-57 B. 170 fect L the polat of bepinalap,

DERIVATION: THIS BEING s portion of the property sooveyed unto Grantor by deed of J. B. Stephens &/X/a James B. Stephens
€ated July 15,2003 acd recerded August 25,2003 1 the Gresaville County Regliter of Deeds Offiee in Deed Book 2053 at Page157.

TMS NO: 543.03-01-057.01

The sbove-dezenbed propaty 13 conveyed subject to all easoments, rights of way, ad restrictions eppoaring of reesed and actoally
sx:sting 60 he ground affectng nuck croperty.

TOGSTHER, witk all and Stngular the Rights, Members, Heraditamen's 104 App to the gaid pe belenging, of many
wisz 1xcident o Bppertanmg.

TOHAVE AND TO HKOLDall and siogalar the sand g Yefore mentioned urto the Graatee and Grasted's Rary/Seessson'and
Asnpgns forever, ' :

AND Grantor does bereby bind Grantor and Grantor's Heirs, Execuion und Administrators to wamant and forever defend all md
singuler tho emd premisos unts Grantee and Grintee’s Heirs/Suceemors and Asstgns aparst Grantor asd Grantor's Hems axd sgalnst cvery
person whomsoever lawfally chummg of to claum the saoe or w2y part (hereol

Witness the tand aad setl of Grantar thi 7S Iyaf M-'/ 2008,

4”4

Signed, seafod aod delivered fa the presence of

James B, Stephens, az Trustze for the Jumes B, Stephans
Revoaable Trust Agrecmest deted March 19,1996, and as
after

T2 Prov
Y

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) PROBATE
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) ) ]

Personally tppeaed bafore me the undermgred witess and mmde otth that (ebe s the Gruntorsig, eeal mod 13 Grantors act and
doed deliver the wnites deed, and that waif witness, togerher wnth the other wittess whose nome is €100 1bove subscribed, witnessad the
execunon of the within doed by Orantae, -~
sw?nNmmmm_L{_mu_QQmL 2002, o2 .< ; 21 .

S 0. - (eaD | g
o ot [ el e
3.09-10 QS® ™ oy gz 20 State Tex's

FILED TN GREERVILLE COUATY,SC
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BOOKE 2320 PAGE: 1173 PN

' STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) AFFIDAVIT OF CONSIDERATION
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) . '
PERSONA'LLY appeared before me the undersigned, who being duly sworn, deposes and says:
. ’ 1. 1 have read the Information on the back of thls afftdavit and T understand such information.

2. The property belng transferred s located in Greenville County benring Tax Map Number 0543.03-01-057,01, was D

. transferred by James B. Stephens, as Trustee on 2l 2 Pl Y IS , 2008,
3. Check one of the followlng: The deed Is
)
(@ _X Subject to the deed recording fee as a transfer for consideration pald, or to be pald, {p money or l
money's worth. |
I ® subject to the deed recorling fec o5 a transfer between a corporation, a parfnership, or other

entity and g stockholder, partner, or owner of the entity, or Is a transfer to & trustorasa
distribution to a trust beneficiary.
) ____ exempt from the decd recording fee becanse (Sez Informatiom sectlon of affidavit):

' (If exempt, plense skip items 4 - 7, and go to item 8 of this affidavit))

! Tf exempt under exenption #14 as described in the Information section of this affidavit, did the
agent and princlpal relationship exist at the time of the original sale and was the purpose of this ]
relationship to purchase the realty? Check Yes ____ orNo ____ ,

H 4. Check one of the following if efther item 3(a) or item 3(b) above has been checked (See Information section of this
affidavit.): : .

(=) The fee Is computed on the consideration pald, or to be pald, io money or money's worth in the
. amount of
®) The fee is computed on the fair market value of the realty that is

(c) X The (ee is computed on the fair market value of the realty as established for property tax (
. purposes which Is $1,560.00 (1% of $156,000.00

S, . Check Yes or No to the following: A llen or cncumbrance existed on the land, tenement, or realty
t before the transfer and remained on the land, tenement, or realty after the transfer. If "Yes," the amount of the
outstanding balance of this lien or encumbrance is:

| 6. The deed recording fee §s compated as folows:
(8) Place the amount listed in ltem 4 above here: . _%$1,560.00
(b) Place the amount listed in item 5 above here: !
(If no amount is listed, place zero here.) - l
' (¢) Subtract Line 6(b) fram Line 6(a) and place resnlt here: _$1,560.00___ - i
7. The deed recording fee due is based on the amount lsted on Line 6(c) above and the deed recording, fee due Is:
$571 . !

