IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND
QUAN-EN YANG, ET AL.
On his own behalf and on behalf of all
Others similarly situated,
Plaintiffs,
v.
G & C GULF, INC.
d/b/a G&G TOWING
Defendants.

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

Case No. 403885V
Hon. Judge Ronald B. Rubin

LONGMEAD CROSSING CONDOMINIUM AND SUMMIT MANAGEMENT SERVICES,
INC. MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT TO MD
RULE 2-322 AND REQUEST FOR OTHER EQUITABLE RELIEF
Defendant, Summit Management Services, Inc. (“Summit”) and Defendant Longmead Crossing
Condominium, on its own and on behalf of its consumer members pursuant to Md. Real Property § 11109(d)(4), (“Longmead”), by and through the undersigned, submits this Memorandum In Support Of Its
Motion To Dismiss Pursuant to Md. Rule 2-322 and Request for Other Equitable Relief and in support
thereof states as follows:

I.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The background and procedural history in this case is extensive. There are over 900 pleadings in this
case which started in April, 2015 and involved, either directly or through Class Representation, over 500
defensive parties and in approximately 28,000 plaintiffs to date. As such, the procedural background and
history are well set out in several of the already filed pleadings by various Defendant’s in this case. Longmead
and Summit, for efficiency, adopt and incorporate herein the introduction and background filed by Defendant
Bruce Partner in its Opposition to Class Certification given its comprehensiveness. Dkt. 200.
This Motion, however, will focus on a select group of issues surrounding the 2015 Settlement
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Agreement, which Longmead and Summit argue is illegal. (hereinafter referred to as “Illegal Settlement
Agreement”). The Illegal Settlement Agreement as referenced herein includes both the term sheet, entered
into on October 26, 2015, and the formal agreement executed December 30, 2015. 1 For convenience, the
Executed Settlement Agreement of December 30, 2015 is attached hereto as Exhibit 1 – Illegal Settlement
Agreement. While the Term Sheet is not presently available to Longmead and Summit, it is routinely
referenced by Class Counsel including in his affidavits accompanying its Motion for Summary Judgment.
Dkt. 412. Ex. C
In Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment, as well as in other pleadings, the Class specifically
references the initial Judgment derived from the Illegal Settlement Agreement as the foundation for all of its
requested relief. Dkt. 412. 2 This position is problematic because:
1. The Illegal Settlement Agreement acknowledges illegal tows have occurred and further
acknowledges that the admitted illegal towing practices will continue in order to compensate
the Class for illegal tows that had not yet occurred.
2. After G&G acknowledged, in October of 2015, that its towing practices violated the
Montgomery County and State towing statutes, it knowingly continued to tow in violation of
those statutes to the detriment of the Parking Lot Owners and the consumers it towed.
Pursuant to the Illegal Settlement Agreement the G&G parties were to continue these illegal
tows as part of the orderly wind down of their towing business. The wind down tows
authorized by the Settlement Agreement continued through June of 2017 and pursuant to
each Amended Complaint filed by the Class, the Class had knowledge that wind down tows
were being conducted illegally.
3. In both April and June of 2016 the Class filed Amended Complaints seeking damages for
tows that had taken place through the date each Amended Complaint was filed and thus
included tows made after the “G&G” parties’ admissions of illegality in October 26, 2015.
The December 30, 2015 agreement was executed by Richard Gordon, Esq. and Gordon, Wolf & Carney, CHTD (Class Counsel),
and the Defendant’s Glen Cade, and G&C Gulf, Inc. which purportedly was d/b/a/ G&G Towing as well as their attorneys. Exhibit
1 – Illegal Settlement Agreement.

1

This Motion for Summary Judgment was filed two years before Summit and Longmead were made party to this case, on February
26, 2018 and pertained to a Defendant Class to which neither Summit nor Longmead were a part of. In fact, Summit had no
knowledge of being subject to those issues and Longmead expressly requested to be excluded from the class. Exhibit 2 – Opt
Out.
To the extent this Motion for Summary Judgment has been renewed as to Longmead and Summit, that has not been made clear.
However, Longmead and Summit invoke this response as part of its reply thereto to the extent one is necessary.

2
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In fact, claims for compensation for wind down tows were made in each Amended Complaint
filed after April of 2016 and continuing through the Sixth Amended Complaint filed on
February 25, 2020. However, the Class only sought compensation for the illegal wind down
tows from the Parking Lot Owners because, while the Illegal Settlement Agreement
Authorized the wind tows, it also capped the G&G parties’ liability.
4. Thus, the G&G parties continued, pursuant to their Agreement with the Class, to illegally
tow vehicles through at least June of 2017. This was done with the knowledge of the Class
and the G&G parties, and without disclosure to the Court that the intentional illegal towing
of consumers was occurring to the detriment of those consumers and the Parking Lot Owners,
without any exposure or risk to the G&G parties.
5. The Agreement between the Class and the G&G parties, that allowed intentional illegal
towing by the G&G parties to continue through June of 2017 with the knowledge of the
Class, is being used to assert liability against Longmead and Summit and other Parking Lot
Owners despite the inability of these parties to be part of the proceedings that allowed the
Illegal Settlement Agreement to be finalized. For example, the Sixth Amended Complaint
sets out the allegations against Longmead and Summit and this Complaint was not filed until
February 25, 2020 long after the 4,000 illegal tows were conducted during the “wind down”
process permitted under the auspices of the 2016 Judgment approving the Illegal Settlement
Agreement.
6. Moreover, the Settlement Agreement and Judgment improperly correlates an entity
registered with the State with a trade name that is not registered with the State in violation
of Md. Corporations and Associations § 1-406. 3
The Court should use its revisory power to correct the issues related thereto as well as dismiss the
Plaintiff’s Sixth Amended Complaint for failing to state a claim.

II.

Illegal and Unjust Settlement Agreement

Under Maryland law an agreement is illegal if either the formation of the Agreement or the
performance of the Agreement violates a statute. Thorpe v. Carte, 252 Md. 523, 529 (1969).
As the following illustrates G & G Towing continued to tow during the pendency of this litigation
under the auspices of a Court approved settlement agreement the terms of which were agreed to by the parties
no later than October of 2015. As discussed in Part 1 below, the Settlement Agreement presented to the

In addition to the above, other procedural injustices have occurred in this case including the fact that Longmead and Summit
were not made party to the case until 5 years after its commencement and the fact that the some of the tows at issue occurred 8
years prior to Longmead or Summit being included as party.
3
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Court contemplated that illegal towing would continue after the G & G parties acknowledgment of wrong
doing. In fact, when the parties submitted the settlement agreement to this Court the Class actually sought
compensation for tows that had not yet taken place and the Class, by the express terms of the agreement,
knew those tows would be illegally performed. Moreover, as discussed in Part 2 below, the Settlement
Agreement and Judgment allowed a wind down period for towing that extended through June of 2017 and
each of these tows allowed during this period was illegal, at least according to the allegations of the Class.
Despite both parties’ knowledge that illegal tows were continuing after the Settlement Agreement
was reached neither party disclosed the continued illegality to the Court. This gave the unfortunate
impression that the continuing illegal activity which resulted in an additional 4,000 illegal tows was
sanctioned by the Court – a sentiment Plaintiff is actually arguing in its Motion for Summary Judgment. Dkt.
412.
Part 1 - The Settlement Agreement Sought Compensation for Illegal Future Tows
First, it is of significance, the Original Complaint filed on April 16, 2015, by Class Counsel
against “G&G Towing” alleged at paragraph 5:
Neither complaints with government agencies, nor news stories about G&G's improper
practices, have slowed down G&G's illegal and predatory activities. G&G will not stop its
improper towing practices until it is compelled to stop them by a court of law. Accordingly,
Plaintiff brings this complaint on behalf of himself and a class of similarly situated persons,
to stop G&G's unlawful practices and to obtain compensation.
Dkt. 1. 4
With the knowledge noted above, just a few months later, the parties signed a term sheet on October
26, 2015 resolving the issues of the complaint. Dkt. 412 Ex. C On October 27, 2015 Class Counsel advised
the Court that a settlement with “G&G Towing” was reached. Dkt. 104. The Settlement Agreement was then
formally memorialized and signed by Glen Cade for G&C Gulf, Inc. and Class Counsel (Richard Gordon,

4

Identical allegations continued throughout future iterations of the complaints as well.
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Esq.) as of December 30, 2015. Dkt. 115 Ex. 1. The October 26, 2015 Term Sheet was signed by the same
parties Dkt. 412 Ex. C
The Class filed its Motion for Preliminary Approval on January 4, 2016 (Dkt. 115) seeking to
Certify a Plaintiff Class, and afford relief for illegal tows that had taken place after the parties acknowledged
the illegality of the tows in the October 26, 2015 term sheet. (Dkt. 412 Ex. C) The relief sought included
compensation for future tows that would take place after the filing of the Settlement Agreement with the
Court. In pertinent part page 4, section B of the January 4, 2016 filing stated:
All persons whose vehicles, between April 16, 2012 and January 7, 2016 were nonconsensually towed by G & C Gulf, Inc. d/b/a G&G Towing ("G&G Towing ") from a private
Parking Lot.
Dkt. 115. (emphasis added)
To be very clear, the Settlement, entered into on October 26, 2015 and memorialized on December
30, 2015, included an agreement that relief would be afforded for illegal tows that had not yet occurred
through January 7, 2016 but which the parties illegally agreed would occur in the future. The illegality
agreed was incorporated into the Settlement Agreement. 5
Obviously, holding Longmead and its consumer members liable for charges or damages related to

5

As part of the Illegal Settlement Agreement, entered into on December 30, 2015, the parties stipulated as follows:
The Parties agree that if the Action proceeded to trial, the Stipulations set forth facts sufficient to establish
Plaintiffs' claims in the Action, and in particular, that G&G Towing violated the following duties imposed under
the Maryland Tow Act, the MC Tow Law and common law:
i. G&G Towing's duty to permit vehicle owners to retake possession of their vehicles without requiring
up-front payment.
ii G&G Towing's duty to charge only its towing rates on file with Montgomery County (i.e., no credit
card transaction fee).
iii. G&G Towing's duty to provide vehicle owners, in a receipt, with certain information and disclosures
regarding their rights and remedies under the Acts.
iv. G&G Towing's duty to memorialize and maintain a statement for each vehicle that the tow or
removal was made at the request of the parking lot owner.Dkt. 115 Ex. 1
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illegal towing activity that the Class and “G & G” agreed to allow to continue is more than a little problematic.
6

In fact, it likely voided or at least modified the contracts between “G & G” and the Defendant Class for

tows after October 2015. 7 The fact that this was done without informing the Court fully of what was occurring
or intending to occur, while at the same time seeking Court approval of the settlement, is an affront to the
judicial system. But, it actually gets worse.
Part 2 - Wind Down Tows
Despite the Class’ allegation that G & G Towing will not stop without a Court mandate, and the
acknowledgement of G&G Towing, and Glen Cade specifically, that the alleged towing practices of G&G
were in fact illegal, the Illegal Settlement Agreement allowed those wrongful and illegal tows to continue at
least through June of 2017. The wind down towing was oddly justified by the Class and “G&G Towing” as
a matter of economic feasibility:
The Parties recognize and acknowledge the benefits of this Agreement. Class Counsel has
taken into account the uncertain outcome and risk of the litigation, as well as the difficulties
and delays inherent in such litigation and the likelihood of protracted appeals. Class Counsel
have also taken into account, and expressly relied upon as a material term of this
Agreement, G&G Towing's representation that it is no longer economically feasible to
continue its business operations and intends to wind down its business operations in an
orderly fashion in 2016. Class Counsel has, therefore, determined that the Agreement on
behalf of the Class defined below is fair and reasonable and in the best interest of the Class.
Dkt. 115 Ex. 1 (emphasis added)

In fact, by our estimate, over 4,000 illegal tows took place during this post settlement period to the
detriment of the Parking Lot Owners and their insurance carriers. 8 These wind down tows took place despite

