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address at 520 S. Duke Street, Durham, North Carolina 27701 and is the record owner of a 

Conservation Easement over property in Orange County, North Carolina. 

3. Union Grove Farm, Inc. is a North Carolina corporation which does business and   

operates a farm in Orange County, North Carolina, which is subject to TLC’s Conservation 

Easement. 

4. Bandit Farms II, LLC is a North Carolina limited liability company which does  

business and owns property in Orange County, North Carolina. 

5. Bandit Farms III, LLC is a North Carolina limited liability company which does  

business and owns property in Orange County, North Carolina. 

6. EastWest Organics, LLC is a North Carolina limited liability company which does  

business and owns property in Orange County, North Carolina. 

7. Harper Grace, LLC is a North Carolina limited liability company which does business  

and owns property in Orange County, North Carolina. 

8. Meredith G. Saybe is a resident of Orange County and owns property in Orange County,  

North Carolina. 

9. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat.  

§ 7A-240. 

10.  This Court has personal jurisdiction over all Defendants named in this action pursuant  

to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 1-75.4.  

11. Venue is proper in Orange County Superior Court pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 1- 

76 and 1-82.  
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

A. The Conservation Property  

12.  TLC is a North Carolina nonprofit corporation operated primarily for conservation  
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purposes, including the protection of environmentally valuable and sensitive land for charitable, 

scientific, educational, and aesthetic purposes. 

13. TLC is the record owner of a conservation easement over certain real property owned 

and managed by Defendants and located in Orange County, North Carolina; specifically, Orange 

County PIN numbers: 9851508662; 9851622001; 9851714716; 9851614006 and 9851619223 (the 

“Conservation Property”).  

14. A true and accurate copy of the Conservation Easement, originally between Robert and 

Aubrey Nutter and TLC is attached hereto as Exhibit A and is recorded at Book 1421, Pages 151 

– 165, Orange County Registry.

15. Defendant Bandit Farms II, LLC is the record owner of certain real property that is

subject to the Conservation Easement; specifically, Orange County PIN number: 9851-71-4716. 

16. Defendant Bandit Farms III, LLC is the current record owner of certain real property 

that is subject to the Conservation Easement; specifically, Orange County PIN number: 9851-62-

2001.  

17. Both Defendant Harper Grace, LLC and Defendant EastWest Organics, LLC are the 

current record owners of certain real property that is subject to the Conservation Easement; 

specifically, Orange County PIN number: 9851- 50-8662. 

18. Defendant Meredith G. Saybe is the current record owner of certain real property that 

is subject to the Conservation Easmment; specifically, Orange County PIN numbers: 

9851-61-4006 and 9851-61-9223. 

19. The Conservation Easement is binding on Defendant Property Owners as successors in 

title and as the current fee simple property owners of the Conservation Property. 

20. Union Grove Farm, Inc is a North Carolina corporation that manages a farming
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operation on property that includes the Conservation Property, and which is committing or plans 

to commit, violations of the Conservation Easement on the Conservation Property.  

B. The Conservation Easement Violations. 

21. Section 4 of the Conservation Easement states:  

With the exception of buildings permitted in paragraph 2(c) and (d) 
above, and permitted in paragraph 8 below, Grantor conveys to 
Grantee all developmental rights that are now or hereafter allocated 
to, implied, reserved or inherent to the Property, and the parties 
agree that such rights are terminated and extinguished, and may not 
be used on or transferred to any portion of the Property, as it now or 
hereafter may be bound or described, or to any other property 
adjacent or otherwise, nor used for the purposes of calculating 
permissible lot yield of the Property to another property.  

 
22. Section 5 of the Conservation Easement states: 

All farming operations shall be conducted in accordance with Best 
Management Practices promulgated by the State of North Carolina 
and with a Natural Resource Conservation Service conservation 
plan that addresses soil and water conservation, pest management, 
floodplain protection, viewshed protection, nutrient management 
and habitat protection. This plan shall be updated periodically, and 
in any event at the time basic agricultural operation on the property 
changes or at any time ownership of the property changes. 
 

23. Section 6 of the Conservation Easement states:  

Trees may be cut to control insects and disease, to prevent personal 
injury and property damage, and for firewood and other domestic 
uses, including construction of permitted buildings and fences on 
the property. Trees may also be cut to clear land for cultivation or 
grazing of livestock, but only if done in accordance with the written 
conservation plan required by paragraph 5 

 
24. Section 8 of the Conservation Easement states: 

 No portion of the Property shall be paved or otherwise be covered 
with concrete, asphalt, or any other non-permeable paving material. 
(For purposes of this provision, gravel shall be considered to be a 
permeable material.) No new roads may be built except within that 
portion of the property designated as the Farm Operations 
Envelope or except for access roads as shown on Exhibit B.  
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(emphasis added) 
 

25. Section 19 of the Conservation Easement states: 

This Conservation Easement shall be interpreted under the Laws of 
North Carolina, resolving any ambiguities and questions of the 
validity of specific provisions so as to give maximum effect to its 
conservation purposes.  
 

(emphasis added) 
 

26. On November 16, 2023, TLC was contacted by a neighbor of the Conservation Property 

to report a suspected immediate violation of the Conservation Easement related to a new road 

under construction on the Conservation Property. 

27. On November 23, 2023, TLC conducted a site visit and documented that a new road  

had been built on the northwestern portion of the Conservation Property, in violation of the 

Conservation Easement, from Mapleview Road through a hardwood forest and through the Farm 

Operations Envelope (hereinafter “Road 1”).   

28. By letter dated November 27, 2023, TLC issued an Easement Violation for Road 1  

(“Violation Notice 1”).  Violation Notice 1 included a 90-day period for Defendants to remedy 

Road 1 and cited violations of Section 8 and Section 6 of the Conservation Easement. Violation 

Notice 1 is attached hereto as Exhibit B.  

29. Notwithstanding Violation Notice 1 and their obligations under the Conservation  

Easement, Defendants continued with activities that violate the express terms of the Conservation 

Easement.  

30. On April 13, 2024, TLC was again contacted by a neighbor of the Conservation  

Property regarding a second new road that was under construction on the Conservation Property 

that appeared to be an immediate violation of the Conservation Easement.  

31. On April 15, 2024, TLC conducted a site visit of the Conservation Property and  
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documented that a second road had been built on the Conservation Property (“Road 2”) and 

determined that it was a violation of the Conservation Easement.  Road 2 was built from the 

northern portion of the Center for Regenerative Agriculture and connects to the Farm Operations 

Envelope (“Farm Envelope”). 