b 8. As required by Code Section, 12-24-70, L state that I am a responsible person who was connected with the  ~ .
transaction as: Grantor . ’

. 9. Yunderstand that a person required to furnish this affidavit who willfully furnishes a false or fraudulent affidavit '
Is guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon convictlon, must be fined not more than one thousand dollars or mprisoned !
i not more than one year, or both,
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BOOK: T30 PASE: 1578

e of Responsible Person Cofinected with the Transaction i

I : I
. : i
' SWORN to before me this A%~ dayof Ci'a}u.l— 2008 . I

%ﬁﬂ% 4 SLED FGR RECORD IN CREENVILLE COUNTY, SC ROD
| : =£. ) @s) Fz‘c%eEgexcgnp Sk 0 7B Page 6141676

| . ublle {d¥'South Carolina R p?..,l 17, 2008 12:60:58

[N
My Commission Rxplres; _e3—~=70=76— ,.u%’ 3‘ M

3-09-10 95\0

INFORMATION

Brcepl as provided in thls paragraph, the term “value™ means *the eoastieraQon pald or fc be pald In mooey or moacy's warth for the realty.”

Conslderstion patd or to be pald In moucy’s worth Inctades, but ks not Rmitcd o, other resity, periooal property, rtocks, bonds, partnership Interest snd

other intangible property, the forgiveness or cancellstion of & debt, the xsrmmption of a &cby, end the surrendering of any right The falr market valse of

the conddervdan must be used In ealrulating the consideration pe!d in maney's worth. Taxpayers may elect to ose the falr market vatue of the realty

belng tramsferred In determlalng falr market valne of the consideration. In the cascof realty tranaferred betmeen s corporaticn, » prtnershlp, or other

eatity aad s stockalder, partoer, er nwner af tha entity, xnd 1n tae case ef realty traziferred lo & trust ¢r 21 a distribution to a truat beoefidary, “value™

means the realty's falr marfsct value. A deduction from va'ue [v allowed for the amaant of ary lleg or encumbrance exddsting on the land, ¢ t, ar ,
realty before the transfer and remaloing 00 e land, tenemest, or reaty sfier the trazsfer, Tazpayers may elect to use the klr market vakie for property

tes parposes In detormining falr market vahue nnder the provisions of the law. H
Exempted from the fee are deeds: ‘ ,
l . )] translerring really In which the value of the realty, ns defined In Code Sectlon 12:24-30, k equal or fess than oac hundred dollars; '
' {2) transferig realty to the federal government or to & statr, ks sgencies and departroeats, and its politieal subdivisions, lacludiag school dlstricts;
' 3 that sre otherwlse exempted ander the laws and Constiiatan of this Stxte or of the United Stater;
(4) transfering realty ls which no galn or loss Is recogntzed by reasan of Section 1041 of theInternal Revenue Cods as deflned In Sectlon 12-6- )
40(A);
5 transferriag realty ip order to partition really s iong as no consldersation Us pald for the transfer other than the laterests fo the realty thatare
, belng exchanged lo order to partition the realty;
1 {6) . tenosforlag sn Individual grave space at @ cemetery owned by o cometery compaoy leensed under Chapter 55 of‘l‘lﬁe 39;
(] that eanstitute a contraet far the sale of Hmer {0 be cat;
' (0] tranaferrlag realty to o carporatlos, & partnership, or a trust In order to becoms, or as, & stockholder, partoer, or trost beneflelary of the :n!uy

provided 0o considerntlon Is pald for the transfer other than stock In the eorporation, tuterest ln the partaership, beaeflelary Interest bn the
trust, or the inerease In value In such gtock ar Inferest held by the prantor. However, the transter of realty from s corporation, a parisership, or
t trast © a stockholder, partaer, or trust beneldary of the entity s subfect to the fee even lmu realty in transferred to azother corporation, s
| partoership, or trust; ]
® transferring roalty trom a family partnership to a partaer or from  family trust to o benefidary, provided no constderstion & pald for the .
transfer other than a reduction Ihegnn!n’l Interest In the partncribip or trust, A “family partacrship” Is a partnertkip whose partners are
a0 maobers of thesame famdly. A “family trust® b a trust, In which the bezefidardes are &l members of the saroe famdly, The beneldiaries ofa
fnwny trust may also Indode charitable entitles. “Family™ means the grintor and the grantor's spouse, parents, grandp ts, slstors, brothers,
€8, and the p and Hazald dants of any the above. A “charitable entity” meags an entlty that may
recdve deductible wuu{buﬂou under Sectlon 170 of the [oternal Revenue Code g3 defined In Sectlon 12-6-40(A)