The illegal tows between October 26, 2015 and January 7, 2016 are of deep concern to Longmead and its consumer members,
especially those members and their family, friends, and guests that were towed during that time. Notably, these consumer members
include purported members of the Plaintiff Class who are also members of Longmead – yet there were allowed to be towed per
the agreement that is supposed to benefit them as Class members.
6

7

Illegal Agreements are Void. Thorpe v. Carte, 252 Md. 523, 529 (1969)

8

The Court noted in its Memorandum and Order certifying the Defendant Class and docketed November 18, 2016 that the original
Plaintiff Class encompassed all persons from April 16, 2012 – January 7, 2016 and consisting of approximately 24,023 tows. Dkt
219 at 2. Later in that same Memorandum and Order, citing to the Fourth Amended Complaint, filed July 28, 2016, (Dkt. 177) the
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G&G’s and Class Counsel’s fiduciary duty to adequately monitor the performance of the Agreement and the
inclusion in Amended Complaints of good faith allegations that these tows were illegal.
Part 3 - Duty To Monitor Performance of Wind Down Tows
Class Counsel agreed to a unique and relevant provision at paragraph 23 of the Settlement Agreement.
In doing so, Class Counsel assumed an obligation to monitor the performance of the Agreement. Paragraph
23 reads as follows:
Cooperation. G&G Towing shall cooperate with the Escrow Administrator to the extent
reasonably necessary to assist and facilitate the Escrow Administrator in carrying out its duties
and responsibilities. Defendant G&G Towing and Class Counsel also shall reasonably
cooperate with each other so that both sides may adequately monitor performance of
this Agreement. G&G Towing's duties under this Paragraph do not survive the dissolution
of the corporation and/ or the filing of a bankruptcy petition by G&G Towing, except as
provided by Maryland and Federal law.
Dkt. 115 Ex. 1
Instead of following through with his monitoring obligation and seeking an immediate cessation of
illegal tows during the wind down period, Class Counsel simply sought recovery against the Parking Lot
Owners and their insurance carriers for the G & G parties’ illegal towing he knew was continuing throughout
the wind down period. At no time did Class Counsel seek to void the Settlement because of the G&G parties’
performance of illegal acts pursuant to the wind down terms of the Agreement. Nor did Class Counsel inform
the Court of the continued illegality by G & G parties in any meaningful way. Rather, Class Counsel sought
only to hold the Parking Lot Owners liable for the continued illegal wind down tows. In fact, in April and
June of 2016, while “G&G Towing” was continuing its illegal wind down towing, Class Counsel filed its
Second and Third Amended Complaints and alleged in each that:
6. Defendants' predatory and illegal practices - which have been the subject of numerous
Court referenced 26,000 tows as the number of tows being at issue for the purposes of the Defendant Class Certification. Dkt. 219.
In the Sixth Amended Complaint, the Plaintiff has alleged that 28,000 tows occurred from April 6, 2012 to the date the Sixth
Amended Complaint was filed. Dkt 896 This clearly shows, from the record and the Court’s own Orders, that the tows continued
long after the 2015 Illegal Settlement Agreement.
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complaints, and news stories - have not only victimized the individuals whose vehicles have
been improperly towed, but threaten commerce. Businesses in places where G&G is active,
like Montgomery County, lose countless customers who are unwilling to travel by car to do
business where there is a "Wild West" towing practice and their cars could disappear at any
moment - and where they are forced to pay hundreds of dollars to ransom their vehicles even
when they have been improperly towed.
7. Neither complaints with government agencies, nor news stories about Defendants' improper
practices, have slowed down their illegal and predatory activities. Defendants will not stop
the improper towing practices until compelled to stop them by a court of law. Accordingly,
Plaintiff brings this Complaint on behalf of himself and a class of similarly situated persons,
to stop Defendants' unlawful practices and to obtain compensation from Defendants.
Dkt. 159, paragraph 6 and 7.

Moreover, as discussed above, in each Amended Complaint filed after the Settlement Agreement was
filed with the Court, the Class sought compensation for the wind down tows from the Parking lot Owners 9,
pursuant to allegedly good faith allegations that G & G was continuing to illegally tow through the date each
Amended Complaint was filed. These allegations began with: 1.) the Second Amended Complaint that was
filed on April 26, 2016 (Dkt 127); 2) repeated in the June 20, 2016 Third Amended Complaint (Dkt. 159);
3.) repeated in the Fourth Amended Complaint filed July 28, 2016; and, 4) and continued through the course
of the litigation. 10 Neither Class Counsel or “G & G” informed or warned the Parking Lot Owners like
Longmead, or the consumer members of Longmead, that admitted illegal activity was continuing to be
committed by G&G under the auspices of the Court approved settlement and Judgment. Nor did Class
Counsel and the G&G Parties meaningfully inform the Court, or warn the yet to be named Defendants, that
the Court approved Agreement, which Class Counsel agreed to monitor, involved continued illegal activity
in the performance of that agreement.

11

This glaringly calls into question the sweetheart deal that G & G Towing received which allowed them to skate free and the
burden to be borne by unknowing Parking Lot Owners. In effect the illegal agreement provided amnesty for illegal tows to the
detriment of the parking lot owners. Also worthy of note is that there has never been any effort by the class to seek compensation
from the Class to seek compensation from the operators that ran the business through the wind down business.
9

10

The Sixth Amended Complaint alleged that G & G continued towing through June of 2017. Dkt. 896

11

Oddly, Class Counsel has failed to join in or pursuit any parties responsible for the tows after October 26, 2015 further calling
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Part 4 - Monetary Implications Of Illegal Wind Down Towing
The Class alleged, that “G&G Towing” towed more than 700 vehicles a month. More precisely,
Class Counsel alleged in its numerous iterations of its complaints roughly as follows:
On average, G&G tows more than 700 vehicles per month from Parking Lots, the vast
majority of which are involuntary and non-consensual (i.e., trespass tows).
See Dkt. 127, paragraph 17, for example.

It was also known by Class Counsel and “G&G Towing” that “G&G Towing” averaged
approximately $300 in fees per car that was towed. Dkt. 115, Ex. 1[the 2nd Ex. 1]– Deposition of Bryan
Sherman at Page 66 Lines 4-9. To put that more simply, Class Counsel and “G&G Towing” knew that each
month “G&G Towing” continued business it received approximately $210,000.00 in revenue (700 tows x
$300 in fees per tow.) This means the “wind-down” provision allowed G&G Towing to profit $2,520,000.00
through 2016 (12 months x $210,000.00) But, the tows actually went on through June, 2017, making the
total revenue as much as $3,780,000.00 (18 months x $210,000.00). Thus, while Class Counsel was
monitoring the agreement, the class continued to seek millions from the Parking Lot Owners for G & G’s
illegal performance of the Settlement Agreement and G & G was allowed to profit from the illegal tows to
the tune of millions of dollars without liability.
Class Counsel’s failure to inform the Court that there were substantial problems with how G & G was
performing its wind down obligations raises serious questions about why the illegal towing was allowed to
continue. If the Agreement were voided because of illegality, the Class would not only lose its claim for the
4,000 illegal tows; it would also lose the G & G admission that became the cornerstone of its claim for
liability against the Parking Lot Owners. However, regardless of the reasoning for Class Counsel’s failure
to adequately monitor the agreement, the result was a court approved settlement agreement that was stained
by illegality and it is unenforceable. Thorpe v. Carte, 252 Md. 523 (1969).
into question what exactly was agreed to in October, 2015.
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Part 5 - The Sweetheart Deal That Allowed Illegal Towing to Continue
Perhaps, G&G’s silence and Class Counsel’s silence on the illegality of the wind down tows is best
understood through the Sweetheart deal that G&G received and how voiding that deal because of illegality
would have derailed the Class’s entire case. The following is the key provision of the Settlement Agreement:
The Agreement resolving the Class Claims against G & G Towing is a unique animal. It is
not, in the classic sense a “settlement” where money is put into a common fund by a defendant
for a full release by the class of its claim. Rather, here Defendant G & G Towing is agreeing
(as set forth in the Agreement Exhibit 1 hereto) to: (1) entry of judgment of 22 Million; (2)
partially satisfy the judgment by depositing $335,000 into escrow… (3) provide sufficient
information and documents- in the form of Stipulations- to enable the Class to establish
Liability on their claims in order to pursue the Judgment and other damages awardable
in this case against those who are derivatively liable- i.e. the owners, agents, and
managers, of Private Parking Lots who contracted with G & G for its towing services
(the Parking Lot Owners);… and (4) wind down business operations.
In return for these benefits the Class is not providing a release to G & G, as is typical in a
settlement. Nor is the case concluded as a result of the Agreement. Rather, the Agreement
provides this lawsuit will proceed as any lawsuit would proceed if judgment is entered against
only one of many defendants who may have liability for violations of the law. That is the
Agreement specifically contemplates that this suit will continue against the Parking Lot
Owners who contracted with G & G Towing for its towing services.
Dkt. 115 Ex. 1

Thus, as part of the consideration for its admission of liability G & G was allowed to earn $210,000
per month during the approximate 18 month wind down period (i.e. $3,780,000.00) and in exchange for a
measly sum of $335,000.00 (less than 2% of the consent judgment for $22,000,000.00), the Class effectively
released the G&G Towing parties, and has yet to pursue any “G&G Towing” parties for any additional
damages. With G & G’s admissions in pocket, Class Counsel, ignored its monitoring obligation allowed
G&G Towing to continue generating income of approximately $210,000.00 per month until it stopped about
18 months later. 12
12

Even with the knowledge of the frequency of the illegal tows, the knowledge of revenue coming to G & G Towing from those
tows, and the knowledge that “G&G Towing” would not stop illegal towing actions without judicial intervention, Class Counsel
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However, as the following illustrates, if the Court was made aware that the G&G parties continued
illegal towing while carrying out the terms of the Settlement Agreement, those illegal actions would have
voided the Agreement and deprived the Class of its leverage over the Parking Lot Owners.
Part 6 - The Law Relating to Illegal Bargains
Under Maryland an Agreement is illegal if either the formation of the Agreement or the performance
of the Agreement violates a statute. Thorpe v. Carte, 252 Md. 523, 529 (1969).
In the present case the Settlement Agreement was illegal in at least two respects. First the Settlement
Agreement, in exchange for consideration, allowed and sought recovery for towing that it was agreed would
violate the Montgomery County Towing Law through January 7, 2016. More specifically, the Settlement
Agreement reached on October 26, 2015, memorialized on December 30, 2015, and submitted to the Court
on January 4, 2016 asked the Court to compensate the Class for illegal tows that would not take place until
January 7, 2016. The basis for the compensation sought was that G& G had been and would continue to
violate the Montgomery County Towing Law including when it towed vehicles after October 26, 2015.
Thus, by seeking compensation for illegal tows that would take place in the future the Agreement was illegal
at its formation and void under Maryland law. Id. Thorpe, 252 Md. At 529.
Second during the performance of the Agreement G & G continued to tow 4,000 vehicles in violation
of both the Montgomery County Tow law and the State towing law. The illegality of these tows which form
a large part of the compensation that the Class seeks are the result of the illegal performance of a contract in
violation of both of the above statues. "Any bargain is illegal if either the formation or the performance
thereof is prohibited by constitution or statute." Id. Thorpe, 252 Md. at 529.
What all of the above illustrates is that Summit, Longmead, its consumer members, and the Court

reached the above mentioned agreement with “G&G Towing”, to include benefits for G&C Gulf, Inc., G&G Towing, Glen W.
Cade, Jr., Steve Kerasiotes, Helen Sherman, and Bryan Howard Sherman, not to mention Class Counsel, which were not only
illegal but which caused harm to numerous other parties, including Longmead and its consumer members as well as the members
of Longmead who were to be part of the Plaintiff Class.
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were kept in the dark so that a court sanctioned Settlement Agreement could be used as a vehicle for illegal
activity. Moreover, both the G&G parties and the Class profited from the illegal activities and the Class
continues to seek compensation from Parking Lot Owners like Longmead for the illegal tows. These illegal
tows were conducted while both the G&G parties and the Class were subject to the Court’s jurisdiction.
Apparently, neither the Class nor the G&G parties reported the illegal activity to the Court. If they had, the
Court would have had no choice but to void the Settlement Agreement for illegality. Instead the illegal towing
appeared sanctioned by the Court. Thus, Longmead asks the Court to do now what it would have done if it
had been provided with accurate information. (i.e. Void the Settlement Agreement for illegality and dismiss
the claims against Longmead and Summit.)

