
 

  

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF PICKENS COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

 

BIG CANOE PROPERTY OWNERS’ 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 
 
                     Plaintiff POA, 
 
v. 
 
BIG CANOE COMPANY, LLC, and 
BIG CANOE HOLDINGS GROUP, LLC, 
 
                      Defendants. 
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§ 
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§ 
§ 
§ 
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        CIVIL ACTION FILE NO.  
        2026SUCV0326 

 

DEFENDANTS’ BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION TO DISMISS 

Plaintiff Big Canoe Property Owners’ Association, Inc. (“Plaintiff POA”) bases its 

Complaint for Injunctive Relief and Declaratory Judgment on an expired, 25-year old agreement.  

Plaintiff POA signed that agreement in 2001 with a non-party to this lawsuit: Waterford Mountain 

Properties, LLP (“Waterford”).  The agreement gave Waterford a right (but not an obligation) to 

annex property into the Big Canoe community.  Defendant Big Canoe Holdings Group, LLC (“BC 

Holdings”) was not a party to the contract.  

The agreement provided that if Waterford elected to so annex portions of its property 

during the agreement’s 20-year term, those annexed portions would be subject to certain density 

limits if and when developed by Waterford (subsequent to the annexation).  Waterford annexed 

some of its property into the Big Canoe community during the 20-year term.  After the end of the 

20-year term, in 2025 Waterford conveyed the remaining un-annexed portion of its property to BC 

Holdings.   

Plaintiff POA asserts that this old annexation agreement currently deprives BC Holdings 

of its right to fully develop its own property and, that if any of the remaining un-annexed property 
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were to be acquired by Defendant Big Canoe Company, LLC (“BCC”), the agreement likewise 

deprives BCC of its development rights and its long-standing right to unilaterally annex property 

into the Big Canoe community.1   

Plaintiff POA’s complaint fails to state a claim for at least three reasons: First, the 

annexation agreement expired under its own terms in 2021.  Its conditions are no longer in effect.  

Second, assuming, arguendo, that the agreement functioned as a restrictive covenant, it has expired 

pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60(b).  Third, the agreement was not a restrictive covenant running 

with the land, because (among other reasons) it was not part of any conveyance of the subject 

property to Plaintiff POA or to any other party. 

FACTS 

BCC is the developer of the community known as “Big Canoe.”  (Complaint, Ex. A, p. 1).  

Plaintiff POA is the Big Canoe property owners’ association.  (Complaint, ¶ 1 and Ex. A, p. 1.) 

In May of 2001, Plaintiff POA and Waterford entered into a right-to-annex agreement.  

(Complaint, ¶ 6.)  Waterford was the owner of approximately 300 acres of land adjacent to the Big 

Canoe community (the “Waterford Property”).  (Complaint, ¶ 6.)  The agreement was titled 

“Annexation Agreement.”  (Complaint, Ex. A.)  The Annexation Agreement granted permission 

to and provided Waterford with a procedure by which Waterford could annex “all or a portion” of 

the Waterford Property into the Big Canoe community.  (Complaint, Ex. A., ¶ 3.) Annexation 

could be accomplished simply by “the recording of [a] Supplemental Declaration of Covenants 

 
1 BCC has had the unbridled right to unilaterally annex property into the Big Canoe community 
since 1972 as set forth in Art. II, Sec. 2(a) of the “General Declaration” of the Big Canoe 
community.  The Declaration is referenced in Exhibit A to the Complaint and is recorded in 
Pickens County at Deed Book 139, page 390 (certified copy attached as Exhibit 1 hereto).  Exhibits 
to the Complaint and matters of public record may be considered in a motion to dismiss.  Marques 
v. JP Morgan Chase Bank N.A., 370 Ga. App. 305 (2023) (exhibits); and Perry v. Emory 
Healthcare Services Management, LLC., 374 Ga. App. 41, 45-46 (2025) (public record).  
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and Restrictions in the Pickens County Records” by Waterford.  (Complaint, Ex. A, ¶ 1.) 

If Waterford annexed a portion of its property, it would receive “the benefit of [] the 

Amended and Restated General Declaration of Covenants and Restrictions of the Big Canoe 

Property Owners’ Association and Big Canoe Company….”  (Complaint, Ex. A, ¶ 1.)   