; {10) trapsferring realty In 2 statutory merger or eonsoldation from s constituent corperation to the cantinuing or new corporation; §
{an transferring reslly In 8 eaorger or consoldatlon from a constitoent partnership to the coniinalng or new partocrsblp; and,
. (12) that constitute a corrective deed or a quitcalm deed ased te eoufirm titke already vested (o the grantee, provided that no consideration of any

kind is pald ar Is to be pald eader the eorrective or quitclaim deed. .
(13) trassferviag realty subject to a mortgage to (he mortgagre whether Ly deed (n lea of furectosure exeented by the mertgagee or deed parsuznt to
foreciesure proceedings.
1. {19) Transforriog really from an ageat to the agmt's priaclpal & which the really was purchased will fands of the prindpsal, provided thats
netarkzed document ts also (ed with the deed that estabQshes the fact that the ageat sad princlpal relationship existed at the time of the origina) .
porckass as well as for the purpose of purchasing tbe realty. .
{1s) translerring title 1o fadlitizs for tranamiiting electricity that b tranafared, sold, or exchanped by electrical utititles, monicpatities, electric
cooperatives, or pofitical subdiviston to » Emiled Uability company which s rabject to regulation ander the Federal Power Act 16 US.C
| Sectlon 791(s)) a0d which Is formed o operated or to take functional control of dectric tranamirsion sesets a3 defloed the Federal Power Act.
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DECEAINTIONS (1 RUSTRICTIONS
AND PROTECTIVE. COVENANTS

Fu.e
STATE OF SOUTIE CAROLINA GPF7 v o ’.:‘?:o. s.c.

COUNTY OF GREENVILE I <5 b PH '8

The undersigned, Linceln of South Carolina, Inc., 0 South Careling
corporation, hereinafter knnwn as "ixclarant”, the owner of the properties degreribed '
in ExbibIt "A® annoxed horeto and made a part hercof Ly reference, deems It in the

hest intercst of itself and future owners of anid propertica to subjeel said pruperties

to the protective covemants, restrictions, conditlona, servitudes and cascments hc'reln-
after get forth.

NOW. THEREFORE, Declarant Aereby declares that alt of the propertics
deserited In Exhibit "A® shall Le held, sold and conveyed subject to the following
casezents, resirlctive omeenarts end ounditions, which arc hereby imposed sgainst !
sald property for the purposc of proiceting the '\-alue and desirabilily of said property: it e pms AT

that the covenants, conditions arnd restrictions hereinafter set forth shat) run with the

progerty described In Exhibft "A” ond be binding upon all partics having sny right.
title or intcrest in the said deseribed propertics or any par! thercol, thelr hcira,
auccessnrs and acaigns and shal) inure to the henefit of cach owmer thereof and all

: oznera of property in Watren's Nrchard Subdivislon as shown on plat recorded In the

8.M.C. Office for Greenville Couaty 'n Piat Bzok 00O. Page 99, and the lot in Plat

Boak 4-C. Page 133, hercinafter referred o as "Walson's Orchard Subdivision™. unil

January 1, 2010 3t which time 2aid coverants. eundilions, and restriclions shall be

aularratically extended for sw:cessive perinds nf tea (10) years e:ch-unlus.' by vote -
of a calorlty of the then caners of the lots 1o which the property deserited above }
shall have been developed acd in Watern's Orchard Subdivision, the within cnvenants,
curditlons and restrictivi.e are clhar.gtd or amended. in wholc or in part.  In the cvent
such voie shall take place. such vose shall bic cast by the legal title holder of cach
*individual toi, provided. Powever, that ealy orne voie shall be casi for cach lot [n

Jthe overt lecal title thorets ekall e beld juirsly or otherwise.

-
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H the undersigncd, {tx aucccssors or nastpng, or any property owaer of
any lot inte which lhé property deseritied above shall aybscijucitly hie cut vhoutd
viohte or ottempt to \:lo!nte any of tho covenants, conditlons, and roatrictions herein
contained, §t ghall Le Jawful for any porson or persons ouning any of the real catate
aubjcci 1o these restrictions or In Watsan's Orchard Suhdlvisian to prosecule any
proceeding at law In eqully against the person or persons violating or ottempling
to violale same, to cither prevent him or them from so doing, or o recover damages
or dues for such violations.

