
1 
 

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
 
ORANGE COUNTY 

IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE 
SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION 

25CV002097-670 
 

TRIANGLE LAND CONSERVANCY 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
UNION GROVE FARM, INC.; BANDIT 
FARMS II, LLC; BANDIT FARMS III, LLC; 
EASTWEST ORGANICS, LLC; HARPER 
GRACE, LLC; MEREDITH G. SABYE 
 
 Defendants. 

 
 
 
 

MOTION TO COMPEL COMPLIANCE 
WITH SUBPOENAS 

 

Defendant Union Grove Farm, Inc. (“Union Grove Farm”), by and through undersigned 

counsel, hereby moves the Court for an order compelling Amy Cannon, Derb Carter, Jefferson 

Holt, Lynne Jaffe, Susan Walser, and Tamara Sheldon (individually, a “Neighbor” and collectively, 

the “Neighbors”) to comply with the subpoenas duces tecum issued to them in this action.  In 

support of this Motion, Union Grove Farm states as follows: 

1. Plaintiff Triangle Land Conservancy (“TLC”) filed its Complaint in this action in 

Orange County Superior Court on August 15, 2025.  TLC is a North Carolina non-profit that 

operates primarily for conservation purposes.  Compl. ¶ 12.   

2. Union Grove Farm is one of several defendants in this case that own property in 

Orange County subject to a conservation easement held by TLC (the “Conservation Easement”).  

TLC has alleged in this litigation that Union Grove Farm breached the Conservation Easement 

based on alleged road construction on property subject to the Conservation Easement (the 

“Property”).  TLC also seeks declarations that the defendants may not construct an amphitheater, 

farm stage, or similar structure anywhere on the Property. 
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3. Union Grove Farm1 filed related counterclaims against TLC for breach of contract 

based on TLC’s agreement to amend the Conservation Easement and subsequent refusal to honor 

that agreement.  Specifically, TLC previously agreed in writing to expand the “Farm Operations 

Envelope,” a section of the Property in which the defendants have increased construction and 

development rights, thereby expanding the footprint where the defendants can build certain 

structures. 

4. The Neighbors are property owners and residents in the vicinity of Union Grove 

Farm and the Property who have publicly expressed opposition to what they believe to be Union 

Grove Farm’s plans for its property. 

5. Some of the Neighbors are believed to be founders, affiliates, or supporters of a 

local community group “Defend Maple View,” which was apparently formed for the purpose of 

mounting a public, coordinated opposition to Union Grove Farm. 

6. Each Neighbor was served with a substantively identical subpoena seeking 

documents and communications related to the claims and counterclaims in this litigation.  A true 

and accurate copy of each subpoena is attached hereto as Exhibit A (the “Subpoenas”). 

7. The Subpoenas generally seek: 

a. Documents and communications regarding Union Grove Farm, the property where 
it operates, or its founder, Greg Bohlen that were exchanged between the subpoena 
recipient and 

i. TLC; 
ii. Defend Maple View or its members; 

iii. Property owners or residents within a three-mile radius of Union Grove 
Farm; 

iv. Any journalist, media organization, or reporter; or 
v. Any Orange County official or employee. 

 
1 Defendants Bandit Farms II, LLC and Bandit Farms III, LLC are also parties to Union Grove Farm’s counterclaim. 
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b. Documents and communications reflecting or related to any monetary contribution 
made by the subpoena recipient to TLC, Defend Maple View, or any other group or 
organization that has expressed opposition to Union Grove Farm, its current or 
proposed operations, or Greg Bohlen; 

c. Any other documents in the subpoena recipient’s possession that relate to, discuss, 
or reference Union Grove Farm, the property where it operates, or Greg Bohlen. 

8. On January 13, 2026, counsel for the Neighbors provided objections to the 

subpoenas via letter.  A true and accurate copy of the January 13, 2026 letter is attached hereto as 

Exhibit B. 

