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Dear Attorney General Abbott,

At the request of two Hood County Commissioners, Mike Sympson and Dick Roan, I
seek your opinion to a question concerning the county’s responsibility to maintain roads in
residential subdivisions in Hood County, Texas. Like several other counties that have sought
your opinion, the Hood County commissioners court has approved numerous subdivision plats
with provisions that (1) the roads within the subdivisions were not accepted, or (2) the roads
were accepted for their location, but not for maintenance.

The county requests an opinion on whether GA-0513 establishes county responsibility for
Hood County subdivision roads despite important distinctions between the circumstances giving
rise to GA-0513 and the present case. ‘The county also requests clarification as to whether the
repair of a subdivision road with county equipment—but without approval of the commissioners
court—subsequently obligates the county to maintain that road and/or all roads in a subdivision.

Attached to this letter is a brief detailing the county’s position on these issues. If you
need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact my office.

Sincerely,

R. Kélton Conner
Hood County Attorney Assistant County Attorney

1200 W. PEARL STREET » GRANBURY « HOOD COUNTY + TEXAS + 76048
(817) 579-3215 » Fax (817) 579-3218




Attorney General Obinion Request

Brief on behalf of Hood County

Facts

Hood County has a population of less that 50,000, but has grown rapidly since Lake
Granbury was built in the 1960s. The county’s proximity to Dallas and Fort Worth, the
availability of lakefront property, and the attraction of a relaxed country lifestyle have prompted
the development of numerous subdivisions in the county.

Hill Country Estates is one such subdivision. As evidenced by the recording information
on the plat, the commissioners court approved the plat of Hill Country Estates on September 26,
1983. (Exhibit A). Included in the developer’s dedication of the roads and easements on the plat
was the following notation, “The 60° roads are not maintained by the county.” The
commissioners .oourt approved the plat on the same date but specifically withheld approval of the
roads in the subdivision. (Exhibit B). Hence, both the plat and the minutes contain language
indicating that the county did not accept the roads in Hill Country Estates.

Some time between 1983 and 2000,' a former commissioner utilized county resources to
perform work on at least one road in the subdjvision without the approval .of the commissioners

~court. The section of road on which the work was performed is highlighted in yellow on the plat.
{Exhibit A). Several residents in the subdivision contend tﬁat other rdads throughout the
subdivision received similar county maintenance, an allegatiﬁn the former commissioner denies;
however, a scarch of the records has rlevealed no record regarding commissioners court

approving any roadwork in the subdivision. Additionally, it has been suggested that a former’

' In 1997 the commissioners court authorized a Unit Road System under Chapter 252, Subchapter C of the
Transportation Code. In 2000, citizens voted for Subchapter D.
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county attorney wrote an advisory opinion concerning the road improvements, but no copy of a
legal opinion relating to the roadwork can be found.

Although the roads are dedicated to the public, the commigsioners court did not accept
the roads. The public has openly used the subdivision roads without obstruction or chalicnge for
many years. No court of competent jurisdiction has declared the roads to be public roads in
accordance with Chapter 281, Transportation Code.

Hill Country Estates recorded covenants and restrictions (Covenants) on September 23,
1983, (Exhibit C). The Covenants stated that the seller, The Hill Country, Ltd., would be

responsible for road construction and maintenance within the subdivision. /d. at 2. Additionally,
the Covenants specified that, “All roadé_ will be private and will not be maintained by the
County.” Id. The Covenants further declared that all restrictions would terminate in twenty
years unless a majority of the property owners voted to extend the Covenants. Id. The Hood
County Clerk has no record that the property owners ever extended or modified the Covenanis.
Hill Country Estates landowners have not had an election authorized by Chapter 253,
Transportation Code. Since the platting of the subdivision, the Hood County Commissioner’s
Court has not formally accepted the dedication of the roads in Hill Country Estates. The
commissioners have neither purchased nor condemned the roads.
The commissioners believe that, according to their training, if the county performs work
- onaprivate road it is a Vio-latfon of the law. They also believe that if the county performs work
on a public road, the county must add that road to the county road count; furthermore, the county
must maintain that road at the same level to. which they have improved the road.
Because the coﬁnty performed some work on a road in the subdivision—albeit without

the approval of the commissioners court—the residents of Hill Country Estates assert that the
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roads have become part of the county road system and the county is now obligated to maintain

all of the roads in Hill Country Estates under GA-0359,

Questions Presented

Question 1:

Under Tex. Att’y Gen. Op. No. GA-0513, ﬁust a county with a popﬁlation under 50,000
maintain the roads in a subdivision when (1) the subdivision Covenants sfate that the
roads are private and not maintained by the couﬁty, (2) the county has expressly refused |
to @aintain the roads at the time- of platting, (3) the official minutes of the
commissioner’s court states that the county accepted none of the roads and (4) the county
has not acquired a public interest in the roads under Transportation Code §281.0027?
Question 2:
If a county is not required to maintain the roads in a subdivision under Question 1, if a
county commissioner—without the approval of the commissioners’ court—uses the
county road crew to repair one road in such a subdivision, is the county subsequently
obligated to:
(a) Maintain only the road or portion of the réad repaired at the request of the
commissioner; or |
(b) Maintain all of the roads in the subdivision?
Question 3:
If evidence subsequently shows that the commissioner in Questiqn 2 perff;rmed work on
more than one road and/or on more than one occasion, would that alter your opinion

concerning the obligation of Hood County to maintain the subdivision roads?
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Argument

The Hood County Commissioners Court contends that it has no responsibility to maintain
the roads in Hill Country Estates. Commissioners expressly rejected any interest in the roads by
not accepting the roads on September 26, 1983, (Exhibit A). Since then, the court has neither
formally accepted dedication of the roads in Hill Cduntry Estates, nor has the county purchased
or condemned those roads. No court of competent jurisdiction has declared the roads to be -
public roads by adverse possession or implied dedication. Additionally, the commissioners colut

has never sanctioned the use of county equipment or personnel to repair or maintain the roads in

Hill Country Estates.

1. The county has not acquired a public interest in the roads in Hill Country Estates under

Transportation Code §281.002 as the county has not Duxchasgd, condemned, or accepted

the dedication of the roads and no court of competent jurisdiction has rendered a

judgment of adverse p. ossessi.on.
\ Discrepancies exist as to whether the roads in Hill Country Estates are public or private.
For example, the subdivision Covenants clearly established all subdivision roads as private roads
(Exhibit C) while the plat designated the roads as public (Exhibit A). Regardless of this
distinction, the commissioners court did not accept the dedication of the roads at the time the
coﬁ.rt accepfed the plat. (Exhibif B). Therefore, becauée the two-step process of offer (Exhibit
A) and acceptance (Exhibit B) was incomplete, the roadé did not become county roads under

§281.002(3). TeX. TRANSP. CODE ANN, (Vernon 2006).
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Additionally, the county did not acquire an interest in the roads in Hill Country Estates
via adverse possession. The public has openly used the subdivision roads for many years;
emergency vehicles an d mail carriers have also used the roads without obstruction or challenge. |
However, a county such as Hood County with a population of less than 50,000 may not legally
determine that a road has become a public road by advérse possession. as that determination must
come from a court of competent jurisdiction making a final judgment. Because no court of
competent jurisdiction has determined that the Hill Country Estates roads have become public
roads, the county has not acquired a public intérest in the roads through adverse possession under
§281.002(4). TEX. TRANSP. CODE ANN. (Vernon 2006).

Finally, the county has neither purchased nor condemned the roads in Hill Country
Estates under §281.002 (1)(2). Therefore, because none of the conditions under Transportation
Code § 281.002 has been satisfied, Hood County has not acquired a public interest in the roads in

Hill Country Estates in accordance with the statute.

HI A Hood County is not responsible for the maintenance of the roads in Hill Country Estates

under GA-0513 because (1) the plat’s dedication disclaims a county interest in the roads,

(2) the commissioners court expressly rejected the roads dedicated in the plat and (3) the

subdivision Covenants designated the roads as private and not maintained by the county.,

According to GA-0513, when a county accepts a plat containing a public road dedication,

- the acceptance makes the roads county roads. Tex. Att’y Gen. Op. No. GA-0513 (2007) at 2.

? Additionally, Hood County has no authority to maintain private roads because its population is greater than 5,000.
See Tex. Att’y Gen. Op. No. JC-0288 (200) at 2. '
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However, the facts giving rise to the Hill County opinion differ significantly from the facts in
Hood County.

First, the Hood County plat in question expressly disclaimed the county’s interest in the
- roads. The face of the plat states, “The 60’ roads are not maintained by the county.” (Exhibit
A). In contrast, in Hill County there was no evidence that the plat approved by the
commissioners contained similar wording. Hill Count)} Briefat 1.