32. By letter dated April 17, 2024, TLC issued an Easement Violation for Road 2  

(“Violation Notice 2”).  Violation Notice 2 included a 90-day cure period for Defendants to remedy 

Road 2 and cited violations of Sections 8 and 5 of the Conservation Easement.  Violation Notice 

2 is attached hereto as Exhibit C.  

33. On February 25, 2025, TLC’s legal counsel sent a notice to the legal counsel for  

Defendants scheduling an inspection of the Conservation Property for March 4, 2025.  

34. On March 4, 2025, TLC conducted a site visit of the Conservation Property and  

documented a third easement violation (“Road 3”), containing a road that had been built on the 

east side of the Farm Envelope that connects a pre-existing farm road to the original Road 1 

violation.  TLC confirmed that Road 3 was a violation of the Conservation Easement. 

35. By letter dated April 10, 2025, TLC issued a third easement violation for Road 3  

(“Violation Notice 3”).  Violation Notice 3 included a 90-day cure period for Defendants to remedy 

Road 3 and cited violations of Section 8 and Section 5 of the Conservation Easement.  Violation 

Notice 3 is attached hereto as Exhibit D.  

36. On April 17, 2025, in response to TLC’s third easement violation, legal counsel for  

Defendants sent a letter to TLC denying the existence of any road violations.  

37. Legal counsel for TLC, sent a letter in response to Defendants’ denial of violations  

(“Final Notice Letter”) detailing the Defendants’ alleged violations and provided Defendants with 

an additional 30-day notice to remedy Road 1 and Road 2 and an additional 90-day deadline to 
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remedy Road 3.  The Final Notice Letter warned Defendants that if Road 1 and Road 2 were not 

remedied in 30 days, TLC would seek legal action to enforce the Conservation Easement pursuant 

to Section 14 of the Conservation Easement. A copy of the Final Notice Letter is attached as 

Exhibit E. 

38. On May 14, 2025, legal counsel for TLC provided Defendants’ legal counsel with an  

inspection notice for May 21, 2025 – the end of the 30-day deadline to remedy Road 1 and Road 

2 violations.  A copy of the May 14, 2025, inspection notice is attached hereto as Exhibit F.  

39. On May 21, 2025, TLC conducted an inspection of the Conservation Property and  

documented that Road 1 and Road 2 remained in violation of the terms Conservation Easement 

and that Defendants had not remedied the violations.  

40. On July 23,2025, legal counsel for TLC provided Defendants’ legal counsel with an  

inspection notice for August 6, 2025 – after the 90-day deadline to remedy the Road 3 violation.  

A copy of the July 23, 2025, inspection notice is attached hereto as Exhibit G.  

41. On August 6, 2025, TLC conducted an inspection of the Conservation Property and  

documented that Road 3 remained in violation of the Conservation Easement and that Defendants 

had not remedied their violations. 

42. Under the terms of the Conservation Easement, Defendants are obligated to restore the  

Conservation Property and repair the damage caused by its actions.  Defendants have been properly 

notified of their breach of the terms of the Conservation Easement and have failed to comply or 

cure their breach.  

C.  The Proposed Amphitheater 

43. The Conservation Easement designates a portion of the Conservation Property as the  
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Farm Envelope.  The Farm Envelope provides an exception to the Conservation Easement’s 

general limitations on development for agricultural purposes.  A map of the Farm Envelope is 

attached hereto as Exhibit H.  

44. Conservation Easement Section 2 specifies that “[t]he construction or reconstruction of  

any building or other structure, except those existing on the date of this Conservation Easement is 

prohibited except in accordance with paragraphs (a) through (d).” (emphasis added). 

45. Conservation Easement Section 2(c) limits “[n]ew buildings and other structures and  

improvements” to the Farm Envelope and only if used “solely for agricultural purposes.” 

(emphasis added). 

46. On June 13, 2024, Defendants’ legal counsel submitted a letter to the Orange County  

Planning and Inspections Director (the “Director”) requesting a determination (the “First 

Request”) that the following proposed uses are properly classified as “agrotourism” pursuant to 

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 160D-903 and exempt from County zoning regulations:  

(1) a 3-acre culinary farm;  

(2) a 2,000 square foot pavilion;  

(3) 5 farm cottages;  

(4) a farm stay center with 40 rooms, a 70-seat restaurant, an outdoor pool and bar, and a 

1,000 square foot event space;  

(5) 5 lake cottages;  

(6) a regenerative distillery; and 

(7) a 2,500 square foot amphitheater (the “Proposed Amphitheater”). 

47. On November 12, 2024, the Director issued a determination (the “First Determination”)  
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in response to the Request. The First Determination held that all the proposed uses, with the 

exception of the farm stay center, were agrotourism uses pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 160D-903. 

48. The Proposed Amphitheater was intended to be located on the Conservation Property  

and outside of the Farm Envelope; the other uses were not.  

49. The Proposed Amphitheater has been characterized by Defendants as a music venue,  

farm stage and amphitheater, all of which are non-agricultural uses.  The Proposed Amphitheater  
 
is otherwise categorized by the County’s zoning ordinance as an assembly use. 
 

50. On December 11, 2024, TLC appealed the Proposed Amphitheater determination to the  

Orange County Board of Adjustment (the “First Appeal”).  

51. On December 11, 2024, neighboring property owners of the Conservation Property 

filed a BOA Appeal, also challenging the First Determination’s classification of the Proposed 

Amphitheater as agrotourism pursuant N.C. Gen. Stat. § 160D-903. 

52. Prior to a hearing on the First Appeal, all parties to the appeal agreed that Defendants  

would submit a new request for a “Final and Binding” determination that the Proposed 

Amphitheater should be classified as “agrotourism” under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 160D-903 (the 

“Second Request”). 

53. In response to the Second Request, legal counsel for TLC and the neighbors submitted  

letters in opposition to the classification of the Proposed Amphitheater as an agritourism use.  A 

copy of TLC’s letter in opposition is attached hereto as Exhibit I.  

54.  The site plan submitted with the Defendants’ Requests show that the entire structure  

of the Proposed Amphitheater is outside of the Farm Envelope. This is a substantial violation of 

the Conservation Easement.  

55. Section 2 and Section 4 of the Conservation Easement severely restrict development  
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outside the Farm Envelope. Construction and the use of the Proposed Amphitheater would be a 

clear and egregious violation of, inter alia, Section 2 and Section 4 of the Conservation Easement. 

56. On June 4, 2025, the Director issued a final and binding determination that, among  

other things, held that the Proposed Amphitheater was not an agrotourism use and would be subject 

to County zoning regulations (the “Final Determination”).  The Final Determination is attached 

hereto as Exhibit J. 