9. Counsel for Union Grove Farm and counsel for the Neighbors participated in two 

phone conferences on January 22, 2026 and February 9, 2026 for purposes of discussing the 

substance of the Neighbors’ objections to their respective Subpoenas.  Following these phone 

conversations, counsel for the parties continued to exchange written correspondence regarding the 

Subpoenas and the Neighbors’ objections.  A true and accurate copy of this written correspondence 

is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

10. Despite multiple discussions, counsel for the Neighbors ultimately stated on March 

18, 2026 that the Neighbors intend to stand on their objections. 

11. Counsel for Union Grove Farm responded asking again that the Neighbors comply 

with the Subpoenas and offered not to file this Motion if the Neighbors would cooperate with 

producing emails and text messages responsive to the Subpoenas.  Counsel for the Neighbors did 

not respond. 

12. To date, despite Union Grove Farm’s attempts to resolve this dispute in good faith 

without court intervention, none of the Neighbors have provided any document in response to their 

respective Subpoenas. 

13. The Subpoenas seek information and documents that are relevant to TLC’s claims 

for declaratory judgment regarding the meaning of the Conservation Easement terms, as well as 
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Union Grove Farm’s breach of contract counterclaim based on TLC’s agreement to amend the 

terms of the Conservation Easement and subsequent denial that such an agreement had ever 

existed.  Union Grove Farm expects that the documents responsive to the Subpoenas will establish 

that TLC has manufactured conflicting “beliefs” as to the meaning of the Conservation Easement’s 

terms due to public pressure put on TLC by members of the community surrounding Union Grove 

Farm, including the Neighbors, who intend to interfere with Union Grove Farm’s plans for its 

property. 

14. Union Grove Farm expects that responsive documents will consist primarily of 

emails and text messages, which are neither costly nor burdensome to produce.  Although the 

Neighbors have repeatedly raised burdensomeness objections, they have not articulated any 

specific basis for that objection. 
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WHEREFORE, Union Grove Farm respectfully requests that the Court grant its Motion to 

Compel and: 

1. Require the Neighbors to produce all documents responsive to their respective Subpoenas;
and

2. Award Union Grove Farm its reasonable expenses incurred in making this Motion,
including its attorneys’ fees.

This the 7th day of May 2026. 

WYRICK ROBBINS YATES & PONTON LLP 
/s/ Mary Kate Gladstone 
Samuel A. Slater (NC Bar 43212)  
sslater@wyrick.com  
Mary Kate Gladstone (NC Bar 58161) 
mgladstone@wyrick.com  
4101 Lake Boone Trail, Suite 300  
Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 
Telephone: 919-781-4000  
Facsimile: 919-781-4865 
Attorneys for Union Grove Farm, Inc.; Bandit Farms II 
LLC; Bandit Farms III, LLC; and Harper Grace, LLC 

mailto:sslater@wyrick.com
mailto:mgladstone@wyrick.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing MOTION TO COMPEL 
COMPLIANCE WITH SUBPOENAS was served this day upon the following counsel of record 
via the Court’s electronic filing and service system and upon counsel for the Neighbors via email: 

Catherine H. Hill 
Robin L. Tatum  
Smith, Anderson, Blount, Dorsett, Mitchell & Jernigan, LLP 
chill@smithlaw.com    
rtatum@smithlaw.com  
Attorneys for Triangle Land Conservancy 

Paul M. Dubbeling 
P.M. Dubbeling, PLLC
paul@pmdubbeling.com
Attorney for Meredith Sabye

Anna Farmer 
Dogwood Legal, Inc. 
farmer@annshylaw.com 
Attorney for EastWest Organics, LLC 

F. Bryan Brice, Jr.
Andrew Shores
Robert Lane
bryan@attybryanbrice.com
drew@attybryanbrice.com
robert@attybryanbrice.com
Attorneys for Amy Cannon, Derb Carter, Jefferson Holt,
Lynne Jaffe, Susan Walser, and Tamara Sheldon

This the 7th day of May 2026. 