III.

G&G Towing is Not a Trade Name

Part 1 - Law Related To The Use Of Fictious Names
Throughout the history of the “G&G” towing case, many of the responsible parties are commonly,
but improperly, referred to as “G&G Towing”. In fact, we continued that theme above, for simplicity.
However, Md. Corporations and Associations § 1-406 expressly disavows using a fictious name, like “G&G
Towing” without properly registering the name with the State Department of Assessment. The statute reads,
in pertinent part, as follows:
(a) Any person engaged in any mercantile, trading, or manufacturing business as an agent or
doing business or trading under any designation, title, or name other than the person's
own name, prior to commencing operation of the business, shall file with the Department
of Assessments and Taxation a certificate:
(1) In writing;
(2) Affirmed or acknowledged under oath; and
(3) Disclosing:
(i) The true and correct names and addresses of the principal or owner of the
business;
(ii) The character and location of the business; and
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(iii) The name, title, or designation under which the business is conducted.
(b) The name, title, or designation under which a business is conducted shall be
recorded with the Department as provided in Subtitle 5 of this title.
Id. (emphasis added)

The problem is, G&G Towing has never been a registered trade name with the State of Maryland.
G&G Towing, therefore, is separate and distinct from G&C Gulf, Inc. Despite this incredibly important and
significant fact, the Illegal Settlement Agreement (and even the complaint and other pleadings) improperly
tie G&C Gulf, Inc. to G&G Towing by stating without evidence, the name as follows: “G&C Gulf, Inc. d/b/a
G&G Towing.” Of note is the fact that the towing contract with Longmead, do not make any reference to
G&C Gulf, Inc. Exhibit 3 – GG Towing Contract.
Part 2 - Effect of The Failure To Register A Trade Name
The benefit of protection afforded by entities such as a Limited Liability Company or Corporation
does not extend to the owners and operators of an unregistered unincorporated entity like G&G Towing.
There is no corporate shield that protects these unregistered entities and without this corporate shield liability
falls on those that operate the unincorporated entity. It is well settled that a corporate agent violating the
provisions of Md. Corporations and Associations § 1-406 has not acted in good faith and may not assert the
defenses of de facto incorporation or corporate estoppel. Hill v. County Concrete Co., 108 Md. App. 527,
672 A.2d 667 (1996). As such, the Court, in reliance on the Illegal Settlement Agreement between the Class
and the “G&G Towing” parties improperly attributed liability to “G&C Gulf, Inc. d/b/a G&G Towing” when
the requisite legal correlation between the two names did not exist. The G&C Gulf, Inc. entity had no
affiliation with the contract that was entered into between Longmead and the unregistered unincorporated
alleged entity G & G Towing. Exhibit 3

13

Moreover, based on the express language of the G&G Towing

13

Despite the requisite legal correlation between these names, G&C Gulf, Inc. and Class Counsel agreed to, as part of the Illegal
Settlement Agreement in 2015, limit the liability of the principals of G&G Towing and obfuscate justice by improperly agreeing
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contract with Longmead, there is no legal basis for arguing that Longmead or Summit knew otherwise at the
formation of the agreement. Exhibit 3.
Thus, those individuals who operated G&G in violation of Md. Corporations §1- 406 cannot receive
the benefit of the corporate shield. The individuals that operated G & G Towing under the unregistered trade
name appear to be Glen W. Cade, Jr., Steve Kerasiotes (the individual that signed the contract with
Longmead – Exhibit 3), Helen Sherman, and Bryan Howard Sherman (other primary operators along with
Glen W. Cade, Jr.). As such, the judgment against G&C Gulf, Inc. should be stricken or modified to properly
attribute liability to the responsible parties.

IV.

Additional Considerations

Part 1 - Assets of The Individuals Operating G & G Towing
Because the Settlement Agreement and Judgment were entered against the wrong entity the analysis
of the assets of Glen W. Cade Jr., the owner and operator of G &G were overlooked in deciding whether the
mere $355,000 settlement with “G&C Gulf, Inc” was appropriate. Had the issue of Glen Cades assets been
considered, it would have been clear that bankruptcy was not only unlikely, but probably even more lucrative
for the Plaintiff Class. 14 The assets include, but were not limited to:
1. A 10,000 square foot home in Potomac purchased for $2,242,480 in 2006 by
Glen Cade at 11835 Wood Thrush Lane, Potomac, MD 20854. Exhibit 4 –
Potomac SDAT Record.
2. A beach house in Delaware worth nearly $2,000,000.00 at 21 Palmer Ave,
Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971. Exhibit 5 – Redfin Estimate and Google Earth
Picture
3. Other commercial real property worth millions including 9501 Georgia
Avenue, LLC which is an incoming producing property. Exhibit 6 - SDAT
Record & Loan
to correlate the two names together. This, in itself, is another action that is Illegal and in contradiction to Md. Corporations and
Associations § 1-406 as well as Thorpe v. Carte, 252 Md. 523, 529 (1969).
Imminent Chapter 11 Bankruptcy was referenced by Class Counsel as a reason for the Illegal Settlement Agreement being fair.
Dkt. 115.
14
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4. A $3,000,000.00 Commercial General Liability insurance policy with Sheehan
Insurance Group under the name G&C Gulf, Inc. d.b.a G&G Towing & Repair.
Exhibit 7 - Insurance Policy.
Regrettably, it appears some of the assets may have been strategically “reorganized” after the Illegal
Settlement Agreement making attachment possibly more difficult now. The other parties responsible for the
illegal towing, Steve Kerasiotes, Helen Sherman, and Bryan Howard Sherman, upon information and belief,
also have or had significant assets including the questionable transfer of the tow trucks from “G&G” to Helen
Sherman and Bryan Sherman during the wind-down period when they formed CSS Transport and Towing,
LLC. Even the dissolution, which Longmead and summit knew nothing about despite being obvious and
known potential creditors based on this case was questionable as it included a $392,150.00 loan to Glen Cade
as part of its final “write off” and failed to account for the valuable tow trucks that it clearly had as assets. Exhibit 8

- Wind Down Petition/Order Case No 42397V 15
But, instead of exploring or disclosing the above, the Agreement was presented as “fair” because
further recovery would have allegedly not be possible.
Part 2 - Fraudulent Towing of 4,000 Additional Vehicles
Assuming Arguendo that the Corporate Shield of “G&C Gulf, Inc.” could have protected the
principals and operators of the tow company from personal liability for tows that took place before the
admission of wrong doing in the October 26, 2015 Illegal Settlement Agreement, the 4,000 subsequent tows
were carried out by the principals and operators of the tow company with the knowledge that the tows were
illegal. Thus, assuming arguendo that the allegations in the Sixth Amended Complaint are true, the individual
operators of tow company are personally liable for their own tortious acts, including the fraud committed on

Not only did the dissolution include a $392,150.00 loan to Glen Cade as part of its “write off”, but it failed to mention any and
all Defendant Class Members who would, as noted by Class Plaintiff, necessarily have claims arising against G&C Gulf, Inc. as
of the either October 26, 2015 or March 5, 2020. Exhibit 8 - Wind Down Petition/Order Case No 42397V.

15
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the consumer members of Longmead through the tow company’s continued towing in violation of the
Montgomery County and state Towing statute. 16

V.

Lack of Authority to Bind the Principal

According to the Sixth Amended Complaint and Plaintiffs Motion for Summary Judgment which
predated the filing of the Sixth Amended Complaint, the relationship between the tow company and
Longmead was that of Principal and Agent, with the tow company being Longmead’s agent. But, under
Maryland law:
Where an agent transcends his authority; departs from its provisions; or knowingly presumes
to act without any authority; in all these cases he is clearly personally liable, but not on the
contract. The correct remedy is a special action on the case, or for breach of an implied
warranty. The principal in such case would not be liable, for the reason that the agent
had no authority to bind him; and the agent would not be responsible on the contract,
for he had not pretended to bind himself on it.
Burkhouse v. Duke, 190 Md. 44, 46 (1948).
Assuming arguendo that G&G was the agent for Longmead, from the point in time that the tow
company or actors thereof knew (and even eventually admitted) that they were illegally violating the
Montgomery County Tow Statute, it could no longer bind Longmead because the tow company was acting
outside of the scope of its contractual duties. 17 At that point the action could only be maintained against the
operators of G&G Towing.
Part 1 – Failing to Act for the Benefit of the Principal
In addition to acting within the scope of authority, under Maryland law the agent must act primarily
for the benefit of the principal:
Agency is the fiduciary relation which results from the manifestation of consent by one person
to another that the other shall act on his behalf and subject to his control, and consent by the
other so to act." Restatement (Second) Agency § 1 (1958). Three elements are integral to any
Notably, Class Counsel has yet to serve or pursue any G&G Towing parties or make any of these allegations toward those parties
calling into question what “side” arrangements or understandings were also part of the 2015 Illegal Settlement Agreement.

16

17

There is no available evidence that G&G Towing was the Agent for Summit.
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agency relationship: (1) the agent is subject to the principal's right of control; (2) the agent
has a duty to act primarily for the benefit of the principal; and (3) the agent holds a power to
alter the legal relations of the principal.
Proctor v. Holden, 75 Md. App. 1, 20 (1988).
By entering into the Illegal Settlement Agreement which sought to make Summit and Longmead
personally liable for its prior acts, and by conducting the wind down tows, G & G Towing clearly breached
its alleged agency relationship with Longmead. For reasons already discussed, the Illegal Settlement
Agreement was not in the interest of Longmead as it sought to make them the primary responsible party for
the wrongful conduct of G&G Towing. Moreover, the subsequent illegal tows were obviously not in the
interest of Longmead. How could they be since G & G Towing knew they were illegal, and admitted illegality
as part of the Illegal Settlement Agreement it knew would be used against Longmead.
In fact, once G & G Towing entered into the Illegal Settlement Agreement, G & G Towing was
subject to the control of Court and the Class Counsel who accepted the obligation to monitor the agreement,
not Longmead. Thus, when G & G Towing conducted the 4,000 illegal tows, there was no agency relationship
that could subject Longmead to liability. In fact, at this point there was no way G & G Towing could act
primarily for the benefit of Longmead. This is especially true since the MC Tow Law § 30C-9(d) requires
individuals who were towed to mitigate damages: “A vehicle owner must mitigate any damages recoverable
under this Chapter.” Id.
Part 2 – Failing to Join Property Owners Prior to Settlement Agreement
Another unfortunate oversight in this case is that Property Owners, such as Longmead, certainly
would have taken immediate action to cease working with a company that was knowingly and admittedly
making illegal tows had they been given the chance. In fact, it is quite clear that they would have challenged
the Illegal Settlement Agreement at its formation since it anticipated and included as an integral part
subjecting Longmead and Summit personally liable for future illegal tows.
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However, due to the irregular Defendant Class Action mechanism, which has now been stricken from
Md. Rule 2-231, there was no notice or opportunity to be heard by Summit or Longmead while the illegal
practices were conducted pursuant to the Illegal Settlement Agreement. This left monitoring the Illegal
Settlement Agreement to Class Counsel and the G&G parties.
With a relatively lucrative path forward that would bind all the then unnamed Property Owners for
personal liability, the noble primary objective of stopping illegal practices 18 was hastily set aside by the
Class.