57. Specifically, the Final Determination identifies many of the substantial risks associated  

with the Proposed Amphitheater, stating:  

[T]here are substantial new dangers presented by the traffic access 
and parking needs for a 2,500-seat amphitheater. At least 1,000 
vehicles will need to access and park on site. Otherwise, the farm 
owners will need to otherwise provide for the transport of up to 
2,500 people to this site from an offsite parking location(s). Both 
scenarios present numerous dangers related to onsite congestion 
management, driveway access, and the potential for vehicle 
accidents. Due to the distillery and bar uses on the properties, these 
guests may be intoxicated. These are not ordinary dangers of 
farming or ranching operations.  
 

58. The Final Determination goes on to state: 
 

A “2,500-seat Farm Stage” introduces noise, lighting, parking, 
stormwater runoff, and other concerns that are not identified with 
‘rural’ or ‘natural activities’. . . The construction, land disturbance, 
and externalities associated with this use are significant and are 
those of an entertainment venue or theater. 
 

59. On July 3, 2025, the Defendants filed an appeal of the Director’s Final Determination  

in regard to the Proposed Amphitheater pursuant to the County’s regulations. That appeal is set to 

be heard by the Orange County Board of Adjustment on October 8, 2025.  

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Road 1, Road 2 and Road 3 are Unauthorized Violations and Breach the Terms of the 

Conservation Easement 
 

60. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates the allegations stated in the proceeding numbered  
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paragraphs.  

61. The Conservation Easement is a binding agreement between the Plaintiff and the  

Defendants. 

62. Pursuant to Section 4 the Conservation Easement, the development of roads, outside of  

the Farm Envelope and in excess of those identified in Exhibit B to the Conservation Easement, 

are not permitted on the Conservation Property. 

63. Road 1 is a new road, developed outside of the Farm Envelope and not identified in  

Exhibit B to the Conservation Easement. Road 1 is a violation of the terms of the Conservation 

Easement. 

64. Road 1 also violates Section 6 of the Conservation Easement by the unauthorized  

removal of trees to develop Road 1.  

65. Road 2 is a new road, developed outside of the Farm Envelope and not identified in  

Exhibit B to the Conservation Easement. Road 2 is a violation of the terms of the Conservation 

Easement. 

66. Road 3 is a new road, developed outside of the Farm Envelope and not identified in  

Exhibit B to the Conservation Easement. Road 3 is a violation of the terms of the Conservation 

Easement. 

67. Defendants received proper notice of the Road 1 violation on November 27, 2023,  

which gave Defendants 90 days to remediate the identified violation.   

68. Defendants received proper notice of the Road 2 violation on April 17, 2024, which  

gave Defendants 90 days to remediate the identified violation.   

69. Defendants received proper notice of Road 3 violation on April 10, 2025, which  

gave Defendants 90 days to remediate the identified violation.   
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70. Defendants received an additional notice of violation for Road 1, Road 2 and Road 3  

on April 21, 2025, and were given an additional 30-days to remediate the violations for Road 1 

and 2 and an additional 90 days to remediate the violations for Road 3.   

71. As of May 21, 2025, neither Road 1 nor Road 2 have been restored as required by the  

Conservation Easement.  

72.  As of August 6, 2025, Road 3 has not been restored as required by the Conservation  

Easement.  

73. Upon information and belief, all three road violations remain present on the  

Conservation Property. 

74. Defendants’ continued refusal to restore Road 1, Road 2 and Road 3 by the requested  

deadlines significantly compromise and continue to cause damage to the Conservation Property. 

75. Accordingly, TLC requests a declaratory judgment that the construction of  Road 1,  

Road 2 and Road 3 are unauthorized violations and constitute a breach of the Conservation 

Easement. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
Injunctive Relief – Cease Development of New Roads and Restore Road 1, Road 2 and 

Road 3 
 

76. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates the allegations stated in the proceeding numbered  

paragraphs.  

77. Section 14 of the Conservation Easement states:  
 

If a court with jurisdiction determines that a violation may exist or 
has occurred, the Grantee may obtain an injunction requiring the 
Grantor to restore the Property to its condition prior to the violation.  

 
78. As alleged supra, the construction of Road 1, Road 2, and Road 3 violate the terms of  

the Conservation Easement.  
 

79. As alleged supra, Defendants are obligated to restore the Conservation Property and to  
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repair the damages caused by their actions. Defendants have been properly notified of their  
 
violations of the terms of the Conservation Easement and have failed to comply and cure their  
 
breach.  
 

80. TLC has been damaged and continues to be damaged by the actions of the Defendants  

and is entitled to injunctive Relief pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 121-39 and Section 14 of the  
 
Conservation Easement to prevent the further development of new roads on the Conservation  
 
Property and to obligate the Defendants to restore the Conservation Property.  
 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF  
Declaratory Judgment – The Conservation Easement Prohibits the Development of the 
Proposed Amphitheater, and/or any Similar Use such as a Farm Stage, Outside of the 

Farm Envelope  
 

81. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates the allegations stated in the proceeding numbered  

paragraphs.  

82. As alleged supra, the Conservation Easement is a binding agreement between the  

Plaintiff and the Defendants. 

83.  As alleged supra, Section 2 and Section 4 of the Conservation Easement govern  

Defendants’ developmental rights on the Conservation Property and the Conservation Property 

outside of the Farm Envelope. 

84. The Proposed Amphitheater, and any new building or structure that could be used as  

an amphitheater and/or any similar use, such as a farm stage, is prohibited by Section 2 and Section  
 
4 of the Conservation Easement. 
 

85. Pursuant to Section 2 of the Conservation Easement, the construction or reconstruction  

of new buildings or structures are strictly prohibited unless they satisfy one of the four exceptions  
 
outlined in Section 2, subsections (a) through (d).  
 

86. The Proposed Amphitheater is designed to extend substantially beyond the boundaries  
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of the Farm Envelope and, is therefore, prohibited by the Conservation Easement.  
 

87. The portion of the Proposed Amphitheater, and any new building or structure that could  

be used as an amphitheater and/or any similar use, such as a farm stage, that extends beyond the  
 
boundary of the Farm Envelope does not qualify for any of the permitted exceptions to Section 2  
 
of the Conservation Easement’s general prohibition on the construction of new buildings and  
 
structures. 
 

88. Defendants have indicated their intent to ignore the terms of the Conservation  

Easement and to proceed with the development of the Proposed Amphitheater.  
 

89. The construction of the Proposed Amphitheater, and any other new building or structure  

that could be used as an amphitheater and/or similar use, such as a farm stage, will cause significant  
 
and irreparable damage to the Conservation Easement and that injury is imminent. 
 