WYRICK ROBBINS YATES & PONTON LLP 

/s/ Mary Kate Gladstone 
Mary Kate Gladstone 

mailto:chill@smithlaw.com
mailto:rtatum@smithlaw.com
mailto:paul@pmdubbeling.com
mailto:farmer@annshylaw.com
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:drew@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
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From: Samuel A. Slater
To: Robert Lane
Cc: Mary Kate Gladstone; Bryan Brice; Andrew Shores; Jeremy Best; Uben Lazo
Subject: RE: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas
Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2026 12:52:17 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Robert—I’m disappointed.  We have participated in good faith and you have delayed.  You all said you
would provide specificity on the claimed burdensomeness, and you never have.  That is likely
because there is no burden.  It’s some emails and text messages organizing against Greg Bohlen and
Union Grove Farm in coordination with Triangle Land Conservancy—written documents that most
certainly exist and are most certainly relevant and discoverable. 
 
We said we were ready to move to compel, and you said responded and said it was premature,
indicating that some documents may be forthcoming. Now three weeks later and you stand on your
objections like Andrew said you would originally.  That is fine to do, but you should have done so
originally and not added months to the case.
 
You have repeatedly ignored my question—does Derb Carter represent anyone as a lawyer?  All your
communications have done so far have repeated in different shades your original objections.  You
have provided no information whatsoever that would allow us to further evaluate your objections. I
am confident that a Court’s review of our exchanges, and the weeks of time we provided for your
consideration only the receive the email below today, show that we have in fact taken all reasonable
steps to avoid imposing an undue burden on your clients.  Your position seems to be that providing
anything at all is an undue burden.  I disagree and I am confident the Court will too. 
 
For clarity and a final attempt at resolution, we will not file or withdraw our pending Motion to Compel
if you provide the emails and text messages that we both know exist between and among your clients
and others about Union Grove Farm, Greg Bohlen, and the organized opposition the activities at
Union Grove Farm. 
 
Thank you.
 
Sam
 
 
 

Samuel A. Slater
ATTORNEY

Direct: 919.865.1119
sslater@wyrick.com

Wyrick Robbins Yates & Ponton LLP
4101 Lake Boone Trail, Suite 300

Raleigh, NC 27607
P: 919.781.4000  F: 919.781.4865 

www.wyrick.com

 

 
The contents of this e-mail message may be privileged and/or confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any review, dissemination, copying,
distribution or other use of the contents of this message or any attachment by you is strictly prohibited. If you receive this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by return e-mail or by telephone (919-781-4000), and please delete this message and all attachments from your system.
Thank you.

 
 
 

mailto:SSlater@wyrick.com
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:MGladstone@wyrick.com
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:Drew@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:jeremy@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:Uben@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:sslater@wyrick.com
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/eyrrCL9YAPcRjnGxCqTOUx
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From: Robert Lane <robert@attybryanbrice.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2026 12:27 PM
To: Samuel A. Slater <SSlater@wyrick.com>
Cc: Mary Kate Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com>; Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com>; Andrew
Shores <Drew@attybryanbrice.com>; Jeremy Best <jeremy@attybryanbrice.com>; Uben Lazo
<Uben@attybryanbrice.com>
Subject: RE: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

 
[EXTERNAL]
Samuel:

 
I hope all is well. Thanks for following up with us.

 
We stated and outlined our objections to the referenced subpoenas in our letter of January 12, 2026 and
have discussed further with you by telephone and email.  In reviewing again the pleadings in your case,
we remain doubtful of your breach of contract claim against Triangle Land Conservancy. Given the
broad and invasive scope of your subpoena to our non-party clients, we maintain our objections that the
subpoena subjects our clients to an undue burden, is unreasonable and oppressive in that it seeks
materially irrelevant information and is designed to harass our clients and/or dissuade their knowledge of
and/or participation in matters that affect their community.