Per the Annexation Agreement, the decision to annex by Waterford was discretionary, but 

limited to a 20-year period under the following schedule and subject to certain post-annexation 

density development limitations as follows: 

3.  Phasing.  The Waterford Property may be annexed in phases in up to five 
(5) separate tracts over a twenty (20) year period, each with specific density 
limitations according to the following schedule: 
 

Tract Specific Areas Density 
Units 

To be 
Annexed By 

I Off Wedgewood Drive 26 6/15/2001 
II To be determined 25 6/15/2006 
III To be determined 25 6/15/2011 
IV To be determined 25 6/15/2016 
V To be determined 59 6/15/2021 
 Total Density Units 160  

 
The parties will utilize the agreed upon form of Supplemental Declaration 
attached hereto as Exhibit C to annex each tract of the Waterford Property. 
BCC’s and Association’s obligations for annexation of the subsequent tracts 
are conditioned upon WMP’s compliance with all of the terms and 
conditions of this Agreement. 

 
(Complaint, Ex. A, ¶ 3.) 

Waterford annexed some of its property into the Big Canoe community during the 20-year 

term.  (Complaint, ¶¶ 12-13.)  After the end of its 20-year term in 2021, Waterford conveyed the 

remaining un-annexed portion of its property to BC Holdings in 2025.  (Complaint, ¶¶ 12-13, 15.)  

(Plaintiff POA admits that its Complaint only addresses the remaining tracts that were not annexed.  

[Complaint, ¶¶ 13, 38].) 
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Notably, the post-annexation development limitations would not become a contractual 

obligation upon Waterford unless and until Waterford chose to annex and then only applicable as 

to the annexed tract.  (Complaint, Ex. A.)  If Waterford violated this contractual obligation (after 

an annexation), Plaintiff POA would have the contractual right under the Annexation Agreement 

to enforce Waterford’s compliance. But if Waterford chose not to annex, Waterford remained free 

to develop its unannexed property to any density it wished.  (Id.) 

As noted above, the 20-year term of this right-to-annex agreement expired in 2021.  

(Complaint, Ex. A, ¶ 3.)  It does not have a renewal provision.  The Annexation Agreement does 

not address annexation rights or density development limitations for the unannexed tracts after the 

expiration of the agreement’s 20-year term.  (Id.) 

The Annexation Agreement neither required nor contemplated the conveyance of the 

Waterford Property to Plaintiff POA.  (Complaint, Ex. A.)  Nor did the Annexation Agreement 

require Waterford to convey title to any of the property to Plaintiff POA or to BCC or any other 

party as a condition of annexation.  (Id.)  Although Plaintiff POA alleges that the Annexation 

Agreement was recorded in the real estate records of Pickens County and that the Annexation 

Agreement recites that it will “run with and be binding upon the Waterford Property,” (Complaint, 

¶ 7), the Annexation Agreement is not a deed of conveyance to Plaintiff POA, and Plaintiff POA 

does not allege that it was executed as part of any conveyance of the Waterford Property to Plaintiff 

POA (or anyone else).  Plaintiff POA has never received nor held title to the Waterford Property.  

(Complaint, ¶¶ 12-13 & 15.) 

On April 9, 2025 (over four years after the 20-year term), Waterford conveyed a portion of 

the original, unannexed Waterford Property to BC Holdings by limited warranty deed.  

(Complaint, ¶ 15 & Ex. B.)  That deed does not include any reference to an assignment or to an 
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assumption of the Annexation Agreement by BC Holdings.  (Id.)  BC Holdings still owns that 

property, and none of that property has been developed or annexed into the Big Canoe community.  

(Complaint, ¶¶ 15-18.) 

 
ARGUMENT 

A motion to dismiss for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted should be 

granted if (1) “the allegations of the complaint disclose with certainty that the claimant would not 

be entitled to relief under any state of provable facts asserted”; and (2) the “movant establishes 

that the claimant could not possibly introduce evidence within the framework of the complaint 

sufficient to warrant a grant of the relief sought.”  Stendahl v. Cobb County, 284 Ga. 525 (2008).   

“[I]n assessing whether a claim should be dismissed under O.C.G.A. § 9-1-12(b)(6), a court 

may consider exhibits attached to and incorporated into the complaint and answer.”  Marques v. 