No order was sought to stop the illegal towing. Rather the sweetheart settlement agreement

contemplated continued illegality. As a result, there was no advocate in place to protect the Property Owners
from an Agreement that granted G & G the authority to continue to illegally tow. Class and towing company
were incentivized, to work out something that minimized G&G Towing’s liability and increased the Plaintiff
Class’s ability to recover from yet to be named parties. All without notice to those unnamed parties or an
opportunity for those unnamed parties to be heard. See, Nelson v. Adams USA, Inc., 529 U.S. 460, 468, 120
S. Ct. 1579, 1585, 146 L.Ed.2d 530, 539 (2000).
As stated by Class Counsel when it submitted the Illegal Settlement Agreement to the Court, “[T]he
Agreement specifically contemplates that this suit will continue against the Parking Lot Owners who
contracted with G & G Towing for its towing services.” Dkt 115. (emphasis added). In fact, this notion of
third-party liability was part of the Illegal Settlement Agreement itself:
The parties further agree that the undertakings set forth in this Paragraph with respect to
G&G Towing are not applicable to and shall not effect or limit the Class' ability to collect
any portion of the Judgment from any other Person who may be liable for the claims set
forth in the Action, including but not limited to the Parking Lot or Property Owners, and
their managers and/or agents (excepting G&G Towing, its owners, officers,
stockholders and employees).
Dkt 115, Ex. 1 paragraph 16. (emphasis added)
18

Neither complaints with government agencies, nor news stories about G&G's improper practices, have slowed down
G&G's illegal and predatory activities. G&G will not stop its improper towing practices until it is compelled to stop them
by a court of law. Accordingly, Plaintiff brings this complaint on behalf of himself and a class of similarly situated
persons, to stop G&G's unlawful practices and to obtain compensation. Dkt. 1 paragraph 5.
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It is inconceivable that a Court would knowingly uphold any agreement that 1.) sanctioned continued
wrong-doing; 2.) exonerated the wrongdoer from any liability; and, 3.) extended liability to parties who were
not before the Court, but this is exactly what the Plaintiff Class asked the Court to do through the Illegal
Settlement Agreement. Thus, during the time Class Counsel and the G&G parties were to monitor
performance of the Agreement, 4,000 illegal tows took place by G & G pursuant to the Agreement without
liability for G&G Towing and its operators and the Class now seeks compensation for those tows from
Property Owners who had no voice in the Illegal Settlement Agreement.
How can the Defendant Class, Longmead or Summit meaningfully address these issues without
G&C Gulf, Inc. and/or G&G Towing and the other primary wrong doers being a party to the case?

VI.

Procedural Issues and Conflicts
Part 1 - Due Process

Due process of law fundamentally requires notice and an opportunity to be heard "at a
meaningful time and in a meaningful manner." Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976). This
right is guaranteed by both the U.S. Constitution and the Maryland Declaration of Rights. U.S. CONST.
AMEND. V; MD. CONST. DECL. OF RIGHTS, ART. 24. This applies both generally and to class action
cases and affords a right to parties like Longmead and Summit to challenge issues in class actions in a
meaningful way. Hansberry v. Lee, 311 U.S. 32, 42 ("It is evident that the considerations which may
induce a court [to proceed with a class action], despite a technical defect of parties, may differ from
those which must be taken into account in determining whether the absent parties are bound by the decree
or, if it is adjudged that they are, in ascertaining whether such an adjudication satisfies the requirements of
due process and of full faith and credit.''); see also Phillips Petroleum Co. v. Shutts, 72 U.S. 797 (1985);
Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Dukes, 564 U.S. 338., 363 (2011). Chapman v. Kamara, 336 Md. 426,438 & n.6
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(1999) (personal liability may not be imposed unless the court has first obtained personal jurisdiction over
the defendant)
Because Longmead and Summit were never served process or afforded the opportunity to challenge
or intervene in this case at the very meaningful time when the Illegal Settlement Agreement was formed
and/or presented to the Court, or at the time other meaningful subsequent issues were decided by the Court
that could impact its rights – including, for example, issues of Plaintiff Class Certification. Longmead and
Summit should not be subject to the burdens and actions that occurred prior to its ability defend these
matters. 19
Part 2– Statute of Limitations
Plaintiff alleges in its Sixth Amended Complaint that Longmead and summit are responsible for
tows that occurred 8 years before they were party to this case. Dkt. 896 paragraph 10. Further to that
point, Plaintiff includes as part of its Motion for Summary Judgment an argument that the acts of G&C
Gulf, Inc., and/or G&G Towing are subject to a 12-year limitations. But, the argument does not end
there. Plaintiff also argues that no cause of action accrues against the Parking Lot Owners until after the
tow company is determined to be liable. Specifically, Class Counsel asserts:
Under Counts III, IV and VII of the Complaint, Limitations Against the Defendant Class Did Not
Start to Accrue Until May 5, 2016, the date that the Court Determined that G&G Towing
Violated Duties Under the MC Tow Law.
Dkt. 412.

Once accrued, the claims against the Parking Lot Owners could, according to Plaintiff’s rational,
be brought within another 12-year limitation period. Thus, if G & G Towing were sued 12 years after
the tows took place, Plaintiffs would, according to their argument, have an additional 12 years from

Plaintiff alleges throughout this case that the earlier rulings in the case do impact the rights of Longmead and Summit but yet
it failed to name them to challenge those issues. For example, Dkt. 412.
19
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the date of any judgment against G & G Towing to file a claim against the Property Owner. Thus, to
uphold Plaintiffs theory of limitations this Court must concluded that Montgomery County intended to
extend limitations for at least 24 years beyond the date of the tow for claims against a Parking Lot
Owner. Plaintiffs’ interpretation of the statute of limitations strains credulity.

20

In fact, the law is also clear on the limited instances when a 12-year Statute of Limitations can
apply and it does not apply here. You must meet three standards:
(1) the duty, obligation, prohibition, or right sought to be enforced is created or imposed
solely by the statute, or a related statute, and does not otherwise exist as a
matter [***13] of common law;
(2) the remedy pursued in the action is authorized solely by the statute, or a related
statute, and does not otherwise exist under the common law; and
(3) if the action is one for civil damages or recompense in the nature of civil damages,
those damages are liquidated, fixed, [*396] or, by applying clear statutory criteria,
are readily ascertainable.
AGV Sports Group, Inc. v. Protus IP Solutions, Inc., 417 Md. 386, 396 (2010)
It is alleged 38 times in the Sixth Amended Complaint that the Defendant’s violated common
law. Dkt. 896. An integral part of the Sixth Amended Complaint, and all counts therein, is whether or
not a common law possessory lien exists when vehicles are towed. Moreover, many of the claims
alleged by the Plaintiff are a matter of common law including COUNT VI, Money Had and Received
and COUNT VIII, Civil Theft, and COUNT IX, Trespass to Chattel. All of which, stem from the
violation of the statute. When such common law actions are pursued in conjunction with statutory
claims, that supports a conclusion that the legislature did not intend a 12 year statute of limitations.
AGV Sports Group, Inc., 417 Md. at 399-400.
As to the second and third AGV prongs, the remedy being pursued by Plaintiff includes a request

Moreover, assuming the Illegal Settlement Agreement is in fact a necessary part of the Plaintiff’s claims, Plaintiff does
not have any claim since the Settlement Agreement is illegal. Thorpe v. Carte, 252 Md. 523 (1969) (Any bargain is illegal if
either the formation or the performance thereof is prohibited by constitution or statute.").
20
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for actual damages. Dkt. 896, Paragraph 232. Nowhere is it alleged by the Plaintiff that there are fixed
or liquidated damages. Dkt. 896. As held in AGV Sports Group, Inc. actual damages, require proof of
actual loss, the amount of which is determined by the fact-finder. Id. AGV Sports Group, Inc., 417 Md.
at 398-399. Therefore, as was the case in AGV Sports Group, Inc, the Plaintiff’s claims which seek
actual damages are not subject to a 12-year statute of limitations and instead should be a 3-year statute
of limitations. But, more important than the Plaintiff’s claims is the fact that MC Tow Law § 30C-9 (3)
allows for actual damages to vehicles that are towed in violation of the statute, and therefore the 12 year
statute of limitations is not applicable. AGV Sports Group, Inc., 417 Md. at 398-399.
It is also worth noting that the Plaintiff is ordinarily supposed to make an effort to mitigate
damages as a matter of common law when the case involves “actual damages”. And here, that is a
statutory requirement, MC Tow Law, § 30C-9(d): “A vehicle owner must mitigate any damages
recoverable under this Chapter.” Given the 4,000 illegal tows that Plaintiff, knowingly allowed to
continue after the Illegal Settlement Agreement was accepted on October 26, 2015, the failure to
mitigate is not just a passing issue. It requires, at a minimum, dismissal of all claims for tows that
occurred after October 26, 2015.
It should not be overlooked that the Plaintiff waited until 2020 to pursue Longmead and Summit.
In fact, Summit first received notice of this case when it was named as Defendant in the Sixth Amended
Complaint that was served in March of 2020. While Longmead was named as part of the Defendant
Class, it opted out of the Defendant Class settlement in 2017 and gave notice to Class Counsel as well
as the Defendant Class Counsel at that time. Exhibit 2. 21 Still, no efforts to pursue either Loangmead
or Summit were made until nearly 5 years after the Illegal Settlement Agreement was reached and three

Significantly, this opt out was sent December 15, 2017 which was more than three years before Plaintiff filed suit against
Longmead.
21
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years after Longmead opted out. 22 Thus, Longmead and Summit cannot be held liable for tows that took
place before March of 2017 (i.e. more than 3 years before it became a party).
Part 3 – Nature of Condominium Ownership
The Sixth Amended Complaint contains allegations that Longmead and Summit owned the
parking spaces from which vehicles were towed at Longmead. However, as the following illustrates,
pursuant to the recorded covenants that run with the land, the parking spaces within Longmead are
assigned to the exclusive use of its members and such spaces are part of the limited common elements
reserved for the exclusive use of individual owners. This is significant because the Montgomery County
Tow Law defines Property Owner in a unique way with respect to condominiums.
MC Tow Law Sec. 30C-2. Definitions provides that:
Property owner means the person in whose name the property is titled, or any other person
in lawful possession or control of the property. The owner of general common elements
of a condominium is the Council of unit owners or the Council’s agent for parking
management. The owner of limited common elements of a condominium is the unit
owner or owners who have the exclusive right to use the common elements, or the
agent of that unit owner or owners.
The following excerpts from Longmead’s recorded Declaration show that the parking spaces are in
fact Limited Common Elements for the exclusive use of the owner that has been assigned the space.
Any parking spaces not assigned as Limited Common Elements appurtenant to a Unit
herein or on the Condominium Plat are part of the General Common Elements of the
Condominium and are hereby unassigned and designated for general use, to be used on a first
come, first serve basis. Subject to applicable law, the Board of Directors may designate
some of these parking spaces as "reserved" tor the exclusive use of designated Unit
Owners. No vehicle belonging to any Unit owner, or to any guest or employee of any Unit
owner, shall be parked in a manner which unreasonably interferes with or impedes ready
vehicular access to any adjoining parking space.
Furthermore, Article III Section 2 of the Longmead Declaration reads as follows:
Section 2. Limited Common Elements. The "Limited Common Elements" include those
At the time that Longmead and Summit were named as Defendants Maryland rules specifically prohibited Defendant class
actions. In fact, once Longmead opted out of the (b)(3) Class settlement it could no longer be part of the (b)(1) Defendant
Class.
22
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designated as such in this Declaration or on the Condominium Plat. All areas designated as
Limited Common Elements are reserved for the exclusive use of the Unit owner{s) of the
Unit(s) to which they are declared to be appurtenant by appropriate designation on the
Condominium Plat. If no such designation is made on the Condominium Plat, then the Limited
Common Elements shall be deemed to be appurtenant to Unit(s) to which they are adjacent or
which they are rationally intended to serve and benefit. The right of the Unit owner(s) to
whose Unit(s) the Limited Common Elements are appurtenant to use and enjoy the same
shall be subject to such reasonable rules and regulations as the Board of Directors of the
Council of Unit Owners may from time to time enact, and are further subject to each Unit
owner's responsibility to pay any charges imposed by the Board of Directors for the use and
maintenance of such Limited Common Elements.
Exhibit 9 – Longmead Declaration
In addition, the attached recorded plats also clearly indicate that the parking spaces have been
designated to the exclusive use of the Unit Owners. Exhibit 10 – Longmead Plats Moreover, the contract
with G&G Towing provides that “Space Owners” (ie. Unit Owners) directly, not just Longmead or the agent,
have the authority to request tows for people who parking in their reserved spaces. Exhibit 3. So, for
example, if the undersigned were to park in a private driveway, there would be a right for the owner of that
driveway to request that the vehicle be removed. Likewise, the owner of a Longmead Unit, per Section MC
Tow Law Sec. 30C-2 and the governing documents, is the owner of the Limited Common Element space
and that owner has the power to have vehicles removed from her space.
Thus, the proper party related to vehicles towed from Longmead is the owner of the limited common
element space. Incidentally, these may also be members of the Plaintiff Class creating an inherent conflict.
Part 4 – Inherent Conflicts in Class Actions Involving Condominiums
The life blood of a condominium is the assessments which all members are required to pay. When
the condominium association is successfully sued the members pay the freight. As such, in a Class Action
involving claims by members against the association there can be inherent conflicts. These conflicts are
exasperated when the class is composed of some class members who do not own at the condominium from
which they were towed and those that do. Moreover, there are also conflicts between condominium members
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who are included in the initial phase of the class action and those that are added later (i.e. members of
Longmead towed before October 26, 2015 and those towed subsequently). Such conflicts are present in this
case making the interests of Class members who reside at Longmead in direct conflict with the interest of:
(1) the Class, (2) Class Counsel representation; and (3) the interest of Class Representatives who do not live
at Longmead. 23 Broussard v. Meineke disc. Muffler Shops, 155 F.3d 331 (1998)
These conflicts are about money. Between class members who own at the Condominium from which
they were towed, the conflict concerns the amount of money the class member will be able to recover and
the money that those same class members will be required to pay via increased assessments. For example,
the present class members from Longmead, have a yin and yang problem. They may welcome the individual
compensation that they may receive as members of the Plaintiff Class, but they are diametrically opposed to
compensation for other Class members who live at Longmead, since this will require them to pay increased
assessments to the Condominium.24
Also problematic is the class size. Increasing the Class size by adding additional class members that
were towed from Longmead decreases the net recovery of each member of the Class that is an owner at
Longmead. This is because, the Longmead class member will pay through assessments for the compensation
to the new class members who are towed from Longmead. Thus, adding additional Longmead class members
over the course of the litigation, such as the 71 tows that took place after G&G’s admissions in October of
2015, is in direct conflict with the interest of the Longmead class members that were included in the original