 
Triangle Land Conservancy has responded to your counterclaim with a 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss for
failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted and a motion to dismiss that the claim is barred
by the statute of frauds.  Reviewing the pleadings, we find merit in both the motions to dismiss.  It is an
undue burden and unreasonable to require non-parties to the case to respond to a broad and intrusive
subpoena related to the counterclaim that is likely to be dismissed and, in any event, prior to disposition
of the pending motions to dismiss by the court.  You have stated the subpoenas seek information to
support your breach of contract counterclaim.  Any burden on non-parties to the case is undue and
unreasonable unless and until the court denies the pending motions to dismiss and allows the
counterclaim to proceed.     

 
The information you have requested from our clients is both overly broad and irrelevant putting an
undue burden on non-parties to the case.  Your subpoena seeks to catalog our clients’ communications
with neighbors, media, and officials; identify their support for groups opposed to the subpoenaing party;
and compel production of their personal files concerning the subpoenaing party and its founder - not to
obtain evidence proportional to the needs of a contract case - evidence both obtainable through
discovery from the actual party in the case and irrelevant to the merits of the claim asserted. 

 
Moreover, the subpoena seeks communications and information over an expansive and arbitrarily
determined four year period, although ostensibly focused on what a appears to be from the pleadings a
very brief period of negotiation between your client and Triangle Land Conservancy over the
conservation easement.  Many residents and neighborhood associations were engaged in the zoning
dispute and formal appeal initiated by your client’s commencement of construction and zoning
interpretation requests to the county, formal appeals, and the final binding decision by the county that
the proposed amphitheater is subject to and prohibited by the zoning ordinance.  This all played out
beginning well before and extending well past your client’s apparently very brief period of negotiation
with Triangle Land Conservancy outlined in the pleadings and your counterclaim.  You have made no
effort to narrow your subpoena to a time period related to your negotiation and contract theory as you



have explained it. 
 

If the objective of the subpoenas is to obtain information on Triangle Land Conservancy’s decision
making, as we have previously stated, that information is in TLC's possession and properly sought
through regular discovery of TLC, the party in your suit, rather than our non-party clients. You are not
permitted to rummage through our client's records to see if you might find something helpful for
launching a campaign to retaliate against your client's perceived opposition. 

 
While we do not think your counterclaim has merit,  your fishing expedition by overly broad subpoenas
of selected, non-party members of the community, including the daughter of the donor of the
conservation easement and the attorney representing the parties that appealed your client’s request for an
interpretation of the zoning ordinance (his work product and client communications are protected),
appear calculated not to obtain information materially relevant to your client’s easement dispute, but
instead calculated to harass and retaliate against community members.     

 
Should the Court allow the contract claim to proceed, if you have legal authority to support why the
materials sought from our non-party clients would be relevant to any issue in your case and, if relevant,
why the information cannot be obtained from Triangle Land Conservancy the party in the case instead
of unreasonably burdening non-parties, we are willing to further discuss your requests at that time. 
Absent that, however, our clients have decided to maintain our objections as outlined in our January 12,
2026 letter.  You have not taken reasonable steps to avoid imposing an undue burden on non-parties to
your case, and if you choose to seek to compel we will oppose and, if successful, request expenses and
reasonable attorney’s fees as provided in Rule 45(c)(1).
 
Thank you,
Robert
 

  Robert Lane
Attorney at Law  
robert@attybryanbrice.com
Office: (919) 754-1600  
Fax: (919) 573-4252  
130 S. Salisbury Street 
Raleigh, NC 27601 

Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information for
the use of the designated recipients named above.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and delete the original message and destroy all
copies. Please Consider the Environment Before Printing.
 
From: Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2026 5:58 PM
To: Samuel A. Slater <SSlater@wyrick.com>; Andrew Shores <Drew@attybryanbrice.com>; Robert Lane
<robert@attybryanbrice.com>; Mary Kate Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com>
Cc: Jeremy Best <jeremy@attybryanbrice.com>
Subject: RE: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

 
Sam, thanks for your email below, and understanding that, as we mentioned, we have numbers of clients
and are finishing our discussions with them.  We will have our response to you early next week. 
 