JP Morgan Chase Bank N.A., 370 Ga. App. 305 (2023).  Further, “a court may take judicial notice 

of matters of public record without converting a motion to dismiss into a motion for summary 

judgment.”  Perry v. Emory Healthcare Services Management, LLC, 374 Ga. App. 41, 45-46 

(2025). 

I. Standard Governing Restrictions on Land. 

“It is the general rule that the owner of land has the right to use it for any lawful purpose, 

and restrictions upon its use must be clearly established and strictly construed. . . . Doubt as to 

restrictions and use will be construed in favor of the [owner of the land].  Copelan v. Acree Oil 

Co., 249 Ga. 276, 278 (1982) (quotation and citation omitted). 

“Underlying this rule is the sound policy that land use must be governed by its present 

owners, and should be subjected only in severely restricted circumstances to control by former 

owners.  Were this not the law, any whim and caprice, once set down by deed, could diminish or 
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destroy the utility of real property for fully two decades.”  Id. 

“Limitations and restrictions on the use of one’s own land will not be enlarged or extended 

by judicial construction of the covenant and will be construed in favor of the owner of the land 

sought to be restricted.  The grounds for such interference by the superior court must be based 

upon evidence which is clear and beyond reasonable doubt of the existence, application, and intent 

of express restrictive covenants.”  Roth v. Connor, 235 Ga. App. 866, 867 (1998), (citing England 

v. Atkinson, 196 Ga. 181).  “Importantly, restrictions on private property are generally not favored 

in Georgia….”  Anderson v. Tolomato Island Prop. Owners Ass’n, Inc., ___ Ga. App. ___, 2026 

WL 1856701, at *2 (June 26, 2026). 

II. The Annexation Agreement Expired Under its Terms on May 2, 2021. 

The Annexation Agreement is a right-to-annex agreement. It is permissive and not 

obligatory.  It was written as a pathway to allow annexation and not as a barrier to preclude it.  The 

Annexation Agreement guaranteed a pathway to annexation during a specific 20-year contract 

period if Waterford chose to utilize the procedures in the Annexation Agreement.  The converse, 

however, is not true: the Annexation Agreement does not prohibit annexation after the 20-year 

term expires.  

Nor did the Annexation Agreement require Waterford to annex any of its property.  And 

the agreement does not say the property must be annexed within 20 years or not at all. 

The provision containing the 20-year period is permissive: “The Waterford Property may 

be annexed in five (5) phases in up to five (5) separate tracts over a twenty (20) year period….”  

(Complaint, Ex. A, ¶ 3; emphasis added.)  See Holden v. Smith, 236 Ga. App. 205, 207 (1999) 

(construing “may” as term of permission).  The corresponding post-annexation density 

development limitations for each of the five tracts are in the same contract provision.  Compliance 
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with those density limitations was a contractual obligation imposed upon Waterford which only 

came into play if (and only after) a tract was annexed during that 20-year period and applied only 

to that annexed tract.  That is, if an acreage tract were not annexed, the “specific density 

limitations” for a tract would never become a matter subject to post-annexation contractual 

enforcement.  (Complaint, Ex. A, ¶ 3.)  The provision is silent as to the application of any density 

limitations for unannexed, undeveloped tracts after the expiration of 20 years.  (Complaint, Ex. A, 

¶ 3.)  And there is no renewal provision in the agreement. 

So, if Waterford chose not to annex an acreage tract within the 20-year period, the post-

annexation contractual density development limitation was not triggered as to any unannexed 

property.  After the expiration of 20 years, the special annexation procedure of the agreement could 

no longer be used, and the density development limitations became inapplicable as to the 

unannexed property.   

In short, the Annexation Agreement and its post-annexation density development 

limitations for unannexed tracts expired in 2021.  They are no longer in effect. 

Had Plaintiff POA intended to proscribe future annexation or development restrictions of 

the remaining Waterford Property after the 20-year period, it would have said so in the agreement.  