Just imagine calling some of the consumer members of Longmead as a witness during a trial. Plaintiff: Do you, as a Class a
member want to recover damages from Longmead for being wrongfully towed? Defendant: Do you as a Unit Owner want to pay
increased assessments for being wrongfully towed? Wouldn’t you rather see G&G Towing pay for the damages entirely?
23

Then, imagine the witness learning they were paying for both attorneys to make these arguments.
24
The Class is not sufficiently designed to distinguish these issues, nor could it be. Ownership of Units changes over time and
certainly has in the course of the 8 years that have accrued since the first tows took place until now. This begs another question,
given the procedural issues in this case, how could a purchaser of a unit in Longmead in 2019 have known they might be subject
to paying assessments for the previous owner who was towed in 2014? Should they not have had the chance to negotiate that at
the time of the sale?
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suit.
This inherent conflict within the class makes the class action vehicle inappropriate and creates conflict
that places Class Counsel and the Class Representatives at odds with the members of the class who own at
Longmead. Class Counsel wants to maximize the number of class members to increase the class damages
pot – and his own compensation. But, Class members from condominiums that might pay part of the damages
want class size, especially for their own condominiums, to be as small as possible.
An additional conflict exists here because of: (1) the sweetheart deal that G&G received; and (2) the
continued towing by the operators of G&G during the wind down period. Class members who do not live at
a condominium really do not care whether the Parking Lot Owner can obtain subrogation or indemnity from
the tow company or if the tow company kicks in its share. However, all of the members of Longmead,
especially those who are class members, care deeply. For every dollar in damages that is shifted away from
G & G Towing and its operators to the condominium, there will be a dollar lost to those Class members who
live at Longmead since they stand to be specially assessed for the difference. Of course, more diligent efforts
to focus on the G&G Towing actors, (either initially or even now) could help mitigate the conflict but, in
direct dereliction of the interests of Longmead Class members, that option is being ignored by the Class and
Class Counsel.
Thus, if Plaintiff has its way, Class members from Longmead would be penalized for living in the
condominium. In reality they are receiving far less compensation than Class members who do not live at
condominiums including the Class representatives who approved the sweetheart deal with G& G Towing.
In other words, not only were Longmead and Summit penalized by the sweetheart Illegal Settlement with
G&G Towing, so were the consumer members who live at Longmead – especially those which are
purportedly part of the Plaintiff Class.
For all of the above reasons the claims concerning a “Class” against Longmead need to be dissolved
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and dismissed. Moreover, the sweetheart settlement agreement that allowed fraud to be perpetrated on
Longmead and the other Parking Lot Owners also needs to be dissolved because of these conflicts and the
illegality surrounding the agreement.

VII. CONCLUSION
Under Rule 2-535(a), a court may exercise unrestricted revisory power and control over a judgment
for 30 days after the entry of the final judgment. Md. R. 2-535(a); Niemeyer & Schuett, MARYLAND
RULES COMMENTARY at 458 (3rd ed. 2003). Here, we do not have final judgments applicable as the case
is still pending and the Court has retained jurisdiction over the matters at hand.
As such, the Court’s power to remedy these situations is unconstrained and it should be used as
follows: 1. To declare the settlement agreement entered into between the Class and G&G in 2015 void for
illegality. 2. To dismiss Longmead and Summit as Plaintiff has failed to state a claim in its Sixth Amended
Complaint. 3. In the alternative, to exclude tows that occurred subsequent to October 26, 2015 from recovery
in this case. 4. To the extent that Longmead and Summit, including the consumer members of Longmead,
remain parties to the case, to modify or decertify the Class and/or dismiss the Class Action allegations from
the Complaint due to the intra class conflicts. 5. To allow Summit and Longmead to pursue G&G Towing
and the operators or related parties involved in those illegal tows directly. 6. To compel the Plaintiff Class to
join the G&G operators and seek redress for the tows after October 26, 2015 solely from the G&G operators.
7. The Court exercise continuing jurisdiction over the parties that agreed to the October 26, 2015 settlement
terms and have them account for and explain how illegal tows continued after that time. 8. To hold the parties
responsible for monitoring the October 26, 2015 agreement accountable. 9. That the Plaintiff Class and Class
Counsel be equitably estopped from asserting claims against Longmead and/or Summit, including requests
for attorney fees. 10. Grant such other equitable relief as may be just and appropriate.
REQUEST FOR HEARING
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Exhibit 1 – Illegal Settlement Agreement
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QUAN-EN YANG, et al.
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AGREEMENT
This Agreement is entered into on this 30 th day of December 2015 by Quan-en Yang,
acting on behalf of the Class defined below (collectively "Plaintiffs"), and Defendant G&C Gulf,
Inc., d/b/a G&G Towing ("G&G Towing") in the above-captioned action (the "Action").

I. RECITALS
1.

This litigation was filed in the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, Maryland,

on April 16, 2015, against G&G Towing on behalf of a class of consumers who allege th_at G&G
Towing violated numerous statutory and common law duties when it undertook the trespass
towing of their vehicles from privately ow_ned Parking Lots located in Montgomery County.
2.

An amended complaint was filed onJuly 27, 2015 (Dkt. no. 36) adding Glenn W.

Cade,Jr. ("Mr. Cade") as an additional defendant in the Action based on discovery undertaken
by Class Counsel.
3.

In the Action, Plaintiffs allege that G&G Towing - acting under contracts with

Parking Lot Owners, Managers and/ or Agents throughout Montgomery County - violated
duties set forth in Maryland's Towing or Removal of Vehicles from Parking Lots Law (Md. Code
Ann., Transp. §21-lOA-0l et seq. (the "Maryland Towing Act")), Montgomery County's Tow

Ordinances (Montgomery County Code,§ 30C-l, et seq. (the "MC Tow Law")) and the common
law of Maryland, by uniformly and consistently: (a) requiring payment for the tow as a condition
for recovery of the vehicle by the owner (i.e., by exercising a possessory or statutory lien over the
vehicle); (b) failing to secure and record information regarding the authorization and requests for
towing of vehicles; and (c) adding a credit card processing fee that is not otherwise permitted
under the law.
4.

On August 13, 2015, Defendant G&G Towing filed a Motion to Dismiss the

Amended Complaint (Dkt. No. 60). The Motion, inter alia, asked the Court to hold that the
Maryland Towing Act and MC Tow Law: (a) create a possessory/storage lien in favor of towing
companies; and (b) permit the collection of a "credit card·fee." Plaintiffs opposed the Motion to
Dismiss (Dkt. No. 89). On September 23, 2015, the Court denied G&G Towing's Motion to
Dismiss (Dkt. No. 92).
5.

The Parties have engaged in protracted litigation that included extensive

discovery, numerous depositions and significant motions practice. The Parties have conducted
extensive research and filed motions in respect of the applicable law relating to the claims,
defenses and class issues in this case. In addition, counsel for Plaintiffs have reviewed
documentation provided by regulatory agencies (and other documents) relevant to the issues
raised in the Complaint, conducted extensive informal discovery and will take additional
discovery on issues pertinent to this Agreement.
6.

The Parties also conducted extensive face-to-face discussions. These were

lengthy, arduous and intense arms-length negotiations, which involved the extensive efforts and
involvement of the Honorable Irma S. Raker (Ret.) as mediator.
7.

The Parties recognize and acknowledge the benefits of this Agreement. Class

Counsel has taken into account the uncertain outcome and risk of the litigation, as well as the

- 2-

difficulties and delays inherent in such litigation and the likelihood of protracted appeals. Class
Counsel have also taken into account, and expressly relied upon as a material term of this
Agreement, G&G Towing's representation that it is no longer economically feasible to continue
its business operations and intends to wind down its business operations in an orderly fashion in
2016. Class Counsel has, therefore, determined that the Agreement on behalf of the Class
defined below is fair and reasonable and in the best interest of the Class.
8.

G&G Towing also believes that this Agreement is in its best interests and

understands that, under the terms of this Agreement, judgment will be entered against G&G
Towing on the claims set forth in the most current Complaint on file (which claims will be
substantively consistent with the causes of action and claims against G&G Towing set forth in the
First Amended Complaint).
9.

Mr. Cade is not a party to this Agreement and the Parties agree that Mr. Cade

does not admit, and expressly denies the allegations in this Action asserted against him in his
individual capacity.
10.

On or about September 4, 2015, G&G Towing , pursuant to an Order of the

Court dated August 25, 2015 (Dkt. No. 72), produced its database of its trespass tows from April
16, 2012 through and including August 22, 2015, identifying 23,845 tows that fit within the Class
definition set forth in the Amended Complaint ("G&G Towing Database"). As part of this
Agreement, G&G Towing shall, at its own expense and no later than fifteen (15) days following
the Court's preliminary approval of this Agreement, supplement the G&G Towing database
identifying all additional tows through and includingJanuary 7, 2016.
11.

The Parties will recommend that the Court appoint Strategic Claims Services,

Inc. of Media, Pennsylvania as the Escrow Administrator (hereinafter the "Escrow
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Administrator"). The Escrow Administrator is responsible to report both to the Court and to the
parties as more fully set forth in this Agreement.
12.

On November 5, 2015, Counsel for the Parties met with the Honorable Ronald

B. Rubin, in Chambers, and reviewed the essential terms of this Agreement with the Court.
13.

In consideration of the foregoing and for other good and valuable consideration

described herein, Plaintiffs, Class Counsel, and G&G Towing stipulate and agree as set forth
herein, subject to the approval of the Court:
II. TERMS

14.

Definitions:

(a)

"Representative Plaintiff' shall mean the named Plaintiff Quan-enYang.

(b)

"Class" and "Class Members" shall mean only those persons included

within the classes defined in Paragraph 15 below.
(c)

The "Action" shall mean this lawsuit, Yang v. G&C Gui£ Inc. d/b/a G&G

Towing, Case No. 403885-V filed in the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, Maryland.
(d)

"Court" shall mean the Circuit Court for Montgomery County,

(e)

"Common Fund" shall mean the account established at The Columbia

Maryland.