Hope you have a nice weekend, bryan
 

  F. Bryan Brice, Jr.
bryan@attybryanbrice.com

https://attybryanbrice.com/
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:SSlater@wyrick.com
mailto:Drew@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:MGladstone@wyrick.com
mailto:jeremy@attybryanbrice.com
https://attybryanbrice.com/
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com


Attorney at Law  
Office: (919) 754-1600  
Fax: (919) 573-4252  
130 S. Salisbury Street 
Raleigh, NC 27601 

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information for
the use of the designated recipients named above. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and delete the original message and destroy all
copies. Please Consider the Environment Before Printing.
 
 
From: Samuel A. Slater <SSlater@wyrick.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2026 9:34 AM
To: Andrew Shores <Drew@attybryanbrice.com>; Robert Lane <robert@attybryanbrice.com>; Mary Kate
Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com>
Cc: Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com>; Jeremy Best <jeremy@attybryanbrice.com>
Subject: RE: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

 
Andrew, Bryan, and Jeremy—Confirming I never received anything further on this. 

Thank you.

Sam
 
 
 

Samuel A. Slater
ATTORNEY

Direct: 919.865.1119
sslater@wyrick.com

Wyrick Robbins Yates & Ponton LLP
4101 Lake Boone Trail, Suite 300

Raleigh, NC 27607
P: 919.781.4000  F: 919.781.4865 

www.wyrick.com

 

 
The contents of this e-mail message may be privileged and/or confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any review, dissemination, copying,
distribution or other use of the contents of this message or any attachment by you is strictly prohibited. If you receive this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by return e-mail or by telephone (919-781-4000), and please delete this message and all attachments from your system.
Thank you.

 
 
 
 
 
From: Samuel A. Slater 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2026 3:14 PM
To: 'Andrew Shores' <Drew@attybryanbrice.com>; Robert Lane <robert@attybryanbrice.com>; Mary Kate
Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com>
Cc: Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com>; Jeremy Best <jeremy@attybryanbrice.com>
Subject: RE: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

 
Sounds good guys.  Thank you.

https://attybryanbrice.com/
mailto:SSlater@wyrick.com
mailto:Drew@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:MGladstone@wyrick.com
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:jeremy@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:sslater@wyrick.com
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/eyrrCL9YAPcRjnGxCqTOUx
mailto:Drew@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:MGladstone@wyrick.com
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:jeremy@attybryanbrice.com


 
Sam
 
 
 
From: Andrew Shores <Drew@attybryanbrice.com> 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2026 3:13 PM
To: Samuel A. Slater <SSlater@wyrick.com>; Robert Lane <robert@attybryanbrice.com>; Mary Kate
Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com>
Cc: Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com>; Jeremy Best <jeremy@attybryanbrice.com>
Subject: Re: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

 
[EXTERNAL]

Sam:
 
Confirming receipt of your email below. Both Robert and Bryan are out of the office today but
we will get back to you on this early next week. 
 
-Drew

From: Samuel A. Slater <SSlater@wyrick.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2026 10:10 AM
To: Robert Lane <robert@attybryanbrice.com>; Mary Kate Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com>
Cc: Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com>; Andrew Shores <Drew@attybryanbrice.com>; Jeremy Best
<jeremy@attybryanbrice.com>
Subject: RE: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

 
Robert—Thank you for your note. 
 
I recall in our last conversation we discussed a narrowed scope and I asked something like, “Are you
all actually going to produce anything or are you just going to stand on your relevance objection?”  I
believe Andrew responded that your clients are standing on their relevance objection and do not
intend to produce anything at all.  