See SPI Holdco, LLC v. Mookerji, 361 Ga. App. 449, 457 (2021) (applying rule of “expressio unius 

est exclusio alterius”).  Further, had Plaintiff POA intended for the provisions to renew after 20 

years, they would have included a renewal provision.  Id.  In the absence of a clear expression of 

an intent to restrict the use of the unannexed Waterford Property, the language of the Annexation 

Agreement must be construed in favor of the free use of the remaining Waterford Property by the 

current owner, which is BC Holdings.  See, e.g., Roth v. Connor, 235 Ga. App. 866, 553-54 (1998).  

And the same rule of law applies to BCC or any other third party if the latter were to acquire title 
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to any of the remaining Waterford Property now owned by BC Holdings. 

III. The Annexation Agreement also is Unenforceable Pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60(b). 
 
Plaintiff POA does not allege that the Annexation Agreement created a restrictive 

covenant, and the word “covenant” is not used anywhere in the Annexation Agreement.  Yet, if 

the Court were to construe the Annexation Agreement as a restrictive covenant (which is denied), 

it became unenforceable no later than 2025 pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60(b).  That Code 

provision provides in relevant part:  “…covenants restricting lands to certain uses shall not run for 

more than 20 years… in those areas in counties for which zoning laws have been adopted….” 

“In 2005, Pickens County enacted a zoning ordinance which became effective on May 2 

of that year.  At that time, all property in the county became subject to O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60….”  S-

D RIRA, LLC v. Outback Property Owners’ Ass’n, Inc., 330 Ga. App. 442, 455 (2014).   

“Georgia’s appellate courts have interpreted O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60 to mean that any 

covenants which were in place at the time a zoning ordinance [as here] became effective, but whose 

term exceeded the 20-year maximum allowed under the statute, may remain in effect for no more 

than 20 years after the zoning ordinance is adopted.”  Id. at 456 (citations omitted). 

S-D RIRA is directly on point and mandates dismissal.  The Annexation Agreement was 

recorded in 2001.  (Complaint, ¶ 6 at Ex. A.)  Pickens County enacted its zoning ordinance in 

2005.  Id. at 455.  As a restrictive covenant, the Annexation Agreement terminated no later than 

2025. The Annexation Agreement does not have a renewal provision.  (Complaint, Ex. A.)  

Therefore, pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60, the Annexation Agreement is no longer enforceable.  

S-D RIRA, 330 Ga. App. at 456. 

Although O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60(d)(1) does provide for an automatic renewal of certain 

covenants in limited situations, the Annexation Agreement does not qualify.  O.C.G.A. § 44-5-
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60(d)(1) provides in relevant part: “Notwithstanding the limitation provided in subsection (b) of 

this Code section, covenants restricting lands to certain uses affecting planned subdivisions 

containing no fewer than 15 individual plots shall automatically be renewed….”  

When the Annexation Agreement was executed, the Waterford Property was not a “planned 

subdivision” and had not been subdivided into “15 or more individual plots.”  Rather, the 

Annexation Agreement identifies the subject property as a “302 acre (more or less)” tract of raw 

land described in a plat recorded in Pickens County at Plat Book JJ, page 233.2  (A certified copy 

is attached as Exhibit 2 hereto.)  That plat shows the Waterford Property as a single large tract that 

is not subdivided or developed. In addition, the Annexation Agreement specifically contemplated 

that future annexations would also be of large, undeveloped tracts of raw acreage.  Therefore, the 

provisions for automatic renewal of O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60(b) do not apply.   

To the extent the Annexation Agreement could be construed as a restrictive covenant, its 

enforceability expired no later than 2025.  

IV. The Annexation Agreement is Not a Restrictive Covenant Running with the Land and 
is Not Binding on Defendants. 
 
BC Holdings is not a party to the Annexation Agreement.  BC Holdings acquired a portion 

of the unannexed Waterford Property from Waterford by a limited warranty deed in 2025.  

(Complaint, ¶ 15, Ex. B.)  That limited warranty deed does not contain an assignment of the 

Annexation Agreement to BC Holdings or an assumption of same.  (Id.)  The Annexation 

Agreement was a permissive right-to-annex contract granted to Waterford for a 20-year term, and 

 
2 That reference to the plat is contained in Exhibit A filed with the Complaint, and the plat itself 
is a matter of public record in the records of Pickens County.  “[A] court may take judicial notice 
of matters of public record without converting a motion to dismiss into a motion for summary 
judgment.”  Perry v. Emory Healthcare Services Management, LLC, 374 Ga. App. 41, 45-46 
(2025). 
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Plaintiff POA does not allege that the Annexation Agreement was executed as part of a 

conveyance.  Plaintiff POA has never held title to the Waterford Property.  Therefore, under 

Georgia law, BC Holdings is not bound by the Annexation Agreement – even if recorded – because 

(as explained below) the Annexation Agreement is not a restrictive covenant running with the land.  