Invalidation of any one of these covenants, conditions or restrictions by
fudgment or court order shall in no way aficct any other provisions which shall
remain in full force and cffcet,

ARTICLE 1.
USES PERMITTED AND PRONIBITED

(1) ANl lots shall be used exclusively for residential purposcs. No struc-
ture shall be erected, altered, placed or permiticd to remain on any ot other than
one detached single family residential dwelling not to exceed two and one-ha) atories
in heighl, and u garage attached or detached far private puscr;gu' automoblles and
servants quarters. and whick shall have heen approved by the Architectural Commiltee
for qualification of workrmanship ard eaterials, harmony of external design with exisiing
structure and 2s 1o lecation with raspect lo tapography and finished grade clevation,

{2) No traller, basanent, tent, shack, warage, barn or other oul'-huudi;ug
crected upoa any lot shall at any tire be uded as a residence chther teporarily
or percanently.  No strurlure of a temporary eature shall be uscd ax a residence
and no house traller shall be placed on zny lot cither temporarily or permanentdy.

{31 No obnoxivus or offeasive activity shall be carricd on anywhere or
the property subject to these covendaln ror shal) onything be dane therecn which
way be or bavze an anroyanse, puisince. or menace o the relghborkacd. No
lot or any parl lhercof shall Le used for any buileesa or cecmercial purpose.

15} All fuel ofl tanks or contalrers shall be wvered or Luried under-

pround coasletent with rorszat safeny proxutivis.

S. 362
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(5) No animals ahull be kepl, wmuintained or quarlered on any lat or

tract $n this aubdivision cxcept thatl usual houschold pets may hie kept in reasonable

numbers for the pleasure of the occupanta.

(6) Garbage and trash cans, wood plics and clothea drying In yords '
must be so located that they will not be viaible Irem tho Atreet. :
(1} Property owners will be required ta keep (all ahrubbiery or hedges '

trimmed to reasonable limits where air clrculation or view from surrounding property
may be adversely affected or where traffic hazarda may be crealed. !
{8) Provisions must be made by the property owners for adequate off- !

strect parking of all vehicles.

{9) Particular care must be given to the design and location of carports
. VSN AV A
or garages. Carporis or garages must be located away from the principal strect
of the house so that the main view of the house from the sircet will not be dircctly
into such a carpart or garage.

[10) A fivc-foot cazement i3 rescrved over and across ol gide lot lines
ond & ten-f=ct caserrent is reserved over and acroas all rear lot lines for drainage
and wtility inﬁ\alla".;on ard maintenance: pruvided that when rore than one lot
shall be used as a site for only one residance. the aforeiald five-fool casement
ahall apply only with sespect to the extering lines of such consolldated lot.

{11)  Nothing kerein contained shall Le construed to pruhlbit the ’ ’ et aaicahid
use of more than one lol or partions of one ard mare 10té 34 a single residential
bullding site, provided that iaid lot would otherzise meot the requirecient as to
size. froatage. det-back line and dirccilensl facing of sald hulldh:.g as de:crmlm:d
by the Archltectural Cormittee.

ARTICLE 11,
SET-BACKS, LOCATION AND SIZE OF IMPROVEMENTS AXD OF BUILDING PLOTS

(1)  No bullding #hall Lo erevted on any 1ot nesrer 20 the front etrect line

than 75 fect ot rearer 1o tho slde Jtrect line that 50 feel.  Any ouch Lullding #kall

faco toaard the frunt lice of tee Lot except that bunldings tn te construcied v orner 3
&
i}
©

< -

-

i
. . _J
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fots rhaoll L-\c.o in tho dirceiton designated by the Architectural Committve.  Ne building
or atructure shall be lc~ 1ed nearcr to any interinr side lot line than the dlsum;-n
represented by ten percent of the width of the lot (at the hulldlnﬁ sct-hack Vine)
on which rald bullding ia to he locoted.

(2) Fronlage ond lot size restrictions ore imposcd as follows:

(1) The 14.79 acre tract of 1and fronting on Pclharn H@d deseribed In
Exhibft *A" shall have all lots facing V'clham Road with a minimum frontage of 200
fect, and a minlmum Jot slcc of 55,000 square fecl.

(i} The spproximste 8 acre tract of land lyiag between Hoywood Road :'md
Watson's Orchard Subdivision described in Exhibit A" -shn)! be developed in such monner
25 that the frontage of afl lotz shall face inward toward Watson's Orchard Subdivision;
each lot shall have a minimum arca of 1.5 acres, and tho property may not be
subdivided in any mann.cr 15 allow rorc than 4 lots. J\ceess shall be to existing
streets In Watson's Otchard Subdi‘\'islon only. No dircct access 10 Pclham or Haywood
Roads ghall be allowed, ond no lot or structure sitvate thercon shall be designed to
provide ingress from or cgreas direally to Pelham or Haywood Roads.