90. Accordingly, Plaintiff requests a declaratory judgment that the Proposed Amphitheater,  

and any other new building or structure that could be used as an amphitheater and/or similar use,  
 
such as a farm stage, violates the terms of the Conservation Easement as an unpermitted  
 
development outside of the Farm Envelope. 
 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF  
Declaratory Judgment – The Conservation Easement Prohibits the Development of the 
Proposed Amphitheater and/or any Similar Use such as a Farm Stage within the Farm 

Envelope  
 

91. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates the allegations stated in the proceeding numbered  

paragraphs.  

92. As alleged supra, the Conservation Easement is a binding agreement between the  

Plaintiff and the Defendants. 

93.  As alleged supra, Section 2 and Section 4 of the Conservation Easement govern  
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Defendants’ Developmental rights on the Conservation Property and the Conservation Property 

inside of the Farm Envelope. 

94. The Proposed Amphitheater, and any other new building or structure that could be used  

as an amphitheater and/or similar use, such as a farm stage, is prohibited by Section 2 and Section  
 
4 of the Conservation Easement. 
 

95. Pursuant to Section 2 of the Conservation Easement, the construction or reconstruction  

of new buildings or structures are strictly prohibited unless they satisfy one of the four exceptions  
 
outlined in Section 2, subsections (a) through (d).  
 

96. Conservation Easement Section 2, subsection (c) permits the construction of new  

buildings and structures to be used solely for agricultural purposes. 
 

97. The Proposed Amphitheater, and any other new building or structure that could be used  

as an amphitheater and/or similar use, such as a farm stage, is a new building or structure that will  
 
not be used solely for agricultural purposes. 
 

98. Defendants have attempted to characterize the Proposed Amphitheater as an  

agrotourism use.  
 

99. Agrotourism is defined in N.C. Gen. Stat §160D-903 as:  
 

[A]ny activity carried out on a farm or ranch that allows members 
of the general public, for recreational, entertainment, or educational 
purposes, to view or enjoy rural activities, including farming, 
ranching, historic, cultural, harvest-your-own activities, hunting, 
fishing, equestrian activities, or natural activities and attractions. 
 

100. The Director’s Final Determination held that the Proposed Amphitheater was not  

agrotourism pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat §160D- 903. 
 

101. Specifically, as stated in the Director’s Final Determination, the Proposed  

Amphitheater is not “’incidental’ to the farm, but a principal use distinct from the farm.” 
 

102. Defendants have indicated their intent to ignore the terms of the Conservation   
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Easement and to proceed with the development of the Proposed Amphitheater.  
 

103. The construction of the Proposed Amphitheater, and any other new building or  

structure that could be used as an amphitheater and/or similar use, such as a farm stage, will  
 
cause significant and irreparable damage to the Conservation Property and that injury is  
 
imminent. 

 
104. Accordingly, Plaintiff requests a declaratory judgment that the Proposed  

Amphitheater, and any other new building or structure that could be used as an amphitheater 

and/or any similar use, such as a farm stage, violates the terms of the Conservation Easement as 

a prohibited development inside the Farm Envelope. 

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
Preliminary and Permanent Injunctive Relief – Prohibiting the Development of the 

Proposed Amphitheater 
 

105. Plaintiff alleges and incorporates the allegations in the proceeding paragraphs.  

106. As alleged supra, the Conservation Easement is a binding agreement between the  

Plaintiff and the Defendants. 
 

107.  Conservation Easement Section 2 and Section 4 prohibit the development of the  

Proposed Amphitheater. 
 

108. Plaintiff will be irreparably harmed if Defendants develop the Proposed Amphitheater. 
 

109. Plaintiff has no alternative remedy at law to enforce its rights and prevent the further  

improper development of the Proposed Amphitheater or any similar use.  
 

110. Plaintiff further requests that this Court enter a preliminary and permanent injunction  

pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 121-39 and Section 14 of the Conservation Easement to prohibit 

Defendants from taking further action pursuant to the Proposed Amphitheater. 

111. Plaintiff requests that this Court enter injunctive relief to enforce the declaratory  
 
rulings. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays the Court:  

1. Enter a judgment declaring that Road 1, Road 2 and Road 3 violate the terms of the

Conservation Easement; 

2. Enter judgment declaring that the Proposed Amphitheater, and any other new building

or structure that could be used as an amphitheater and/or any similar use, such as a farm stage, 

violates the terms of the Conservation Easement and is prohibited outside of the Farm Envelope; 

3. Enter Judgment declaring the Proposed Amphitheater, and any other new building or

structure that could be used as an amphitheater and/or any similar use, such as a farm stage, violates 

the terms of the Conservation Easement and is prohibited inside of the Farm Envelope.  

4. For temporary and permanent injunctive relief as requested above;

5. For costs and attorney’s fees as allowed by law;

6. For such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.
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Respectfully submitted on the 15th day of August 2025. 

FOX ROTHSCHILD LLP 

/s/ Robin L. Tatum_______ 
Robin L. Tatum 
N.C. State Bar No. 17624
rtatum@foxrothschild.com
Timberly E. Southerland
N.C. State Bar No. 61858
tsoutherland@foxrothschild.com
301 Hillsborough Street
Suite 1120
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603
Telephone: (919) 755-8700
Facsimile: (919) 755-8800
Attorneys for Plaintiff
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Greg Bohlen  
Union Grove Farm   
3501 Dairyland Road  
Hillsborough, NC 27278  
  
Sent via email and paper copy  
  
November 27, 2023  
  
RE – Easement violation Maple View Farm Phase I  
  
Dear Mr. Bohlen,  
  
On November 16, 2023, Triangle Land Conservancy (TLC) was contacted by a neighbor with a 
concern over a new road that has been built on the farm. On November 18, 2023, Bo Howes, 
Triangle Land Conservancy’s Director of Land Protection and Stewardship, West, visited the 
property and documented that a new road has been built across the Northeast portion of the 
property. The new road was constructed from Meadowview Road through a hardwood forest to 
access the Farm Operations Envelope.   
  
Section 8 of the Maple View Farm conservation easement states:   
No portion of the Property shall be paved or otherwise be covered with concrete, asphalt, or any 
other non-permeable paving material. (For purposes of this provision, gravel shall be considered 
to be a permeable material.) No new roads may be built except within that portion of the 
property designated as the Farm Operations Envelope or except for access roads as shown 
on Exhibit B. (emphasis added)  
  
Additionally, Section 6 of the easement states:  
Trees may be cut to control insects and disease, to prevent personal injury and property damage, 
and for firewood and other domestic uses, including construction of permitted buildings and 
fences on the property.  Trees may also be cut to clear land for cultivation or grazing of 
livestock, but only if done in accordance with the written conservation plan required by 
paragraph 5.  
  