Bank, pursuant to Paragraph 16 below, into which all funds collected on, or added to the
Judgment (as contemplated by this Agreement) shall be deposited, together with all interest
attributed thereto or earned thereon. The account shall require only the signature of the Escrow
Administrator.

(f)

"Effective Date" shall mean the date of Final Approval of this

Agreement.
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(g)

"Parking Lot" shall mean parking lot as defined in the Maryland Tow

Act, Md. Code Ann., Transp. § 21-I0A-0l(a).
(h)

Parking Lot or Property "Owner" refers to any person in lawful

possession or control of a Parking Lot as defined in the MC Tow Law, Montgomery County
Code,§ 30C-l(a)(3).
(i)

The ·"Parties" to this Agreement refers to the Class and G&G Towing.

G)

"Person" means an individual, corporation, partnership, limited

partnership, association, joint stock company, estate, legal representative, trust, unincorporated
association, government, or any political subdivision or agency thereof, and any business or legal
entity and their spouses, heirs, predecessors, successors, representatives, or assignees.

(k)

The "G&G Towing Class Member List" shall mean the List compiled by

the Escrow Administrator in accordance with the procedures and protocols set forth in
Paragraph 19 below.
~)

"Class Counsel" or "Counsel for Plaintiffs" means Richard S. Gordon

and Benjamin H. Carney of Gordon, Wolf & Carney, Chtd.
(m)

"Lead Class Counsel" means Richard S. Gordon of Gordon, Wolf &

(n)

"Preliminary Approval Order" shall mean the Order in the form attached

Carney, Chtd.

as Exhibit A, preliminarily approving the Agreement, certifying the Class and approving the
notices to Class Members.
(o)

"Preliminary Approval Date" means the date the Court enters the

Preliminary Approval Order.

(p)

"Class Period" shall mean April 16, 2012 throughJanuary 7, 2016.
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(q)

"Final Approval Hearing" means the hearing at which the Court will

determine whether the proposed Agreement is fair, reasonable, and adequate, and whether it
should be given final approval by the Court.
(r)

"Class Member" shall mean and include Class Members who do not

timely and validly exclude themselves from the Agreement as provided for in this Agreement.
(s)

As used in this Agreement, any references to a person or a Class Member

shall include and be construed (unless the context of this Agreement requires otherwise) to
include any person or entity that has an interest, whether legal, equitable, or otherwise in that
person's testamentary estate, bankruptcy estate, trust, marital trust, or similar est_ate or trust.
(t)

As used in the Agreement, the plural of any defined term includes the

singular thereof and vice versa, except where the context requires otherwise.
(u)

Other terms are defined in the text of the Agreement and shall have the

meaning accorded those terms in such text.
15.

The Class.
(a)

The Parties agree that the Action is maintainable as a class action under

Rule 2-23l(b)(l) and (b)(3) of the Maryland Rules of Civil Procedure and further, that the Class
is defined as follows:
All persons whose vehicles, between April 16, 2012 and January 7, 2016 were
non-consensually towed by G & C Gulf, Inc. d/b/a G&G Towing ("G&G
Towing ") from a private Parking Lot.
Excluded from the Class are all former and present directors, officers and agents as well as all
current employees of G&G Towing.
(b)

As set forth in Paragraphs 19 and 20 below, the number and identity of

the members of the G&G Towing Class will be based upon information obtained from the G&G
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Towing Database, as supplemented within fifteen (15) days of preliminary approval, and other
sources.
(c)

Class Counsel shall have the right to take the deposition of the Escrow

Administrator regarding the size and composition of the Class, the methodology for providing
notice to the Class and any other matter regarding the manner in which the Escrow
Administrator satisfied its obligations under this Agreement.
16.

Entry ofJudgment.
(a)

Stipulations. Attached hereto as Exhibit B are a series of Stipulations

relating to G&G Towing 's towing activities during the Class Period. The Stipulations are based
upon the discovery in the Action and are to be signed by counsel for G&G Towing (on behalf of
G&G Towing). The Parties agree that if the Action proceeded to trial, the Stipulations set forth
facts sufficient to establish Plaintiffs' claims in the Action, and in particular, that G&G Towing
violated the following duties imposed under the Maryland Tow Act, the MC Tow Law and
common law:
I.

11.

lll.

IV.

(b)

G&G Towing's duty to permit vehicle owners to retake possession of
their vehicles without requiring up-front payment.
G&G Towing's duty to charge only its towing rates on file with
Montgomery County (i.e., no credit card transaction fee).
G&G Towing's duty to provide vehicle owners, in a receipt, with
certain information and disclosures regarding their rights and
remedies under the Acts.
G&G Towing's duty to memorialize and maintain a statement for
each vehicle that the tow or removal was made at the request of the
parking lot owner.

Findings ofFact and Conclusions ofLaw. Based upon the

Stipulations and other facts obtained in discovery in the Action, the Class shall request that, as
part of the Court's consideration of this Agreement at the Final Approval Hearing, the Court
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make findings of fact and conclusions oflaw consistent with the stipulations referred to in Paragraph
16 (a).

(c)

Entry ofJudgment. Based upon the findings of fact and conclusions

oflaw, the Class shall request that the Court enterJudgment against Defendant G&C Gulf,
Inc., under the Counts asserted in the Action in the amount ofTwenty-Two Million Dollars
($22,000,QQQOO).

(d)

Establislunent of Com.mon Fund. A Common Fund shall be

established that shall include all funds collected under theJudgment entered by the Court. Within
five (5) days of Court's Preliminary Approval of this Agreement, G&C Gulf, Inc. shall pay
$335,000°0 into the Common Fund in partial satisfaction of the Judgment. This payment of
$335,000°0 shall be deposited into an interest bearing escrow account at The Columbia Bank. It is
expressly agreed that following deposit of the initial, such funds, with the approval of the Court, shall
be used to make all necessary payments under this Agreement relating to the Class, including but
not limited to, payments to Class Members (as provided for in Paragraph l 6(g) below), all costs
associated with Class Notice, all costs incurred in locating class members, the costs of drafting
and sending all payments to Class members, payment of Class Counsel Fees and Costs as set
forth below, incentive payments to the Representative Plaintiff, and all other costs incurred by
the Escrow Administrator arising from the administration of the Agreement (collectively, the
"Class' Costs of Administration"). In the event that this Agreement is not approved by the
Court, then the Escrow Administrator shall, at G&C Inc. 's request and subject to the Court's
approval, withdraw and return to G&C Gulf, Inc. the $335,000°0 on deposit in the Common
Fund, minus any administrative expenses incurred by the Escrow Administrator.

(e)

Post Judgment Enforcement Action in Respect of G&G Towing

Only. The Parties will request that the Court, as of the day of the Final Approval Hearing,
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enter a stay of execution for a period of one-year from the date of the final approval hearing with

respect to G&G Towing on{y (which Plaintiffs agree they will not ask the Court to modify
during this period). Upon expiration of the order staying execution, or if the requested stay is not
entered, Plaintiffs agree they will not bring any post-judgment enforcement or execution action against
G&G Towing. Plaintiffs further agree that in the event that the judgment against G&G Towing
is sold, assigned, transferred or otherwise conveyed to a third party, the terms of the aforesaid
assignment, sale or transfer (hereinafter the "Document") will require that the assignee not
bring any enforcement action or execution on the judgment with respect to G&G Towing, as
set forth in this Paragraph. Plaintiffs further agree that they will advise counsel for G&G
Towing (Ronald S. Canter) of any such Document and, upon request of Mr. Canter, provide a
copy of such Document promptly to Mr. Canter. Mr. Canter agrees that he shall hold the
Document in confidence except to the extent that such Document is needed to enforce the
undertakings set forth in this Paragraph .. The parties further agree that the undertakings set
forth in this Paragraph with respect to G&G Towing are not applicable to and shall not effect or
limit the Class' ability to collect any portion of the Judgment from any other Person who may
be liable for the claims set forth in the Action, including but not limited to the Parking Lot or
Property Owners, and their managers and/or agents (excepting G&G Towing, its owners,
officers, stockholders and employees).

(f)

Additional Payment into Common Fund by G&G Towing. In

addition to the $335,000°0 paid by G&G Towing into the Common Fund as partial satisfaction
oftheJudgment, G&G Towing shall be required to pay any Costs of Administration (as defined
in Paragraph l 6(d)) that exceed $335,000°0 up to $360,000°0 (i.e.~ up to an additional
$25,000°0) on the condition that said Costs of Administration are approved by the Court and
that none of the additional $25,000°0 is to be applied to counsel fees.
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(g)

Allocation of Judgment.

At an appropriate point in the future, Class

Counsel shall devise a plan for distribution to the Class of monies paid in partial or full
satisfaction of the Judgment or otherwise added to the Common Fund. Any such plan shall be
approved by the Court.
(h)

Unclaim.ed Funds ofthe Comm.on Fund. All funds remaining in the

Common Fund after payment to all Class members, shall revert to the Common Fund, and be
distributed to the cy pres recipients as described in Paragraph 22.

17.

Payment of Incentive Payment.

(a)

Class Counsel will file and G&G Towing agrees not to oppose a motion

that the Representative Plaintiff receive an incentive payment of not more than $7 ,500°0 from
the Common Fund.

(b)

The incentive fees.payable to the Representative Plaintiff shall be

forwarded by the Escrow Administrator by wire transfer to the escrow account of Gordon, Wolf
& Carney, Chtd. no later than ten (10) calendar days after the Effective Date.
18.

Class Counsel's Attorneys' Fees and Costs.

(a)

Class Counsel's attorney's fees and costs will be paid from the Common

Fund as may be allowed and approved by the Court. Class Counsel may seek an award of
attorney's fees ofup to one-third (33 1/3%) of all funds deposited in the Common Fund,
recognizing that that amount may increase from time-to-time, plus reasonable litigation costs.
G&G Towing agrees not to oppose or comment negatively on a motion for attorneys' fees ofup
to one-third (33 1/3%) of the Common Fund plus reasonable costs. Payment of Class Counsel's
costs and expenses and Class Counsel's attorneys' fees shall collectively be referred to as "Class
Counsel's Attorneys' Fees and Costs."
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(b)

The initial payment of Class Counsels' Attorneys' Fees and Costs shall be

forwarded by the Escrow Administrator by wire transfer to the escrow account of Gordon, Wolf
& Carney, Chtd. no later than ten (10) calendar days after the Effective Date. Any subsequent
payment of Class Counsels' Attorneys' Fees and Costs shall be forwarded by the Escrow
Administrator by wire transfer to the escrow account of Gordon, Wolf & Carney, Chtd. no later
than ten (I 0) calendar days after the request for such Class Counsels' Attorneys' Fees and Costs.
19.

Duties of the Escrow Administrator.

(a)

The Escrow Administrator's responsibilities include confirming and

compiling the Class Member List. The Escrow Administrator shall access the information set
forth in the G&G Towing Database (described in Paragraph 10 above), to obtain the last known
address for each Class Member uti_lizing Accurint, Westlaw, MVA records, postal records and/or
other similar information services.

(b)

The Escrow Administrator shall also be responsible for collecting and

reviewing exclusion requests from those Class Members who opt-out, transmitting payments as
provided herein, and attending to other administrative obligations required to fulfill the
requirements of this Agreement.
(c)

The Parties and the Escrow Administrator shall safeguard against

improper disclosure of personal identifying information of any Class Member.

20.

Class Notice Procedures.