(3} No wall, fence, ;-ar hedge shall be erecied ocross or aleong the frond

’
of any lot ard nearer to the front 1ot line than the building sot-back line having
a height of more than three foet unless appﬁ:ved by the Architectural Committec.
No corner lot shall have a wall, fence or hedge erccted any closer to the . -
strect than the [ront buildiag line of any sdjacent lot unleas upprove.d by'lhe Archi-
tectural Committee. Any such wall, fence. or hedyge propesrd ‘to be erected or
placed on any such lot whether la. part of tho architeet’s residerce dosign or 2
later addition must eeceive the approval ir. weiting of the ':\rchiteémral Comeittee,

H)‘ %o lot shall b recut #o aa to face in any direction other than
the front line of the lot, nor ahall it be revut # a2 % muke any bullding slte
saller than is provided for Rerein.

15) No ong-awry, split-level or awry-and-a-hal! residence #hall he
constrected osntaluing less than 2,209 pquare feet of heatcd Ao space exclusive

of poreled, parages. srd broczcnways. I wEpeting the suare Swtage of any

S. 364
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aplit-level or story-and-a-haif resldonce nr any residence cantaiming a basement which
13 finlshed and healed, one-holf ercdu. sholl be given for the area atiove or bhielow the
ground Nool with o minimum of 2,000 square fect on the ground Nimnt. Nn twa-story
resldence shall be grcd:d containiag less thon 1,400 square feet of heated Noor spaca
an the ground floet nor less than 1,108 cquare feet of heated floor space on the second
floor exclusive of porches, garagea, and breczeways.
ARTICLE NI
APPROVAL OF PLANS

(1) ‘The Architectural Comm';l(cc for this subdivislon shall be composed of:

(i) ‘Three residents and owxrnors In Watson's Orchard Subdivision;

{11} A . competent architeet licensed to practice in Soutk Carolina who

- shall be selected by ot owners tn \\’:Bon‘; Orchard Subdiviston.

(ili} A compctent, cxperienced builder and contracter licenscd by the
State of South Carolina who shall b sclected by lol owners in Watson's Orchard
Subdivislon,

A In the event of a vacaney en the Architectural Committce or the lnilun;

or inabilily of any momber to act, the vacaney alall be filled temporarily or
permanenily as may be necessary by appointment by lot oxners In Waton's Orchard
Subdivision. The appointment shall te within the categorles sct forth above. The
metabers of the Architectural Committee shall be appointed for a tarmy of one year hut
qay be reappolated for additlonal terms with no limit on the aumber of addilk-'mnl
terms to which they can Le reappoinked. [n all matters. A Gajority vote shall govern.

(2) No improvements shall be erccted, placed. altered. or changed on any
tot In this subdivislon until ard unless the bullding plans, specifications. and plot
plan showing the praposed type of censtruciion. eaterior design. location of residence,
walks. drivea and feaces have been opproved in wnitlag Ly the :\t:hllo.\:tu::l Cozmmittee
as W conformlly and harmeny of exwernal desipgn and vonisistence ¢f plan with
existing residericea on otker los in the subdi;‘qim and az tn the lawation of the

structure with respect to tepography and finished ground clevation.

S. 365
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{3) 1In order to prevent duplication of buildinga or lmprovements te

‘ be consirucied in this suldivision. the C. kit

fa vested with full authority te -~
approve or disapprove plans for the construction of any buililing or Improvement
with its major featurcs co similar to an oxisting building or {mprovemenia n-a to

bo tonsldered s aubstonlial duplication thereof in the discretion of tho Committce. :

The Archilectural Committee shall further have the right to refuse to approve any
such plans. speeifications, or plot plans. In making its decislons the Commitice
shall take into consideration the suitabllity of the proposed building or other improve-

ment, the materials of which it is to be built, whether or not it Is in harmony with

- -

the surroundings snd what ¢ffect I* will have on other residences olready construcled .
and what effect it will have on the outlook from adjacent or nelghboring properiy. I

(§) In the cvent that the Commiltce falls to approve or disspprove such pirn beaveeste 5
plans within thirty (30) days after they have been submitted to it, or if ao sult
to enjoin the ercction or sltcration of such building or improvement has been
wommenced belore such creetion or alteration is substantially cempleted, approval
of the Architectural Comm.luce will be conclusively presumed and this covenant will be
decmed to have been fully complicd with. The term “building or improvement”™ shall
te decmed to include the ercction, placement or alteralion of any wall, fence.
driveway or parking arca.