We do not need to rewrite or produce a new set of requests for another expected round of objections
on relevance. As we have said all along, we just want documents between and among your clients
that address Union Grove Farm, Greg Bohlen, potential activities at the site, TLC, and the proposed
rezoning.  This is necessary because the primary theory of our case is that pressure from your clients
caused TLC to breach its contract with my client to adjust the farm operations envelope location
under its conservation easement with TLC.  That pressure could be proven by both communications
directly with TLC and by communications by your clients and others about their plans with respect to
opposing the activities and plans at Union Grove Farm.  We expect these are mostly email and text
communications, but only you and your clients know for certain.  Please either produce email and
text communications or explain what you are withholding and on what basis. If you do not do that, we
have no choice but to file a motion to compel.
 

mailto:Drew@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:SSlater@wyrick.com
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:MGladstone@wyrick.com
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:jeremy@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:SSlater@wyrick.com
mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:MGladstone@wyrick.com
mailto:bryan@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:Drew@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:jeremy@attybryanbrice.com


We do not want to file a motion to compel, but as of our last conversation, you said you would not be
producing any documents.  It now sounds as though you will produce documents.  To date, despite
all your objections on burdensomeness, you have never articulated what is burdensome to your
client. Please respond and explain what you intend to produce, and we will consider if that is
sufficient such that we can consider this matter resolved. 
 
On the issue of Derb Carter, we know that he spoke at several meetings in the community and has
been a lead figure in the opposition to activities at Union Grove Farm.  Is it your contention that he
represents some of your clients too?  If so, please tell us who and provide a privilege of the
communications that are withheld on the claim of attorney/client privilege.  I will be straightforward
and tell you that I do not believe Derb Carter acted as anyone’s lawyer.
 
In sum, we do not believe there is any reason for this to be overly burdensome or complicated.  We do
believe that your clients have likely said things in their emails and text messages that they do not
want us to see, which would explain the continued objections to production of some simple emails
and text messages.  Their reluctance or embarrassment as to their past communications does not
justify withholding them.
 
I am hopeful you will respond with what we have articulated we need here. If not, we will file a motion
to compel.
 
Please give me a call if you have questions on anything here or wish to discuss further.
 
Kind regards,
 
Sam
 
 
Samuel A. Slater
ATTORNEY

Direct: 919.865.1119
sslater@wyrick.com

Wyrick Robbins Yates & Ponton LLP
4101 Lake Boone Trail, Suite 300

Raleigh, NC 27607
P: 919.781.4000  F: 919.781.4865 

www.wyrick.com

 

 
The contents of this e-mail message may be privileged and/or confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any review, dissemination, copying,
distribution or other use of the contents of this message or any attachment by you is strictly prohibited. If you receive this communication in error,
please notify us immediately by return e-mail or by telephone (919-781-4000), and please delete this message and all attachments from your system.
Thank you.

 
 
 
 
 
From: Robert Lane <robert@attybryanbrice.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2026 6:06 PM
To: Mary Kate Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com>
Cc: Samuel A. Slater <SSlater@wyrick.com>; Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com>; Andrew Shores
<Drew@attybryanbrice.com>; Jeremy Best <jeremy@attybryanbrice.com>
Subject: RE: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

mailto:sslater@wyrick.com
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[EXTERNAL]
Samuel/Mary:
 
I hope all is well. We received your February 23, 2026 letter (the “Letter”). We are surprised as to the
nature of your Letter and your reporting of our discussions therein. We disagree with your recitation of
our discussions, and your threats to file a Motion to Compel are premature given our discussions.
 
As you mentioned, on January 13, 2026, we timely objected to the Subpoena. On January 22, 2026, we
discussed the bases for our objections and heard from you regarding the status/theory of your case.
During that discussion we agreed that your firm should first complete mediation and wait for discovery
responses from TLC, the actual party to your action. On February 9, 2026, despite mediation with TLC
and your discovery responses from TLC, you insisted that our non-party clients produce a limited
response to the Subpoena, but agreed to reduce the scope of the Subpoena. Your Letter, however, makes
no attempt to narrow the scope of the Subpoena, and provides an inaccurate summary of our
discussions.
 