Additionally, there is no evidence that the Hood County Commissioners Court ever
intended to exert any confrol over the subdivision roads. In fact, the minutes of the
commissioners court underscore the court’s express rejection of the subdivision roads with the
statement, ‘“None of the roads in said subdivisions were accepted by the County.” (Exhibit B).
Moreover, the Hood County commissioners never imposed restrictions on the development of
‘any subdivision roads, further demonstrating the commissioners’ intention to disclaim any future
| resﬁonsibility for the roads. 7d. Unlike Hood County, the Hill County Commissioners Court
acceptedl the dedication of the roads but also stated that the acceptance did not obligate the
county to maintain the roads. Hill County Brief at 1. The Hill County resoluﬁon also réquired
that all future roads within the subdivision must meet minimum county standards. Id. This
restriction alone plainly iﬁdicates Hill County’s desire to exert at least some control over
subdivision rbads.

Furthermore, the actions of the precinct commissioners in Hood and Hill counties are also
dissimﬂar. In Hood County, for example, there is evidence that the commissioner repaired a
road within the subdivision on at least one occasion. In Hill County, however, the commissioner

‘acknowledged maintaining the subdivision roads in his precinct for at least ten years. Hill

County Brief at 1.
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In addition, the actions of the property owners in both counties differ. In Hood County,
subdivision landowners have expressed no willingness to donate 'money to the county to i'mprove
or maintain any roads. In contrast, the Hill County landowners had volunteered donations to the
county to pave one of the subdivision’s roadways. Hill County Brief at 1.

In this case, the subdivision Covenants explicitly established the roadé as priﬂzate.
(Exhibit C). The Covenants also clearly stated that the éounty had no responsibility tor construct
or maintain the roads. Id. Therefore, property owners within Hill Country Estates had no
expectation that the county would assume responsibility for the roads. Any county work
performed on Hill Country Estates’® roads occurred while the Covenants were in effect—that is,
while the roads were private. The county has performed no work on the subdivision roads since
the termination of the Covenants iﬁ 2003." Hence, there is no evidence that the county
éubsequenﬂy acquired a county interest in the roads.

Because of the vast differences between the Hood County case in question and the Hill
County case then, Hood County should not be responsible for the maintenance of the subdivision |
roads under GA-0513.

There is no evidence that Hood County commissioners ever intended to take
responsibility for the private roads in Hill Country Estates. In fact, commissioners went to great
‘lengths to discl.aim any interest in the roads in the subdivision. The plat clearly stated that the
county would ndt maintain the roads, the commissioners court stated that it would accept no
respoﬁsibility for the roads, and the court imposed no restrictions on building the roads. The
ogly affirmative undertaking was one commissioner’s use of county staff and equipment to
repair a section of a subdivision road on at least one occasion. To date, none of the residents of

Hill Couniry Estates has approached the commissioners with offers to donate money for
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upgrading the roadways. The Hill Country Estates Covenants state that the roads are private and
not entitled to county maintenance. (Exhibit C)

On the contrary, in Hill County the commissioners sent mixed messages to landowners
regarding the control of subdivision roads. While the cbmmissioners initially stated that they .
would not maintain the roads, the county nevertheless required that all roads be built according |
to county standards. Furthermore, county equipment and staff maintained the roadways for at
least ten years. Finally, residents offered to pay the county to pave one roadway in their
subdivision.

Therefore, because of the differences between the actions of the commissioners and the
subdivision property owners in Hood County and the actions of commissioners and subdivision
property owners in the Hill County case, Hood County should not be obligated to maintain the

roads in Hill Country Estates under GA-05 13

III.  Hood County is not responsible for the maintenance of the roads in Hill Country Estates

under GA-0359 because that opinion applies exclusively to_roads created under

Transportation Code Chapter 253.

The residehts of Hill Country Estates have cited opinion GA-0359 to Support- their
contention that, because th¢ county performed some work on a subdivision road, the road has
become part of the county road system by virtue of the repairs. The county disagrees with this
position and maintains that GA-0359 does not apply to the roads in Hill Country Estates.

In support of the residents’ position, some commissioners believe—based on their

training in various seminars—that any county work performed on a public road automatically
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adds the road to the county road count and obligates the county to maintain the road. The county
has found no statute, case, or opinion that supports this rule. However, even if this rule is valid,
the roads in Hill Country Estates have not become part of the county system because the
commissioners court did not authorize any work on the subdivision roads. An individual
commissioner may not unilaterally bind the county by accepting a new road into the county
system. See Tex. Att’y Gen. Op. No IM-1155 (1990) at 2.