(5} Applivation for '-apprv.-:l as rouired herein shall be n-.l:ndo to the P
Cocmittee al the principal residence of the then President of Watsan‘s Orchard
Subdivision, Inc.. Watson's Orchard. Greenville. S. C.. 26615, and ot the time !
6( eaking such application. the buliding plars, specifications. and piat plans shall

be sutmitted in duplicate. One cupy of such plans and specmcnl!.ons will he

rctained by the Commiitice. and the other vopy will be reh.nnd L> the ap‘pxtc:ml
with approval or dll.'q;provul plalnly eoted thereon.
(6) No memter of this cormittes shall Le liable for any act or omisaion H
xcept wiiiful misconduet or grods ard inexcusable acelect. ‘
(7} Thke Architectues! Cozelitee ‘ts authorized By a vranemeag weln of

all it eexmbers to spprove or ratify wn the cunstruciinn nr alisratien of any busiding [

S. 366
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minor viclationg of the sel-hack, locstion ond size of Improvemonts provialnns nf . g
these Restrictions {f in the opinfon of all the memlcra of the Commiltee auch |
"™
shall be nccessary 10 prevent undue hardship. The approval or rotification : " By
’ \
by the Committee In accordance with this parograph shall be Linding on al) . ’ B¢
persons. . : ] o.
S R
ARTICLE V. :

MISCELLANEOUS :

{1} No signs shall bc permliited on any lots excopt that s single sign
offering property for salc or for rent or sccurity signs may be placed on any such
lot providing such sign is nol more than 24 Inches wide ond 18 inches high. '

_(2) Al rewidonces shall have o standard loller size melal mailbax, as [ <«
approved by the Postmaster General, which is to be crocted by the owner at the

height roquired by the Post Office Nepariment.  All boxes snd posts shall be kept

in a good state of repair at all thres. Any deviatian from this shall be approved

by the Architectural Cornmittec.

{3) No bteat, cobile kome, traller. camper. or sclf-containcd recreational

vehicle of ony kind shal! be parked on any 192 in the subdivision for a perlod of
rore than the time necessary ta lcad or ualaad such vehicle and In ro event
shall such vchicle be alluwed to remain en the W mere !Pl.an 24 hours at any one
- .= s e lCaRpesTR
time. cxcepl that lot osnera who &ay oan such vehicles may park them s there
is oinlrum vialbliity from the strect. . i
. {4) The remsval of any trec which s In excesr of £ix {6} icches in
diaceter {dbh] will require prior approval of the .\rchitectural Ceemiztee.
IN WITNESS WHEREO?. the undersipned Eas vxecuted this document vuder

seal whle __ 15°h day of Hanuacy . 181

In the presonce of: LINCOLX OF SOUTH CAROLINA, INE. (SEAL)

UL & Mgy wiim e Swegs

. ; : " - -
. . ) . : . ., . . v o
..CLLLZS! .Q- o0 h._.'l..lm RRLIEN N 4 T SO
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
PHOBATE

-

' COUNTY OF GRYENVILLE

PERSONALLY appearcd the undersigned witness and made oath that (Mhe saw
the with§n nomed Lincoln of Snuth Corolina, Inc. sign, scal and as its oct and deed
deliver the within written Declaration of Restrictions and Protective Covenants and
that {s)he. with the other witness subscribed above, witnessed the cxeeution thereof.

SIWORN to before me this __15th_ D SO
day of __January . 1981. g 0._ -J-

_é Zéé #” _{2._5_( (} (L.S.)
S‘ubry Public for South C—:ollna

My Commisslon Explres: 76~/ 27

S. 368
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EXHIDET "A™

ALL that cortain plece, pareel or tract of land sitinte, 1ying and belng In the State
af South Carollnn, County of ircenville, contalning 14,79 aerea, an 4 mare fully shuwn
on s plat entltled "Survey for Richard WWalson®, prepared by Carollan Surveying Campany,
dated Jurie 27, 1980, revised August 19, 1580, revised Augus: 27, 1880, revised Scptetbor

3, 1980, and reviscd llecember 1, 1980, and having oceording to sald plat, the following
mctes and bounds, (o-wit:

BEGINNING at a stake on the southern slde of 'elham Road, ot lta Interscction

with llaywood Read and running thence alang the southern side of I'elham Road, N. 84-
07K, 1,3891.7 feet to o atake ; running thence N. 87-58 K, 89,6 foet to a Klake ; running
theace S. 85-33 K., 100,6 fect to a stokes running thenee S, 73-11 £, 100.0 fect ton
stake: running thenco §. 72-58 K. 99.8 feet 10 0 stake: running thence 8. 68-57 E.
338.4 fect to a atake ot the interseciion of $*¢lham Koad and a proposed road; running thence
with the curvoture of zald Intcrsection, the chord of which ia 5. 25- 48 B.. 43.8 fect to » stake:
running thence with the westera side of safd proposcd road, S, 17-20 WV, 270.6 fccl to & stako
at the corner of a lract contsining 22.15 acres: ruaning theace with the line of sald tract,
the following courses and distances lo-wit: N. EB-37 Iy, 3B7.9 fcel to & stoke; N. 82-20 W.
. 258.9 [cct to 8 stake; K. 84-07 W. 1.433.1 feet to o stake on the casiern side of Ilaywoad Road:

running thence with the caslern ¢ide ef Haywoed Read, N, 8-06 W. 250.8 fect to o stake at
the Intersectivn of Haywrod Rosd and Pelham Read: running thence with the curvature of
sald Interseciion, the chord of which Ia N, 10-05 E. 71.0 fect to the point of beginning.

ALSO: ALL that cortaln picce, parveel or tract of land situate, lying and
being in the County of Greenville., Siate of South Carolina, and being abown and
Jesignoted as Troct A and plat recorded in the RMC Office for Greenvilte County

in Plal Rook C, at Yage 60, and having sccording to said plat, the following metes
and bounds, to~wiu

BEGINNING at an iron pia al Pethaom Hnad at the corner of property now or
formerly of Adhoa. ard ruaning with the line of the Adamy property, N. 14-35 k.
1337 fcet to on iron pln; thence §. 72 E. 348 fect, thenee S, 13-35 \¢. 1183 fect

.to Pelham Rnad: thence with the northern side of Pelham Read. S. 83-50 tr. 370
fect to the polat of beginning.

LES3, HOWEVER: ALL that cerialn piove, parcel or lat of 1and sltuate. lying
ond belng in Greenville Townahip rear the City of Greeavilie, and having, according
1o a plat reoorded in Bal Bedd: 5-0, at Papge 1, RMC Ofice {ar Greenville County, and
shoxn on surtey by Milton 4 Nevea. Englneers, daied Oxtober. 1873, as property of

the Crantor and having, acowrding o aald plat, the fllawing rotes.and bounds. to-
wils

HEGINNING at nn icon pir an the rarth side of Pelhae Read, formerly property
of Nell Maker \dazs. and runnicyg thence w»ith Pellan Read, N. 84-15 K. 75-135 feet
 an bren pin: thence with Interscvticn «f gaid rvad and interscction of Maywood
Hoad, X, 37-33 K. 58,97 foct 10 an Sroa pin: theroe «with llayweod Head, N. 8-18 ¥,
251.20 feet » ar lron pin: therce aith propersy of Neoii Baker Ndams, S, 14-33 W,
250.4 (cet to an ol ron pin: thenve N. 1§33 ©. 70033 {t > the beginning.

AN, LESS, HOWEVER:  Subles te that certain rlgnt ol -way casement
granied 2 the Newth (arolina ighauy Deparusent mvering opproximatelr 2.28
acrea of the atwve Jdearited pruperty.

procem VAN l§ 1981  av <:22 pun.
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=) EXHIBIT “B* & K

oz

" STATE OF SOUTH CARDLINA } . g

_ OFFER ;
COUNTY OF SREENVILLE I °
':Thb undérsigned. Palham Properties, lnc., hereby offers to . ﬂg
3 pﬁqchq?é fcom Watson's Occhard Homeowner's Associates. Tre., o33
_IchL!&) lots as are wore Fully described 1n Exmbit A" Hic

annexed hereto and made a part hereof by raference, and knows as

the "Property”, for a purchase price of Twenly One Thousand One

Hundred ang 00/100 ($21,100.90) Dollars per lot.

5316 Property to be free and elear of all 11005 and nacombrancesn

except £2r utility easements consisting of electricity, tclephone.

water znd sewer end the Restrictions and Protective Covenants set

£

out :n tha A¢recment to Relvase of Restricticns applicadble to the

Buffcr Strip.