Union Grove Farm has constructed a new road through a forested area, removing numerous trees 
during construction. TLC staff conclude the new road is not permitted under the easement, 
and construction of the impermissible road is not a permitted reason for cutting trees.    
  
According to TLC’s Easement Enforcement Policy, this constitutes a Tier 3 violation. You, as 
the landowner, are responsible for the closure of the road and restoration of the site to the 
condition that existed prior to the violation. You have 90 days from receipt of this letter to  
comply. After 90 days, TLC will make a site visit to ensure compliance and follow up as 
needed.     
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TLC appreciates your cooperation in rectifying this situation.  Please contact Matt Rutledge at 
919-908-0057 with any questions or concerns.  
   
Sincerely,  
  

  

Sandy Sweitzer  
Executive Director  
Triangle Land Conservancy  
  
Enclosures:   
Exhibit B of the Maple View Phase I Conservation Easement  
TLC’s Easement Enforcement Policy  
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April 17, 2024  
 
Greg Bohlen  
Union Grove Farm   
3501 Dairyland Road  
Hillsborough, NC 27278  
  
Sent via email and paper copy  
   
RE – Second Easement violation Maple View Farm Phase I  
  
Dear Mr. Bohlen,  
  
On April 13, 2024, a neighbor contacted Triangle Land Conservancy (TLC) about a second new 
road built on the farm. On April 15, 2024, Bo Howes, Triangle Land Conservancy’s Director of 
Land Protection and Stewardship, West, and Matt Rutledge, TLC’s Associate Director of 
Stewardship, visited the property and documented that a new road has been built across the 
Northwest portion of the property. The new road was constructed from a point north of the 
Center for Regenerative Agriculture across a field  to access the Farm Operations Envelope.   
  
Section 8 of the Maple View Farm conservation easement states:   
No portion of the Property shall be paved or otherwise be covered with concrete, asphalt, or any 
other non-permeable paving material. (For purposes of this provision, gravel shall be considered 
to be a permeable material.) No new roads may be built except within that portion of the 

property designated as the Farm Operations Envelope or except for access roads as shown 

on Exhibit B. (emphasis added)  
  
Additionally, Section 5 of the easement states:  
All farming operations shall be conducted in accordance with Best Management Practices 
promulgated by the State of North Carolina and with a Natural Resource Conservation Service 

conservation plan that addresses soil and water conservation, pest management, floodplain 
protection, viewshed protection, nutrient management and habitat protection.  This plan shall be 
updated periodically, and in any event at the time basic agricultural operation on the property 
changes or at any time ownership of the property changes.    
 
Union Grove Farm has constructed a new road through an existing field to access the farm 
operations envelope. TLC staff conclude the new road is not permitted under the easement. 

  
P.O. Box 1848, Durham NC 27702 || 919-908-8809 ||  www.triangleland.org 

  



 
 

 

According to TLC’s Easement Enforcement Policy, this constitutes a Tier 3 violation. You, as 
the landowner, are responsible for the closure of the road and restoration of the site to the 
condition that existed prior to the violation. You have 90 days from receipt of this letter to  
comply. After 90 days, TLC will make a site visit to ensure compliance and follow up as 
needed.     
  
TLC appreciates your cooperation in rectifying this situation.  Please contact Matt Rutledge at 
919-908-0057 with any questions or concerns.  
   
Sincerely,  
  

  
Sandy Sweitzer  
Executive Director  
Triangle Land Conservancy  
  
Enclosures:   
Exhibit B of the Maple View Phase I Conservation Easement  
TLC’s Easement Enforcement Policy  
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TRIANGLE LAND CONSERVANCY 

EASEMENT ENFORCEMENT POLICY 

Board Approved March 27, 2014 

Purpose 

The purpose of this document is to outline Triangle Land Conservancy (“TLC”)’s policy for 

addressing easement violations and to guide related TLC practices. TLC holds conservation 

easements to ensure the perpetual protection of conservation values on privately‐owned lands. 

The long‐term strength of conservation easements depends on TLC’s ability to effectively 

enforce the terms of the easement. Strong enforcement builds public confidence in easements as 

a land protection tool. Moreover, in order to accept tax‐deductable gifts and to qualify for tax‐

exempt status under Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations, TLC must commit to uphold 

the terms of all conservation easements it holds (See Treas. Reg. 1.170A‐14 (c)(1).)  

Conservation easements can be violated by a landowner or by a third party. When an easement 

is violated, TLC is responsible for restoring compliance with the terms of the easement and 

ensuring the perpetual protection of the conservation values of the property. TLC will aim to 

resolve easement violations with the greatest degree of cooperation from the landowner and the 

least expense to both landowner and the land trust. 

The following policy is intended to provide guidance to staff, board, volunteers, and 

consultants to ensure that TLC follows a consistent set of steps to uphold its easement 

responsibilities. TLC acknowledges that each easement violation presents a unique situation 

and the following guidelines may need to be adapted for certain situations.   

TLC intends for this policy to be consistent with all requirements of law, the Land Trust 

Alliance Standards and Practices, and all other TLC policies.  

 

Principles for Responding to Suspected Easement Violations 

A. Respond quickly to all suspected violations and adhere to the land trust’s enforcement 

policy and procedure and to its conflict of interest policy. 
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B. Address all potential violations, no matter how minor, but maintain perspective and 

keep TLC’s response proportional to the severity and circumstances of the violation.  

C. Comply with all applicable laws.  

D. Maintain the conservation purpose(s) of the conservation easement and protect the 

land’s conservation values in perpetuity, in keeping with the documented intent of the 

original grantor. 

E. Maintain public confidence in TLC’s ability to enforce easement restrictions generally. 

F. Take no action that would result in private inurement or impermissible private benefit. 

G. Protect TLC’s legal rights and financial investment (if any) in the conservation easement.  

H. Maintain a constructive working relationship with the landowner, if possible.  

I. Never give a landowner an on‐the‐spot opinion as to whether a violation has occurred. 

Do not tell a landowner what the land trust’s response will be until the matter has been 

reviewed by Staff, or the Conservation Strategies Committee, when necessary.    