(a)

The Escrow Administrator also will prepare notice to the Class in a form

and manner approved by the Court. The form of Notice filed with the Court and agreed to by
the Parties is attached hereto as Exhibit C. The notices shall inform the class about their rights,
duties and obligations under the Agreement and shall be posted on a website described below.
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(b)

Mailed Form. of Notice. A Postcard Notice to the Class shall be sent to

Class Members by first class mail, via the U.S. Postal Service, within forty five (45) calendar days
of issuance of the Preliminary Approval Order by the Court. The notice shall be in the form
attached as Exhibit D. The Postcard Notice also shall advise class members in general terms
about the Action and direct Class Members to a website created by Class Counsel in connection
with this Agreement. The Notice (as well as other informational and Court documents) shall also
be posted on the website.
(i)

In preparation for the mailing of Postcard Notice, Class Counsel

shall provide the Escrow Administrator with the G&G Towing Database set forth
in Paragraph 10 above.
(ii)

Prior to mailing the Postcard Notice, the Escrow Administrator

shall utilize Accurint, Westlaw, MVA records, postal records and/ or other similar
information services to obtain and update the addresses of the Class.
(iii)

If a Postcard Notice is returned with a new forwarding address

provided by the U.S. Postal Service, the Escrow Administrator will reissue the
Postcard Notice to the new forwarding address within 10 business days. ~fa
Postcard Notice is returned as undeliverable and there is no forwarding address,
the Escrow Administrator will update the address using a web-based service to
obtain a corrected address and, if a different address is obtained by such search, a
second Postcard Notice shall be sent. The second notice shall be sent within 10
calendar days of receiving the undeliverable Postcard Notice. If a second notice is
sent and returned undeliverable, no further Postcard Notice need be sent by the
Escrow Administrator. The Escrow Administrator shall have no obligation to re-
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mail any Postcard Notice returned as undeliverable after sixty (60) days from the
date on which it originally was mailed.
(iv)

Any additional correspondence sent to the Class by the Escrow

Administrator shall be in the form proposed by the Escrow Administrator and
include on its face a text box advising class members: "THIS IS NOT JUNK

MAIL. ENCLOSED IS AN IMPORTANT LEGAL NOTICE ABOUT
YOUR RIGHT TO BENEFITS UNDER A CLASS ACTION
JUDGMENT. PLEASE OPEN AND READ.';
(c)

Cost of Notice. All costs associated with the Class Notice set forth in

this paragraph shall be paid from the Common Fund, as approved by the Court. The Escrow
Administrator shall maintain an accurate accounting of all Costs of Notice which shall be
available for inspection upon the request of any party to this agreement.
(d)

At least five (5) days in advance of the Final Approval Hearing, the Escrow

Administrator shall file with the Court and serve upon Class Counsel and Counsel for G&G
Towing an affidavit setting forth the manner in which it complied with the production of the
Notice to the Class.
(e)

The Escrow Administrator also shall maintain a post office box address to

receive inquiries with respect to the Agreement.
21.

Cost of Administration of CoDllllon Fund. As set forth in Paragraphs 16

(d) and (f) above, the Parties agree that the cost of notice to Class Members and the
administration of the Agreement will be paid from the Common Fund. The cost of notice and
administration of the Agreement, shall include, by way of example, (1) the time and expenses of
the Escrow Administrator, (2) all costs associated with compiling the Class Member List; (3) first-
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class postage of the mailed Postcard Notice to the Class; (4) all reasonable costs associated with
locating Class Members; and (5) first-class postage for mailing the Class Members' checks.
22.

Cy Pres. The Parties have agreed that a qy pres fund will be created that i~cludes

any residue of the Common Fund remaining for any reason, including checks that are not
negotiated or are returned and remain undeliverable after a date set by the Court. The qy pres
fund shall be donated, with the approval of the Court, as follows: (1) the first $5,000°0 shall be
distributed to the Maryland Consumer Rights Coalition; (2) the next $5,000°0 , if any, shall be
distributed to CivilJustice, Inc.; (3) the next $5,000°0 , if any, shall be distributed to Vehicles for
Change; and (4) any and all remaining qy pres funds shall be paid to the University of Maryland
Francis King Carey School of Law (collectively the "qy pres recipients"). Lead Counsel may add,
delete or substitute qy pres recipients following entry of the FinalJudgment, subject to approval by
the Court. The timing of any qy pres distributions shall be approved by the Court from time-totime and shall be transferred by the Escrow Administrator to the Trust Account of Gordon, Wolf
& Carney, Chtd, by wire. Lead Counsel shall promptly deliver the qy pres funds to the designated
ry pres recipients.

23.

Cooperation. G&G Towing shall cooperate with the Escrow Administrator to

the extent reasonably necessary to assist and facilitate the Escrow Administrator in carrying out
its duties and responsibilities. Defendant G&G Towing and Class Counsel also shall reasonably
cooperate with each other so that both sides may adequately monitor performance of this
Agreement. G&G Towing's· duties under this Paragraph do not survive the dissolution of the
corporation and/ or the filing of a bankruptcy petition by G&G Towing, except as provided by
Maryland and Federal law.
24.

Amendment of Complaint. G&G Towing will not object to Plaintiffs

amending the First Amended Complaint to add one or more of the Parking Lot/Property
- 14-

Owners, Managers and/ or Agents as additional Defendants. Plaintiffs anticipate that such a
further amended complaint (and perhaps follow-up amended complaints, if necessary) will be
filed at some point prior to the Final Approval Hearing though the timing of such filings shall be
subject to the discretion of Class Counsel. Neither the terms of this Agreement nor the
enforceability of any relief obtained for the Class under this Agreement are affected by the filing
of a further amended complaint.

III. PROCEDURES FOR EFFECTUATING AGREEMENT
25.

Best Efforts. In order to effectuate that purpose, the Representative Plaintiffs

and G&G Towing agree to cooperate and use their best efforts to obtain Court approval of this
Agreement in an expeditious manner.

26.

Preliminary Approval Procedure. Within ten (10) calendar days after

execution of this Agreement by the Parties, Plaintiffs shall file a motion with the Court for entry
of the "Preliminary Approval Order" in the form agreed to by the parties (Exhibit A hereto).
Class Counsel shall file a memorandum in support of the motion for preliminary approval.

27.

Final Approval Procedure. At the time and manner required by the

Preliminary Approval Order, the Parties shall file any motions or other papers that they may
have in support of final approval of the Agreement. The proposed Final Approval Judgment shall
be drafted by Class Counsel and submitted to the Court in advance of the Final Approval
Hearing.
IV. CONDITIONS

28.

Approval of the Court.

This Agreement is subject to final approval by the

Circuit Court for Montgomery County, Maryland. If the Court does not approve this
Agreement or enter the Preliminary Approval Order and Final ApprovalJudgment requested
herein, or if the Court enters the Final ApprovalJudgment provided for herein but theJudgment
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is materially modified or reversed upon appellate review, or if (as a result of the Cou~t's decision
to not grant one or more of the collaterai motions before the Court during the Preliminary
Approval hearing onJanuary 7, 2015) the payment of the $335,000°0 to the Common Fund as
required by Paragraph 16 (d) is not made, then this Agreement shall be canceled and terminated
unless counsel for G&G Towing and the Class, within ten (10) days from the receipt of a ruling
or written notice of circmT!stances giving rise to termination, agree in writing to proceed with this
Agreement.

29.

Termination of Agreement.

This Agreement shall only be terminable: (a) at

the option of the Representative Plaintiffs or G&G Towing if the Court fails to approve this
Agreement; (b) at the option of the Representative Plaintiffs or G&G Towing if the Court.
materially modifies (or proposes to materially modify) this Agreement, including the proposed
Preliminary Approval Order, Class Notice or Final ApprovalJudgment, in order to approve the
Agreement; (c) if (as a result of the Court's decision to not grant one or more of the collateral
motions before the Court during the Preliminary Approval hearing onJanuary 7, 2015) the
payment of $335,000°0 to the common fund is not paid within fifteen (15) days of Preliminary
Approval or (d) upon the mutual written agreement of the Representative Plaintiff on the one
hand and G&G Towing on the other hand. Any dispute as to the materiality of any
modification or proposed modification of this Agreement by the Court shall be resolved pursuant
to the terms of Paragraph 31.
30.

Effect of Termination of Agreement. If this Agreement is terminated or

canceled as set forth herein, all of the Parties hereto shall be deemed to have reverted to their
respective status as of the date of this Agreement, the stipulations attached hereto as Exhibit B
will be null and void and the parties shall proceed in all respects as if this Agreement had not
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been executed and the related Orders had not been entered, preserving in that event all of their
respective claims and defenses in this case.
31.

Resolution of Disputes under This Agreement.

The Parties agree that

the Court shall maintain jurisdiction over the implementation and interpretation of this
Agreement, which shall be interpreted under Maryland law without regard to its choice-of-law
provIS1ons.

VI.

32.

Amendments.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
This Agreement may be amended or modified only by a

written instrument signed by Class Counsel and G&G Towing.
33.

Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement among

the Plaintiffs on the one hand and G&G Towing on the other, and no representations, warranties
or inducements have been made from the Plaintiffs to G&G Towing or vice versa concerning this
Agreement or its exhibits other than the representations, warranties, and covenants contained
and memorialized in such documents. Except as otherwise provided herein, each party shall
bear its own costs.
34.

Plaintiffs' Authority. Class Counsel, on behalf of the Class, are expressly

authorized to take all appropriate actions required or permitted to be taken by the Class pursuant
to this Agreement to effectuate its terms, and are also expressly authorized to enter into any
modifications or amendments to this Agreement on behalf of the Class.

35.

G&C Gulflnc.'s Authority. G&G Towing is authorized to take all

appropriate actions required or permitted to be taken pursuant to this Agreement.to effectuate its
terms.
36.

Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts.

All executed counterparts shall be deemed to be one and the same instrument. Counsel for the
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Parties hereto shall exchange among themselves original executed counterparts and a complete
set of original executed counterparts shall be filed with the Circuit Court for Montgomery
County, Maryland in connection with the motion to approve the Parties' Agreement.
3 7.

Construction of the Agreement. The Parties agree that no single party shall

be deemed to have drafted this Agreement.
38.

Applicable Law.

All the terms of this Agreement shall be governed by and

interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of Maryland.
39.

Jurisdiction. The Parties hereto submit to the jurisdiction of the Circuit Court

for Montgomery County, Maryland for the purpose of implementing this Agreement.
40.

Headings. The headings contained in the Agreement are for reference purposes

only and shall not affect in any way the meaning or interpretation of this Agreement.
41.

Integration of Exhibits. The exhibits to the Agreement are an integral and

material part of this Agreement and are hereby incorporated and made a part of the Agreement.
42.

Competency; Independent Counsel. Each Party to this Agreement

represents and warrants that he, she, or it is competent to enter into this Agreement and in doing
so is acting upon his, her, or its independent judgment and upon the advice of his, her, or its own
counsel and not in reliance upon any warranty or representation, express or implied, of any
nature or kind by any other Party, other than the warranties and representations expressly set
forth in this Agreement itsel£
43.

Notices. Except for the Class Notices, which shall be governed exclusively by

the provisions set forth in the Preliminary Approval Order and-by Paragraph 20, all notices
required or permitted to be given by law or by the terms of the Agreement shall be in writing and
shall be considered given upon personal receipt by the Party to be served after mailing of such
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notice by first-cl~ United•$tateS mail, .postage pf<;paid, addl:eSSedtothe Parties tht()Ugh their ··
.

.

Counsel

of Record.

IN \,VITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have cause~ this Agreement to be
executed under seal as of the day and year written below.

Date: December·30,-.2Ql5.
.

.·

.

.

.

FOR THE-CLASS:

FO:El~&C GULF, INQ~

_

d/b/a G&G.TOWING:

.By:.
. .
Glenri vV. ·Cade,Jr.; President

By: _______________...;..
Benjamin H. Camey, Class Counsel

By: . .

Ronald S. Canter
Counsel for G&G Gulf, Inc.

AGREED TO:

Escrow Adrri.inistrator ·
·
·
.
··
· · .
·
·· ·
(As to Paragr_aphsl\,i4(e)&(l4, l5'(c)., 16{~}; l'7{hh l8.(b), 19, 20-$t 23:o:nly} _:
By: ---'-------·---··...,....;....__,..;...;.------'---,----'---

Title:_ _---,--_ _ _ _ _ _---,--_ _ __
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notice·by first~dass,United States·mail; postage.prepaid, addressed-to-the Parties.thr.ough their

Counsel ofRecord.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF,-thc P~rtics hereto havc.ca1,1sed·this-Agreement:to·be.
.

.

executed ui1der seal as of the day and year written.below.