Bated 2t Greenville, Soiuch Carolina this f‘h day of Ccteier, 1989.

e PILAMY I‘:’.’? ZRTLILS, 10T,
i [ERNE % -
. .
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EXHIBIT “8" (page 5

ENHIBIT “A"

. ALL th§s= certain pieces, parcels or lols of land, siluate, lying and being in the :'!‘
State of Sojith Carolina, Counly of Greenville, belng identified as five (S) lots fronting St
dn Pelham-Road, to be more fully shown on a new survey, and buing deacribed in the A
‘aggregaté according to o survey enlilled “Survey for Richard Watson™, drted June .-'éx )

- 27, 1_91}0, t:xiaed August 19, 1380 and August 27, 1200, prepared by Carolins
Surveying Company, with the lollowing metes snd bounda, to-wit: :

D o0,

REGINNING at a point on the southern side of Pelham Rocd, et its intersection
with a proppaed road opposite Gruystoné Road, and running thence with the southern
side of Pelham Road, N: 38-57 ¥, 338.4 feet to a point; thence continuing with the
southern side of Peiham Road, N. 72-58 W, 89.8 fect to g point; thence continuing with
the southern side of said road, N. 78-1J W. 100 fect to a poiut; thence continuing with.

o5

TRIE X
13

24,
R

the eouthern side of 58id road, N. 85-33 W. 100.6 fect lo ¢ point; thence continuing
. with the southecn side of said rosd, 5. 87-55.W. 89.5 [eet to 8 poinl; lhence continuing 255

with the soutbern side of said road, §. 24-07 . 231.4 feel to u point; runoing thence
in a southerly direction, perpendicular to Pelham Road, approximalely S. 8-0§ E.

300 feel to a point in the line of a tract containing 22.15 acres; running thence slong
the line of sald property, N. 84-07 E. 225 leat, more or lesa, toa point; ruaning
thence S. 82-20 E. 256.9 fect lo a point: Tunning thence S. 88-57 F. 187 .8 feet 0

a point an the western side of the proposed road; running thence with the wesiera
side of said proposed rcad, N. 17-20 E. 270.8 leel lo s point at the intersection ol

said proposed road and Pelham Road: running thenee with the cucrvalure of eaid
intersection , the chord of “shich is M. 23-48 V. 43.8 fect the point of beginning.
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It appears that at long

October 14, 1980

TO: Watson's Orchard Propeéty Owners
SUBJECT: Releasing of Restrictions .

last we, the lot owners in Watson's

Orchard, have agreed to release the restrictions on the Watson pro-

perty and to go forward with the
perty Owners Association, Inc., 2
Release,

formation of Watson's Orchard Pro-
nd other steps in the Agreement to

J. B. Stephens, a homeowner whose lot fronts on FPelhanm Road,

does not want to participate in the corporation.

ing to buy the five lots most directly acros$é from his home. He has
made an offer to purchase five minimum lots (200 feet frontage and
55,000 sq, ft.) in front of his house for a purchase price of
$105,500.00 and give up his interest in the corporation. This is a

priceé of §$21,100.00 per lot.

When you consider that the value of a share of stock in Wat~-
son's Orchard Property Owners Association, Inc. should be worth &
mininpum of §$7,000.00, the corpo%ation will met around §22,500.00 per

lot. :

1f the lots were s50ld in the open market for $25,000.00"
through a realtor, ounly $22,500.00 would be netted affer comnissian.. .

It is our opinion that this is a

fair price for this purchase.

Therefore, your committee believes the dffer isfalr and . re-

commends that {t be mccepted.

The Board of Directuré and officers of the Watson's Orchard

Property Owners Association, Inc.

will not be selected until-after

the transaction conveying the Buffer Scrip and payment of funds is
complete, and you will be able to vote to elect the Board of Directors

and officers.

Instead, he is will-

Page D-169

»€ /0

However, in order to accept the offer and complete this trans-
action, a majority of the lot ovners can vote in favor of the oEfer at

this time,

To mccept this offer, pleasz sign your name on the copy of
this letter, and return it at your earliest convenience ia the en-

closed envelope.

A declaratory judgment will be sought to confirm that the
conditions in the Agreement to Release have been met, to confirm the

location of the new road through

the Watson property, and locatfon of

zoned property, end ‘to declare that the curreatly exlsting restric-

tions are removed. The new restrictions which we have approved will
be recorded zt the closing of the conveyance of the Buffer Strip.
Each of you will receive a copy of the Summons aund Complaint im the
declaratory judgment matter which will be brought by Lincoln of South

Carolina, Inc.

Time is of the essence.

Please return a signed copy of this

letter at your earliest convenience.

Homeowners

G512 g

Very truly yours
(L e 759 2212

Wilkins Norwood

McGowan Order & Exhibits (12/9/1980), Page M-95
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