If & county wants to improve a subdivision road, it must do so under chapter 253 of tﬁe
Transportation Code. Tex. Att’y Gen. Op. No. GA-0359 (2005) at 3. A commissioners co&rt
must first determine that the improvement of the road is necessary for the safety and welfare of
the residents. TEX. TRANSP. CODE ANN. § 253.003 (Vernon 2006). Then commissioners must
post a notice, hold a public hearing concerning the proposed improvements, and send ballots to
all property owners in the subdivision. TEX. TRANSP. CODE ANN. § 253.004-06 (Vernon ZQOG).
If the méasure passes, the coﬁn;cy orders the improvements and assesses the cosfs against the
property owners-. TEX. TRANSP. CODE ANN. § 253.007 (Vernon 2006). Once a county ixnpr;:)ves '
a subdivision road under chapter 253, the road becomes a county road and the county fmust
maintain it “according to county road standards.” Id.; TEX. TRANSP. CODE ANN. § 253.011
{Vernon 2006).

There is no evidence that the county irﬁproved the road or roads in accordancé with
.. Chapter 253.  The County Road Administration denies ifnproving any roads in Hill Clbuntry'
Estates and theré are no commissioners (;,ourt' minutes approving any improvements to thé roads
in the subdivision. There was no public hearing concerning road improvements and thcrejwas no

affirmative vote by property owners. Therefore, contrary to the assertions of the residenté of Hill

Page 10 of 12




Country Estates the county is not responsible for the maintenance of the subdivision roads under

GA-0359.

IV.  Hood County is not responsible for the maintenance of the roads in Hill Country Estates -

because even though county equipment was used to maintain a portion of a subdivision

road, the act of a single commissioner without the approVal of commissioners court does

not bind the coimtv.

A county may act only through its commissioners court—the acts of one commissioner
may not bind the county by a commissioner?s indiﬁdual actions. Wilson v. County of Calhoun,
489 S.W.2d 393, 397 (Tex. Civ. App.—Corpus Christi 1972, writ ref’d nr.e.); Tex. Att’y .Gen.
Op. No. JM-1155 (1990) at 2. In the present case, a single commissioner acted outside the -
authority of the oommissic;ners court by repairing a road in Hill Country Estates. There is no
tecord of the County Road Administration approving any road improvements in Hill Country
Estates.

Therefore, this act by one commissioner without the official approval of the
commissioners court does not obligate Hood County to maintain the roz_a.d or other roads in the

Hill Country Estates subdivision.

Conclusion
Since their inception, the roads in Hill Country Estates have been private. The plat
indicates their private character and the property owners® Covenants affirm this. The

commissioners court specifically disclaimed any interest in the roads when it accépted' the plat
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but not the roads. No official act by the Hood County Commissioners Court has intervened to
alter the nature of these private subdivision roads.

The Hood County Commissioners Court has the authority to exercise its discretion over
which public roads it maintains. Section 251.003 of the Transportation Code grants
commissioners courts the right to maintain public roads, stating that, “the commissiongrs court of
a county may make and enforce all necessary rules and orders for the construction and
maintenance of public roads.” TEX. TRANSP. CODE ANN. (Vernon 2006).‘ In 1983, the
commissioners court neither accepted nor claimed responsibility for the private roads in Hill
Country Estates. Since then, there have been no affirmative actions by the commissioners court ‘
to add the roads in Hill Country Estates to the county road system.I The commissioners court has
never authorized the county to use county equipment or personnel to improve or maintain the
subdivision roads and the roads have not become public by adverse possession. Therefore, the
Hood County Commissioners Court should have no responsibility to maintain the roads in Hill
Country Estates.

The act of a single commissioner repairing a subdivision road with county equipment—
when the commissioners court has not approved the action—should not create a county interest
in the road or obligate the county to continun maintenance on that roa(i of other subdivision
roads, particularly given that work was done while the subdivision Covenants deemed the roads
private. Even if the county subsequently obtains evidence that this single commissioner repaired
more than one road on a few occasio.ns, the cnmmissioners court never approved any such
actions. Isolated instances of a commissioner acting autonomously to repair roads should not-

-establish a county interest in the roads or obligate the county to future maintenance of

subdivision roads.
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STATE OF TEXAS

P COMMISSIONERS COURT
£OUNTY OF HOOD o

BE IT KNOWN, that on this the 26th day of Septembar, 1983, the
Honorable chmLsszoners Court of Hood County, Texas, was duly con-
vened in Special Session in Room #7 of the Courthouse, thereof in tha

City of Granbury, iicod County, Texas, for the foilowilng purposes,
to wit: o :

1. WINUTES PRESENTED FOR APPROVAL

2. DISCUSS & ACT ON:

(1) 'subdivision Plats Presented for Approval

{2}. Corrsct List of 1984 Fiscal ?ear Holidays

{3}  Purchase of Property for Mamten:mce lleudqumrters in
Precinct No., 2 }

(4} Reguest for County to AccepE Maintenance of Williamsburg
& Mathis Lang Road

(5) Rounne Budget. & Fiscal Matmrs & Depur:montal

Reguests

The following mambers were present: -

JOE BROWN, Commissioner Precinct #1
MELVIN GIFFORD, Commissicner Pracinct #2
W. A. SHRYOCK, Commissioner Precinet ¥3
ALBERT W. HALL, Commissioner Procxnct t4
MILTON MEYER, County Judge-

Judge Meyer callad the meet;nq to order at approx;matelv 11:00 A.M.