Johnson v. Myers, 226 Ga. 23 (1970).   

“The ‘agreement’ cannot be construed as a covenant running with the land since it was not 

part of a conveyance of any interest in the land.”  Ronveaux v. Walter Realty Investors, 148 Ga. 

App. 776 (1979) (citing Johnson v. Myers, 226 Ga. 23 (1970)). 

“To constitute a covenant running with the land, there must first be an interest or estate 

therein granted, the covenant must relate to the interest or estate granted, and the act to be done 

must concern the interest created or title conveyed.”  Johnson v. Myers, 226 Ga. 23, 26 (1970) 

(quotation omitted) (emphasis added).  See also, Copelan v. Acree Oil Co., 249 Ga. 276, 277-78 

(1982); Muldawer v. Stribling, 243 Ga. 673, n.1 (1979).   

“[A] covenant may run with the land only when there is a subsisting privity of estate 

between the covenantor and covenantee, that is, when the land itself, or some estate or interest 

therein…to which the covenant may attach as its vehicle of conveyance, is transferred….”  Myers, 

226 Ga. at 25.  

The Annexation Agreement, however, was not part of a conveyance of title from Waterford 

to Plaintiff POA (or anyone else) as required by Myers, supra.  The facts of Myers are on point.  

In that case, property owners A entered into a contract with neighbor B, restricting the development 

of A’s property.  There was no conveyance as part of the agreement.  Owners A later sold their 

property to C, who sought a declaratory judgment that the restriction did not run with the land and 

did not bind C.  The Georgia Supreme Court held that the contract did not run with the land and 



 

11 
  

did not restrict the use of the land by C: “This ‘contract’ was not part of a conveyance of any 

interest in the land.  The covenants were not real but personal and were collateral to the land.  There 

was no privity of estate between the covenantors [property owners A] and the defendants [neighbor 

B].  The defendants never owned the acreage or bought or sold any interest in it which is necessary 

in order to create a covenant running with the land.”  226 Ga. at 25.  

As in Myers, Waterford did not convey any property to Plaintiff POA (or anyone else) as 

part of the Annexation Agreement.  As in Myers, Plaintiff POA never held title in the Waterford 

Property, over which Plaintiff POA claims a restriction.  Therefore, pursuant to Myers, in the 

absence of any conveyance to (or from) Plaintiff POA, the Annexation Agreement was a personal 

contract between Plaintiff POA and Waterford and does not run with the land.  Myers, 226 Ga. at 

25. 

Although Plaintiff POA correctly asserts that the Annexation Agreement recites that it 

“runs with the land,” a mere recital does not satisfy the requirement that a conveyance accompany 

the alleged restrictive covenant.  See Copelan, 249 Ga. at 278.  Likewise, the recordation of the 

Annexation Agreement without an accompanying conveyance of title does not transform the 

Annexation Agreement into a covenant running with the land.  See Copelan, 249 Ga. at 277.  In 

the absence of a conveyance, the density compliance provisions of the Annexation Agreement 

remained a personal contractual obligation only between the original parties to the agreement and 

only for 20 years as to the property annexed during that time.  BC Holdings was not a party to that 

contract.  It did not agree to be bound to personal contractual obligations therein. 

 Regarding BCC, it does not own any interest in the remaining Waterford property.  Only 

BC Holdings does.  There is no allegation that BCC has acquired any of that property or is under 

contract to acquire it.  Therefore, there is no issue in controversy for a declaratory judgment.  
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Further, even if BCC should acquire any such interest in the future, although BCC is a signatory 

to the now-expired Annexation Agreement, the agreement does not include any express restraints 

against BCC.  And more specifically, nothing in the Annexation Agreement prohibits BCC from 

utilizing its unilateral right to annex property as provided in the Declarations (see footnote 1, 

supra). Nothing waives, surrenders, amends or modifies that right.  If the parties had intended such 

a restraint or alteration to this unilateral right of BCC, the parties were required to include such 

expressly and unambiguously in the document. See SPI Holdco, 361 Ga. App. at 457.   The absence 

of those terms means there is no such restraint or alteration.  See Roth, 235 Ga. App. at 867. 