For clarification, we have objected on behalf of all our clients pursuant to N.C. R. Civ. P. 45(a), (c)-(d).
As to Attorney Derb Carter, we have also objected pursuant to N.C. R. Civ. P. 45(b). We have clearly
stated that the combination of attorney-client communication, attorney work-product, and the failure to
allow reasonable time to provide thorough legal review of records warrants additional objection. We do
not believe that N.C. R. Civ. P. 45(d)(5) demands any further specificity. As for Susan Walser, we have
also objected pursuant to N.C. R. Civ. P. 45(e) for improper service.
 
Given that you have threatened to seek costs and attorneys’ fees pursuant to N.C. R. Civ. P. 45(e), we’d
like to remind you that such sanction is discretionary and requires a finding that the objection was
unreasonable or for an improper purpose. We believe our objections to be both reasonable and proper.
We also remind you of your obligation that you “shall take reasonable steps to avoid imposing an undue
burden or expense” on our clients. N.C. R. Civ. P. 45(c)(1). A failure to do so could result in
compensation for our clients’ attorneys’ fees, which we will pursue as necessary. Id.
 
We request, as previously discussed, that you either withdraw the subpoena or at least provide a
narrowed set of requests for our consideration. Until then, any Motion to Compel would be
inappropriate.
 
Thank you,
Robert
 

  Robert Lane
Attorney at Law  
robert@attybryanbrice.com
Office: (919) 754-1600  
Fax: (919) 573-4252  
130 S. Salisbury Street 
Raleigh, NC 27601 

Confidentiality Notice:  This e-mail communication and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information for
the use of the designated recipients named above.  Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you
are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and delete the original message and destroy all
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From: Mary Kate Gladstone <MGladstone@wyrick.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 3:52 PM
To: Bryan Brice <bryan@attybryanbrice.com>; Andrew Shores <Drew@attybryanbrice.com>; Robert Lane
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<robert@attybryanbrice.com>
Cc: Samuel A. Slater <SSlater@wyrick.com>
Subject: Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas

 
Counsel,
 
Please see the attached letter regarding the subpoenas issued by Union Grove Farm to your
clients, Amy Cannon, Derb Carter, Jefferson Holt, Lynne Jaffe, Susan Walser, and Tamar
Sheldon.
 
Thank you,
Mary Kate
 
Mary Kate Gladstone 
ATTORNEY
Licensed in NC and TN

Direct: 919.783.4843
mgladstone@wyrick.com

Wyrick Robbins Yates & Ponton LLP
4101 Lake Boone Trail, Suite 300

Raleigh, NC 27607
P: 919.781.4000 F: 919.781.4865

www.wyrick.com

 

The contents of this e-mail message may be privileged and/or confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any review,
dissemination, copying, distribution or other use of the contents of this message or any attachment by you is strictly prohibited. If you
receive this communication in error, please notify us immediately by return e-mail or by telephone (919-781-4000), and please delete this
message and all attachments from your system. Thank you.

 

mailto:robert@attybryanbrice.com
mailto:SSlater@wyrick.com
mailto:mgladstone@wyrick.com
http://www.wyrick.com/







	Motion to Compel Compliance with Subpoenas.pdf
	Exhibit A - Subpoenas(10553906.1).pdf
	Amy Cannon Subpoena(10326293.1).pdf
	Derb Carter Subpoena(10326285.1).pdf
	Lynne Jaffe Subpoena(10326290.1).pdf
	Tamara Sheldon Subpoena(10326288.1).pdf
	Susan Walser Subpoena(10326287.1).pdf

	Exhibit B - Objections Letter(10553916.1).pdf
	Exhibit C - Written Correspondence(10553900.1).pdf
	RE_ Triangle Land Conservancy v. Union Grove Farm Subpoenas.pdf
	2026.2.23 Letter to Brice Shores Lane Re Response to Subpoena Objections.pdf