Date: December 30,_2ffl 5
FO:Q. THE CLASS:

By: ------------------------------_;,_,
Rkha1:d -S. _Gordon, L~ctd :"Class Counsel_

FOR G&CGULF, INC.
dlb/a G&G TOWING:

.,,By;.__--------.. . . . .--------....;.;..... . . . . _______~
. :Glenn w. Cade,Jr., President.

By::...

..

.

.. Ronald.S. Canter . _
Counsel for G&OGulf; Inc.

AGREEDTO:

EscrowAdroiidsn-ator

.

·(As to Pai-agraphs U,14(e)&(k), l5(c), J6(d),,17(b), 18..(b),..19, 20 &-23 o~y)
By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _""""""'""_ _ __

Title:,__ _ _ _ _----__________________

notice by first-class United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the Parties through their
Counsel of Record.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be
executed under seal as of the clay and year written below.

Date: December :·W, 2015

FOR THE CLASS:

FOR G&C GULF, INC.
d/b/ a G&G TOWING:

By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

ny:~

~c~~--Ju.Lt

Richard S. Gordon, Lead Class Counsel

Glenn W. Cade,.Jr., President

By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
Benjamin H. Carney, Class Counsel

ntcr
Counsel for G&C Gulf: Inc.

Quan-En Yang, Plaintiff
AGREED TO:

Escrow Administrator
(As to Paragraphs 11,14(e)&(k), 15(c), 16(d), 17(b), 18(b), 19, 20 & 23 only)
By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Title: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
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fIV?

•

notice by first-class United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the Parties through their
Counsel ofRecord.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be
executed under seal as of the day and year written below.

Date: December 30, 2015

FOR THE CLASS:

FOR G&C GULF, INC.
d/b/a G&G TOWING:

By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Richard S. Gqrdon, Lead Class Counsel

Glenn W. Cade,Jr., President

By: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

By:--.-----------

Benjamin H. Carney, Class Counsel

Ronald S. Canter
Counsel for G&C Gulf, Inc.

Quan-En Yarig, Plaintiff
AGREED TO:

$Tc.:. /-..Pc:p' L CltJu fnr C sP/i.J.• M j /r:>,JvL. Mv thatC,4,,-v<!.._
Escrow Acbninistrato1·
,.
(As to P,rgraphs 11,14(e)&(k), 15(c}, 16(d), 17(b), 18(b), 19, 20 & 23 only)

By,

a,._,J

(

Title:
i

#A ~ /

hr✓ ··~·-

,
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Exhibit 2 – Opt Out

Exhibit 3 – GG Towing Contract

Exhibit 4 – Potomac SDAT Record

SDAT: Real Property Search

1 of 1

https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages/default.aspx

Real Property Data Search
Search Result for MONTGOMERY COUNTY
View Map

View GroundRent Redemption

View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None
Account Identifier:

District - 06 Account Number - 03473982
Owner Information
Use:
CADE GLENN W
Principal Residence:
CADE HELEN M

Owner Name:

Deed Reference:
11835 WOOD THRUSH LN
POTOMAC MD 20854
Location & Structure Information
Legal Description:
11835 WOOD THRUSH LN
POTOMAC 20854-0000

Mailing Address:

Premises Address:
Map:

Grid:

Parcel:

Neighborhood:

Subdivision:

FQ12

0000

0000

6070081.16

0081

Section:

RESIDENTIAL
YES
/53197/ 00001

THE ESTATES AT
GREENBRIAR PRESERVE

Block:

Lot:

Assessment Year:

Plat No:

A

16

2019

Plat Ref:

23068

Town: None
Primary Structure Built

Above Grade Living Area

Finished Basement Area

Property Land Area

County Use

2006

7,224 SF

2475 SF

26,721 SF

111

Stories Basement Type
Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage
Last Notice of Major Improvements
2
YES
STANDARD UNIT BRICK/ 8
5 full/ 1 half
3 Attached
Value Information
Base Value

Land:
Improvements
Total:
Preferential Land:

563,200
1,234,500
1,797,700
0

Value
As of
01/01/2019
563,200
1,136,900
1,700,100

Phase-in Assessments
As of
As of
07/01/2020
07/01/2021

1,700,100

1,700,100
0

Transfer Information
Seller: CADE GLENN W & HELEN M

Date: 11/14/2016

Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER

Deed1: /53197/ 00001

Deed2:

Seller: NVR INC

Date: 08/25/2006

Price: $2,242,480

Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED

Deed1: /32905/ 00425

Deed2:

Seller: GREENBRIAR ROSE LLC

Date: 06/19/2006

Price: $775,000

Type: ARMS LENGTH VACANT

Deed1: /32522/ 00669

Deed2:

Partial Exempt Assessments:
County:
State:
Municipal:

Class
000
000
000

Exemption Information
07/01/2020
0.00
0.00
0.00|0.00

07/01/2021

0.00|0.00

Special Tax Recapture: None
Homestead Application Information
Homestead Application Status: Approved 11/11/2014
Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information
Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application
Date:

10/8/2020, 4:43 PM

Exhibit 5 – Deleware Beach House Estimate & Location

22 Palmer Ave, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 | Redfin

https://www.redfin.com/DE/Rehoboth-Beach/22-Palmer-Ave-19971/hom...

▾

1 of 7

▾

▾

10/8/2020, 4:46 PM

22 Palmer Ave, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 | Redfin

2 of 7

https://www.redfin.com/DE/Rehoboth-Beach/22-Palmer-Ave-19971/hom...

10/8/2020, 4:46 PM

22 Palmer Ave, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 | Redfin

3 of 7

https://www.redfin.com/DE/Rehoboth-Beach/22-Palmer-Ave-19971/hom...

10/8/2020, 4:46 PM

22 Palmer Ave, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 | Redfin

4 of 7

https://www.redfin.com/DE/Rehoboth-Beach/22-Palmer-Ave-19971/hom...

10/8/2020, 4:46 PM

22 Palmer Ave, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 | Redfin

5 of 7

https://www.redfin.com/DE/Rehoboth-Beach/22-Palmer-Ave-19971/hom...

10/8/2020, 4:46 PM

22 Palmer Ave, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 | Redfin

6 of 7

https://www.redfin.com/DE/Rehoboth-Beach/22-Palmer-Ave-19971/hom...

10/8/2020, 4:46 PM

22 Palmer Ave, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 | Redfin

7 of 7

https://www.redfin.com/DE/Rehoboth-Beach/22-Palmer-Ave-19971/hom...

10/8/2020, 4:46 PM

Exhibit 6 – Commercial Property - SDAT Record & Loan

SDAT: Real Property Search

1 of 1

https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages/default.aspx

Real Property Data Search
Search Result for MONTGOMERY COUNTY
View Map

View GroundRent Redemption

View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None
Account Identifier:

District - 13 Account Number - 01426524
Owner Information
Use:
GEORGIA AVENUE LLC
Principal Residence:

Owner Name:

Deed Reference:
11835 WOOD THRUSH LN
POTOMAC MD 20850
Location & Structure Information
Legal Description:
9501 GEORGIA AVE
SILVER SPRING 20910-0000

Mailing Address:

Premises Address:
Map:

Grid:

Parcel:

Neighborhood:

Subdivision:

JP21

0000

0000

10000.16

0159

Section:

COMMERCIAL
NO
/25329/ 00767

WOODSIDE FOREST SEC
3

Block:

Lot:

Assessment Year:

Plat No:

16

12

2019

Plat Ref:

3489

Town: None
Primary Structure Built

Above Grade Living Area

1955

1,827 SF

Finished Basement Area

Property Land Area

County Use

15,432 SF

553

Stories Basement Type
Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements
SERVICE GARAGE /
C6
Value Information
Base Value

Land:
Improvements
Total:
Preferential Land:

Value
As of
01/01/2019
819,900
796,400
1,616,300

780,800
682,700
1,463,500
0

Phase-in Assessments
As of
As of
07/01/2020
07/01/2021

1,565,367

1,616,300
0

Transfer Information
Seller: CADE, GLENN W JR & H M

Date: 09/22/2003

Price: $0

Type: ARMS LENGTH MULTIPLE

Deed1: /25329/ 00767

Deed2:

Seller: GULF OIL CO

Date: 11/08/1993

Price: $454,000

Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED

Deed1: /11981/ 00119

Deed2:

Seller:

Date:

Price:

Type:

Deed1:

Deed2:

Partial Exempt Assessments:
County:
State:
Municipal:

Class
000
000
000

Exemption Information
07/01/2020
0.00
0.00
0.00|0.00

07/01/2021

0.00|0.00

Special Tax Recapture: None
Homestead Application Information
Homestead Application Status: No Application
Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information
Date:
Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application

10/8/2020, 4:45 PM

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) MQR 26142, p. 0697, MSA_CE63_26096. Date available 06/12/2004. Printed 06/10/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) MQR 26142, p. 0698, MSA_CE63_26096. Date available 06/12/2004. Printed 06/10/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) MQR 26142, p. 0699, MSA_CE63_26096. Date available 06/12/2004. Printed 06/10/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) MQR 26142, p. 0700, MSA_CE63_26096. Date available 06/12/2004. Printed 06/10/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) MQR 26142, p. 0701, MSA_CE63_26096. Date available 06/12/2004. Printed 06/10/2020.

Exhibit 7 - Insurance Policy

Exhibit 8 - Wind Down Petition/Order Case No 42397V

Exhibit 9 – Longmead Declaration

Exhibit 10 – Longmead Plats

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats) 1966- Plat 5156, MSA_C2160_3. Date available 1989/04/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats) 1966- Plat 5157, MSA_C2160_4. Date available 1989/04/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats) 1966- Plat 5158, MSA_C2160_5. Date available 1989/04/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4826, MSA_S1264_5177. Date available 1988/04/15. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4827, MSA_S1264_5178. Date available 1988/04/15. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4828, MSA_S1264_5179. Date available 1988/04/15. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4857, MSA_S1264_5208. Date available 1988/04/22. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4858, MSA_S1264_5209. Date available 1988/04/22. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4859, MSA_S1264_5210. Date available 1988/04/22. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4906, MSA_S1264_5257. Date available 1988/05/20. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4907, MSA_S1264_5258. Date available 1988/05/20. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4908, MSA_S1264_5259. Date available 1988/05/20. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4933, MSA_S1264_5284. Date available 1988/06/21. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4934, MSA_S1264_5285. Date available 1988/06/21. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 4935, MSA_S1264_5286. Date available 1988/06/21. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5043, MSA_S1264_5393. Date available 1988/11/23. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5044, MSA_S1264_5394. Date available 1988/11/23. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5045, MSA_S1264_5395. Date available 1988/11/23. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5051, MSA_S1264_5401. Date available 1988/12/05. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5052, MSA_S1264_5402. Date available 1988/12/05. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5053, MSA_S1264_5403. Date available 1988/12/05. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5054, MSA_S1264_5404. Date available 1988/12/09. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5055, MSA_S1264_5405. Date available 1988/12/09. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5056, MSA_S1264_5406. Date available 1988/12/09. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5125, MSA_S1264_5475. Date available 1989/02/24. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5126, MSA_S1264_5476. Date available 1989/02/24. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5127, MSA_S1264_5477. Date available 1989/02/24. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5128, MSA_S1264_5478. Date available 1989/02/26. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5129, MSA_S1264_5479. Date available 1989/02/26. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5130, MSA_S1264_5480. Date available 1989/02/26. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5139, MSA_S1264_5489. Date available 1989/02/23. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5140, MSA_S1264_5490. Date available 1989/02/23. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5141, MSA_S1264_5491. Date available 1989/02/23. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5142, MSA_S1264_5492. Date available 1989/03/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5143, MSA_S1264_5493. Date available 1989/03/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5144, MSA_S1264_5494. Date available 1989/03/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5156, MSA_S1264_5506. Date available 1989/04/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5157, MSA_S1264_5507. Date available 1989/04/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5158, MSA_S1264_5508. Date available 1989/04/17. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5197, MSA_S1264_5547. Date available 1989/06/08. Printed 10/19/2020.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Condominium Plats, MO) Plat 5198, MSA_S1264_5548. Date available 1989/06/08. Printed 10/19/2020.