J. Use litigation as a last resort and only when counsel advises that the land trust is likely 

to prevail in court 

K. Act promptly to resolve the issues. The dispute may cause the landowner stress and 

concern.  The longer the matter remains unresolved, the more difficult it may be to find 

a resolution 

 

Definitions – Types of Violations 

1. Technical Violation – a procedural violation that has no impact on the conservation 

easement’s intent, purpose and/or protected conservation values. Technical violations may 

include but are not limited to:  

a. Failure to give the required notice of an approved use on the protected property 

b. Discovery of a pre‐existing condition on the property 

c. Failure to give the required notice of sale or transfer of land 

 

2. Tier 1 – a violation that has a negligible impact on the conservation easements’ intent, 

purpose, and/or the protected conservation values. Tier 1 violations may include but are not 

limited to: 

a. Minor ground disturbances 

b. Minor tree cutting in non sensitive areas  

c. Minor dumping (e.g. area impacted is small or dumped materials are non‐toxic)  

d. Undertaking a reserved permitted activity that requires pre‐approval without seeking 

that pre approval 
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e. Minor trail construction (e.g. social trails) 

 

3. Tier 2 – a violation that has moderate impact on the conservation easement’s intent, purpose 

and/or protected conservation values. Tier 2 violations may include but are not limited to: 

a. Construction of small or prohibited structures (e.g. small shed, tree stands, small 

concrete pads, etc.) 

b. Minor tree cutting in riparian buffers or sensitive areas 

c. Dumping on a larger scale (e.g. area impacted is large or dumped materials are toxic) 

d. Construction of permitted structures outside of but reasonably close to the designated 

building area 

e. Moderate road construction involving some grading or excavating 

 

4. Tier 3 – a violation that has significant impact upon or consequences to the conservation 

easement’s intent, purpose, and/or protected conservation values. Tier 3 violations may include 

but are not limited to: 

a. Construction of significant prohibited structures (e.g. residential structures, buildings) 

b. Wetland filling or draining 

c. Significant excavation in sensitive areas (buffers, wetlands, shale barrens) or surface 

mining activities 

d. Drilling for oil and gas when prohibited 

e. Large clear cuts or damaging timbering activities not in accordance with approved 

stewardship plans or the easement 

f. Major road construction involving large scale grading, excavating, and reshaping of the 

topography, and/or paving of significant amounts of existing roads 

 

Steps in Response to Easement Violation 

1. Review the easement and documentation of conditions on the property – TLC staff 
will likely encounter a potential violation during the annual easement monitoring visit 

or may receive a report of a suspected violation. At this time, TLC staff should review 

the entire easement deed, amendments (if any), baseline documentation report, and 

monitoring reports to determine whether it is likely that an easement violation has 

occurred and what specific easement terms may have been violated. If legal 

interpretation of easement terms is needed, TLC’s attorney can be consulted.  
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2. Document the potential violation – TLC staff should then (A) Document the potential 

violation with photos keyed to a photomap, (B) Complete the Easement Violation Report 

(attached). When possible, damage should be documented in quantitative terms (e.g. 

number of trees cut down, length and width of unpermitted trail, etc.) and be referenced 

to specific sections of the baseline documentation report and/or reports of monitoring 

visits conducted before the violation occurred. All forms, maps, and field notes should 

be signed and dated by the staff member that is documenting.  

 

If the landowner refuses to allow TLC to enter the property to conduct the inspection, 

TLC staff should consult the land trust’s attorney for how to proceed.  

 

3. Establish whether violation has occurred and determine its severity ‐ 

Once the potential easement violation has been documented, the staff that observed the 

violation should bring the Easement Violation Report and relevant information to the 

Director of Conservation. The Director of Conservation and staff member will determine 

if the there was a violation. If there was a violation, the Director of Conservation and 

staff member will determine whether the violation was technical, Tier 1, Tier 2, or Tier 3 

based on the definitions above. If there is a question as to the type of violation, the 

Director of Conservation will consult the Executive Director or other relevant staff 

members.  

a. If a technical, Tier 1, or Tier 2 violation has occurred –  
i. Easement Steward or designated TLC staff will contact the landowner by 

telephone or personal visit to explain the violation and the required 

corrective action. If an easement has pre‐established time period for 

compliance with the corrective action, then that timeline and deadline 

should be adhered to.  If there is no language in the easement that sets up a 

time period for compliance then the deadline for compliance and inspection 

should be set for 90 days after the landowner is given notification, unless 

staff determines an allowance for more time is appropriate. 

ii. A written letter via registered mail with return receipt requested should be 

sent following any phone or in person conversation to reiterate the verbal 

communication. Copies of the written correspondence should be recorded 

in the monitoring folders of the hard and electronic property files (“on 

file”).  
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iii. Staff should inspect site 90 days after the landowner notification or the 

length of compliance time set out in the conservation easement to ensure 

the completion of corrective actions. 

1. If corrective actions have been successfully implemented an 

acknowledgment note and thank you should be sent to the landowner. 

Copies should be kept on file.  

2. If corrective actions have not been successfully implemented a second 

written letter via registered mail with return receipt requested should be 

sent to landowner with a deadline of 30 days to correct actions. Copies of 

the letter should be kept on file.  

a. Staff should inspect site 30 days after second landowner 

notification to ensure completion of corrective actions. 

i. If corrected actions have been successfully implemented, 

send an acknowledgment or thank you note and keep 

correspondence on file 

ii. If correctional actions have not been successfully 

implemented, notify Executive Director and discuss if it is 

appropriate to involve legal counsel and/or the Board or 

Directors.  

 

b. If a Tier 3 violation has occurred – 
i. The Executive Director and the Conservation Strategies Committee of the 

Board should be notified of any suspected Tier 3 violations and should 

participate in any discussions with Conservation staff and with legal 

counsel if necessary on the final determination of whether a violation has 

occurred and the strategy for moving forward. 

ii. After appropriate discussions with the Committee, Executive Director, and 

staff, the landowner should be contacted by phone or in person to explain 

the violation and necessary corrective actions. Deadline for compliance and 

inspection should be set based on the required time period for corrective 

actions in the conservation easement. If the easement does not set out a 

time period then deadline for compliance an inspection should be set for 90 

days after the landowner is given notification, unless staff determines an 

allowance for more time is appropriate. 

iii. A written letter via registered mail with return receipt requested should be 

sent following any phone or in person conversation to reiterate the verbal 

communication. Copies of the written correspondence should be recorded 
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in the monitoring folders of the hard and electronic property files (“on 

file”).  

iv. Staff should inspect site 90 days after landowner notification or the length 

of compliance time set out in the conservation easement to ensure the 

completion of corrective actions. 

1. If corrective actions have been successfully implemented, an 

acknowledgment note and thank you should be sent to the landowner. 

Copies should be kept on file.  

2. If corrective actions have not been successfully implemented a second 

written letter via registered mail with return receipt requested should be 

sent to landowner with a deadline of 30 days to correct actions. Copies of 

the letter should be kept on file.  