Finally, because BC Holdings is not bound by the Annexation Agreement, the Annexation 

Agreement cannot impose restrictions on BCC’s right to acquire or annex BC Holdings’ property. 

Prohibiting BCC from annexing BC Holdings’ property effectively prohibits BC Holdings from 

obtaining annexation.  It would subject BC Holdings to the (alleged) restraint of the Annexation 

Agreement even though BC Holdings is not bound by the agreement.  It would restrict BC 

Holdings’ right of alienation: BC Holdings would not have the unfettered right to convey its 

property to BCC and have the property annexed into the Big Canoe community.  Plaintiff POA 

would be achieving by the back door what it could not achieve by the front door, establishing a de 

facto permanent restrictive covenant where none existed. 

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, Defendants respectfully request that this Court dismiss with 

prejudice the Plaintiff POA’s Complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be 

granted. 
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This 7th day of August, 2026. 

 
/s/ Edward D. Burch, Jr.    
Edward D. Burch, Jr. 
Georgia Bar No. 094710 
Amanda M. Cheek 
Georgia Bar No. 792443 
SMITH, GAMBRELL & RUSSELL, LLP 
1105 W. Peachtree Street, NE, Suite 1000 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
T: (404) 815-3500 
F: (404) 815-3509 
eburch@sgrlaw.com 
acheek@sgrlaw.com 
 
Counsel for Big Canoe Holdings, LLC 
 
 
/s/ John R. Grimes    
John R. Grimes 
(Signed by EDB with express permission) 
Georgia Bar No. 312200  
LEFKOFF, DUNCAN, GRIMES, MCSWAIN 
HASS & HANLEY, P.C. 
3715 Northside Parkway, NW  
Bldg. 300, Suite 600  
Atlanta, GA 30327  
(678) 704-2608  
Jgrimes@ldfirm.law 
 
Counsel for Big Canoe Company, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I have this day filed the foregoing DEFENDANTS’ BRIEF 

IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION TO DISMISS electronically with the Clerk of Court using 

PeachCourt, which will send email notification of such filing to counsel of record. 

This 7th day of August, 2026. 

  
/s/ Edward D. Burch, Jr.    
Edward D. Burch, Jr. 
Georgia Bar No. 094710 
SMITH, GAMBRELL & RUSSELL, LLP 
1105 W. Peachtree Street, NE, Suite 1000 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
T: (404) 815-3500 
F: (404) 815-3509 
eburch@sgrlaw.com 
 
Counsel for Defendant 
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Exhibit 2 

  



AUTHENTICATION CODE LISTED ON THE TOP OF EACH CERTIFIED PAGE 

State of Georgia 
________________________________________________________________ 

COUNTY OF PICKENS
OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF SUPERIOR COURT 

________________________________________________________________ 

ELECTRONIC DOCUMENT CERTIFICATION 

Certification Date: Book Reference: 

Authentication Code: Number of Pages: 

I, Jennifer E. Jordan, Clerk of Superior Court, or Deputy Clerk specified below, hereby certify 
that the attached page(s) is/are a true and correct copy of the document(s) enumerated herein, 
and that said document(s) are on file as a part of the official records of this office, of which I am 
the official custodian, as authorized by Georgia law. Witness my hand and official seal of this 
office on the date written. 

 ________________________________ 
Jennifer E. Jordan, Clerk 

________________________________
Prepared by:

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHENTICATING THIS CERTIFICATION 

This electronically certified record can be authenticated as having been 
duly certified by the issuing officer by accessing the link below: 

Authentication of a certified document is a multiple step process. Instructions 
for authenticating a certified document can be found at the link below: 

Official Seal of Clerk 

08/06/26

V4417-Y1M11-9BD5

JJ 233

1

Stephannie Henderson

https://ecert.gsccca.org/document/V4417-Y1M11-9BD5

https://ecert.gsccca.org/authenticationinstructions
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