3. Staff should inspect site 30 days after second landowner notification to 

ensure completion of corrective actions. 

a. If corrected actions have been successfully implemented, an 

acknowledgment note and thank you should be sent to the 

landowner. Copies should be kept on file. 

b.  If corrective actions have not been successfully implemented, 

the Conservation Strategies Committee has the option to 

recommend to the Full Board of Directors that TLC pursue 

enforcement through more formal legal channels (e.g. 

arbitration, mediation, litigation). Judicial proceedings should 

be viewed as a means of last resort. 

 

Potential Violation Remedies 

Ideally, resolution of the violation will result in the restoration of the property to its pre‐

violation condition. But this is not always possible. In situations where full restoration is not 

achievable, the land trust may consider additional remedies, such as mitigation payments, 

amending the conservation easement to include more land or to enhance the restrictions on the 

existing land, etc. In proposing such remedies, the land trust must take care to avoid giving the 

impression that a landowner can buy his or her way out of an easement violation. Any remedy 

short of full restoration must be carefully scrutinized to make sure that it does not confer 

impermissible private benefit or private inurement on the landowner. The proposed remedy 

must be approved by the land trust’s Conservation Strategies Committee and full Board before 

it is offered to the landowner. 
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Covering the Costs of Enforcement 

The land trust maintains a reserve fund to cover the costs of enforcement and landowners are 

required to replenish it by reimbursing the land trust for the costs the land trust incurred in 

enforcing the easement, as provided in the easement deed. This requirement may be waived, in 

exceptional circumstances, by the land trust’s Board of Directors. The land trust also maintains 

legal defense insurance. 

 

 

Third Party Violations 

The land trust regards its relationship with owners of conserved land as a partnership in which 

both parties seek a common goal: effective stewardship of the conserved land. When third 

parties trespass on conserved land and damage the resources that the owner and the land trust 

have conserved, the land trust will work collaboratively with the owner to stop the trespass and 

have the trespasser remediate any damage caused by his or her actions. 

 

The land trust considers third‐party violations on a case‐by‐case basis when deciding what 

education measures and remedies are necessary. If the trespasser is unwilling to cooperate with 

the landowner and the land trust, the land trust may seek a court order (alone or in conjunction 

with the landowner) compelling the third‐party violator to cease activity that violates the terms 

of the easement and remediate the damage.  

 

 

Violation Prevention Strategy 

In stewardship of a conservation easement, violation prevention is the best defense. TLC has 

adopted the following practices to encourage ongoing landowner compliance with conservation 

easements. 

A. Maintain constructive and collaborative relationship with landowners and help them feel 

connected to TLC through newsletters, invitations to events and outing, landowner 

recognitions, and informal services such as information on enhancing wildlife habitat, good 

forestry practices, etc.  
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B. Conduct annual monitoring visits and record findings in a written monitoring report. Invite 

landowners to accompany the monitor on the inspection visit.  

C. Track changes in ownership. 

D. Promptly contact new owners (and work with real estate agents) to ensure that they 

understand TLC’s mission, the easement restrictions of the property, and the concept and 

purpose of conservation easements in general. 

E. Encourage landowners to ask TLC to review a proposed action whether or not it is 

contemplated under the terms of the easement in order to avoid a potential violation. 

F. Periodically send landowner a written summary of the terms of their easements every 3‐5 

years.  
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TRIANGLE LAND CONSERVANCY 

EASEMENT VIOLATION REPORT 

 

Description of suspected violation: 

 

 

 

 

 

Amount of area impacted by suspected violation:  

 

 

Qualitative information about suspected violation (e.g. number of trees cut down, length and 

width of unpermitted road): 
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Specific section of easement action is in violation of: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Specific section of BDR action is inconsistent with:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Signed_____________________________        Date: ____________________ 



 

 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT D 



   

 

 

 
 
 
 

April 10, 2025 
 
Greg Bohlen  
Union Grove Farm   
7203 Union Grove Road  
Hillsborough, NC 27516 
  
Sent via email and paper copy  
   
RE – Third Easement violation Maple View Farm Phase I  
  
Dear Mr. Bohlen,  
  
Triangle Land Conservancy (TLC), who holds a conservation easement on your property, has 
documented the presence of a third easement violation on site. On March 4, 2025, TLC 
conducted a site visit to Union Grove Farms to inspect the conservation easement. Bo Howes, 
Triangle Land Conservancy’s Director of Land Protection and Stewardship, West, and Hannah 
Royal, Stewardship Manager, visited the property and documented that a new road has been 
completed to the East of the Farming Operations Envelope. A follow-up review of the property 
using recent satellite imagery confirmed what was viewed on site. The new road connects a 
previously existing farm road from Meadow View Rd. to another outstanding road violation 
(November 2023) in the northeast corner of the property. 
  
Section 8 of the Maple View Farm conservation easement states:   
No portion of the Property shall be paved or otherwise be covered with concrete, asphalt, or any 
other non-permeable paving material. (For purposes of this provision, gravel shall be considered 
to be a permeable material.) No new roads may be built except within that portion of the 

property designated as the Farm Operations Envelope or except for access roads as shown 
on Exhibit B. (emphasis added)  
  
Additionally, Section 5 of the easement states:  
All farming operations shall be conducted in accordance with Best Management Practices 
promulgated by the State of North Carolina and with a Natural Resource Conservation Service 

conservation plan that addresses soil and water conservation, pest management, floodplain 
protection, viewshed protection, nutrient management and habitat protection.  This plan shall be 
updated periodically, and in any event at the time basic agricultural operation on the property 
changes or at any time ownership of the property changes.    
 
Union Grove Farm has constructed a new road through an existing field to connect existing farm 
roads on site, one of which is an outstanding violation of the conservation easement terms. TLC 
staff conclude the new road is not permitted under the easement. Furthermore, this road was 
completed after UGF was instructed to cease all work outside of the farming operations envelope 
and agreed to comply. 
 
According to TLC’s Easement Enforcement Policy, this constitutes a Tier 3 violation. You, as 
the landowner, are responsible for the closure of the road and restoration of the site to the 
condition that existed prior to the violation. You have 90 days from receipt of this letter to 



   

 

 

comply. After 90 days, TLC will make a site visit to ensure compliance and follow up as 
needed.     
TLC appreciates your cooperation in rectifying this situation.  Please contact Matt Rutledge at 
919-908-0057 with any questions or concerns.  
   
Sincerely,  
  

  

Sandy Sweitzer  
Executive Director  
Triangle Land Conservancy  
  
Enclosures:   
Exhibit B of the Maple View Phase I Conservation Easement  
TLC’s Easement Enforcement Policy  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

  
  



   

 

 

Photo Documentation  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



   

 

 

 

 



   

 

 

 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT E 



Attachment A 
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ROBIN L. TATUM 
Direct No: 919.719.1275 
Email: rtatum@foxrothschild.com 

 
301 Hillsborough Street 
Suite 1120 
Raleigh, NC  27603 

 919.755.8700    919.755.8800 
WWW.FOXROTHSCHILD.COM 

 
 

May 14, 2025 

VIA E-MAIL & FEDEX 

Samuel A. Slater 
Wyrick Robbins Yates & Ponton LLP 
4101 Lake Boone Trail, STE. 300 
Raleigh, NC 27607 
SSlater@wyrick.com  

 
Re: Triangle Land Conservancy – Inspection Notice - Union Grove Farms 

Easement Property 

Dear Sam: 

I am reaching out on behalf of our client, Triangle Land Conservancy 
(“TLC”), to provide notice of inspection of the Union Grove Farm’s Easement 
Property (the “Easement Property”).  See Section 14 of the Conservation 
Easement.  

The landowners and their representatives are invited to be present during the 
inspection but are not required.  TLC plans to inspect the Easement Property on 
the morning of Wednesday, May 21, 2025. TLC staff will conduct an inspection of 
the Easement Property to inspect easement violations previously identified as 
Road 1 and Road 2 in my April 21 letter (attached as Attachment A). Please let us 
know if the landowners and/or any representatives will be present during the visit 
and if that date works for your client.  

Property Owners:  
Harper Grace, LLC 
Eastwest Organics, LLC 
Meredith Sabye 
Bandit Farms II LLC 
Bandit Farms III LLC 



 

 
May 14, 2025 
Page 2 

  

  

As a reminder, please provide TLC with prior notice of any plans or work 
being done on the easement property that is subject to TLC’s discretion or consent 
pursuant to Section 12 of the Conservation Easement.  

If you have any questions regarding the inspection or the date, please reach 
out to me or my Associate Timberly Southerland at (919) 420-7836.  

Sincerely, 
 

 

Robin L. Tatum 

 

  
 
cc: Bo Howes (rhowes@triangleland.org) 

Hannah Royal (hroyal@triangleland.org) 
Timberly Southerland (tsoutherland@foxrothschild.com) 
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ROBIN L. TATUM 
Direct No: 919.719.1275 
Email: rtatum@foxrothschild.com 

 
301 Hillsborough Street 
Suite 1120 
Raleigh, NC  27603 

 919.755.8700    919.755.8800 
WWW.FOXROTHSCHILD.COM 

 
 

July 23, 2025 

VIA E-MAIL & FEDEX 

Samuel A. Slater 
Wyrick Robbins Yates & Ponton LLP 
4101 Lake Boone Trail, STE. 300 
Raleigh, NC 27607 
SSlater@wyrick.com  

 
Re: Triangle Land Conservancy – Inspection Notice - Union Grove Farms 

Easement Property 

Dear Sam: 

I am reaching out on behalf of our client, Triangle Land Conservancy 
(“TLC”), to provide notice of the yearly conservation easement inspection of the 
Union Grove Farm’s Easement Property (the “Easement Property”).  See Section 
14 of the Conservation Easement.  

TLC plans to inspect the Easement Property on Wednesday, August 6, 2025, 
beginning at 8:30 a.m. TLC staff will begin at the farm and then proceed to the 
forested areas across the road. While the landowners and their representatives are 
welcome to attend, their presence is not required. TLC staff will be accompanied 
by at least one additional team member. We would request that, should the 
landowners choose to attend, that communication be respectful and limited to 
matters related to the routine inspection itself. The inspection visit is not the time 
or place to discuss the parties’ differences or legal disputes between them. Please 
confirm whether the landowners or any representatives intend to be present.  

Property Owners:  
Harper Grace, LLC 
Eastwest Organics, LLC 
Meredith Sabye 
Bandit Farms II LLC 
Bandit Farms III LLC 



 

 
July 23, 2025 
Page 2 

  

174797805.1 

  

As a reminder, please provide TLC with prior notice of any plans or work 
being done on the easement property that is subject to TLC’s discretion or consent 
pursuant to Section 12 of the Conservation Easement.  

If you have any questions regarding the inspection or the date, please let me 
know.  

Sincerely, 
 

 

Robin L. Tatum 

 

  
 
cc: Bo Howes (rhowes@triangleland.org) 

Hannah Royal (hroyal@triangleland.org) 
Timberly Southerland (tsoutherland@foxrothschild.com) 
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EXHIBIT 1







From: Cy Stober
To: Tom Altieri
Cc: Perdita Holtz
Subject: RE: Heads up - Farm use exemptions
Date: Friday, November 1, 2024 8:45:00 AM
Attachments: image002.png

Thanks Tom!

Yeah, she I spoke at the Legion meeting – she is very interested in the Union Grove Farm (Greg
Bohlen, former Mapleview Farm) plan to have an amphitheater and hotel as bona fide farm uses. My
advisory opinion is under review by James but I hope to issue it in the next week or two. I expect an
appeal, perhaps from both sides of the issue.

I can only relay what the School of Government and what James/John have provided as guidance on
this matter: the courts have repeatedly ruled that counties are to interpret this statute broadly but
that a nexus of the farm use and the proposed use must be demonstrated by the farmer/landowner
vis a vis “agritourism”. Any time the courts support a reading that excludes “agritourism” uses, the
General Assembly seems to revise the language to be even broader and more vague. I am analyzing
proposed uses with that lens.

Thanks again for the heads up!

Cy Stober
Planning & Inspections Director

(919) 245-2585 (Office)
(919) 430-0446 (Cell)
(919) 245-2592 (Direct)
E-mail: cstober@orangecountync.gov

131 W. Margaret Lane, Suite 201, P.O. Box 8181 Hillsborough, NC 27278

Planning & Inspections Webpage
Applications, Forms, and Submittal Information

Pursuant to North Carolina General Statute 132, correspondence sent and received from
this account is a public record and may be disclosed to third parties.

From: Tom Altieri <taltieri@orangecountync.gov> 

PRR (3.11.25) 0188

EXHIBIT 2



Sent: Friday, November 1, 2024 8:24 AM
To: Cy Stober <cstober@orangecountync.gov>
Cc: Perdita Holtz <pholtz@orangecountync.gov>
Subject: Heads up - Farm use exemptions
 
Hi Cy,
I saw Bonnie Hauser at a trunk or treat event hosted by United Voices of Efland.  She asked me if I
new anything about a forthcoming written position around farm exemptions.  I tossed out a couple
ideas of what I thought she may have been referring to but I was wrong on both counts.  Apparently,
there’s an opinion among some that feel there may have been an overly liberal application of land
uses or activities determined to be farm exempt.  It wasn’t a long conversation and she was friendly
in her inquiry.  She said she would be reaching out to you. 
Tom

PRR (3.11.25) 0189
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