- REGARDING Item number 1: No .action to be taken until Ragular
Meating. ' ) :

REGARDING Ttem number 2. 1, Motion to approve plat of THE BLUFFS

made by Commissioner Gifford. Seconded by Commissioner Brown. ALL

voted aye. Motion carried. - MOTION to approve plat of THE HILL -COUNTRY
made by Comnissioner Bfown. Seconded by Commissioner Hally ALl voted -
aye. Motion carrisd. MOTION to approve plat of SECTION E, THE OLD W D
RANCH, madé by Commissioner Brown. Seconded by CQmmxss;oner Hail. ALl
votad aye. None of the roads in sald subdivmsions ware accel ld by the

. . County :
BEGARDING Item number 2.2: Motion to approve the following revisec

‘lst of County Hoiidays, made by Comnissioner Hall. Seconded by Com=
missioner Brown. all voted aye. Motion carried. :

NOVEMBER 11, 1983  VETERANS DAY ~ FRIDAY
NOVEMBER 24525, 1983 THARKSGIVING DAY THURSDAY&FRIDAY
DECEMBER 23-26 " CHRISTMAS FRIDAYSPONDAY
JANUARY 2, 1984 | NEW YEARS DAY  MONDAY

FEBRUARY 20, 1984 PRESIDENTS DAY - MONDAY .

APRIL 20, 1984 | GOOD FRIDAY - FRIDAY
HAY 38, 1984 | " - MEMORIAL DAY \ . MONDAY
guiy 4, 1984  INDEPENDENCE DAY |, WEDNESDAY
SEPTEMBER 3, 1984 ' LABOR DAY MONDAY
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REGARDING Item number 2,3: Motion to approve the purchase of
property adjoining the current Maintenance Headquarters in Precinct .
No. 2, made by Commissioner Gifford. Seconded by Commissioner Brown.
All voted aya. Motion carried. :

REGARDING Iten number 2.4: Motion to aceept Will:.a.msburg-nathia
Lane .as a County Road, made by Commissionexr Brown...Seconded by Com~.
missioner Shryock. All voted aye. Motion carried. (see pages 422 2 & ﬂz)

REGARDING Item number 2.5: Salary change requests ware approved
_ a5 shown on pages 4/// thru -« MOTION to approve Line Item Changes
made by Commissioner Shryock. Seconded by Commissioner Gifford. all
voted aye.  Motion carried. - (see pages 4¢3 & ¢<j ) MOTION to approve
bills as presented for payment made by Commissionex Shryoek. - Seconded

by Commissioner Gifford. All voted -aye. Motion carried. {=¢e pages
/5 2 thry 452 ) ' ‘ : ' '

: | Motien to adjourn nade by Commissioner Shryock. ‘Seconded _bf Com=
missioner Hall. ALY voted aye. Motion carried. : '

COURT ADJOURNED‘

ANJANETTE ABLES, Clerk of County Court

: ) Reed County, 're.xa.e
hpproved:




RESTRICTIONS - MUK MILL Counihy, o
1_'1 GOY

It ia uutut&lly agreed by snd bCuVQCn the parties hereto that the propority
here!n deseribed mhall be nubJect to the following restrictiony, covonants bnd
reservationa, which shall be bierding on the purties herciu nug all j=rsony clalsme
lng under them, to—vit'

1. Al) bulldings erected or maintained on any t act in vald subdivision musy
rave dealgn approved by the restrictions comnitizd, have the exterlor coopleted
within one yenr after buildins had heen sterted end phall rot contaln lesn than
8O0 .aquare feet of floor apace unliésa an cxccphion in gr;n;va by Lha roat
comsitter.  Npt rore than one aingie fomlly Testdence for Iot exnent 23 prdivide
In (a) delow,  Modile homen sheldld be not lese 2 TUD rnumare fect of Tluwr 3)ase,
not mxipe than five years old, and it ghal) bs undernkirted oot more than 8 dayu
from date of placing on lot.

6. No lot phall be subdivided, without express written permission of
property ownars asacclatien.
t. Mobile homen will be sllowed only in designuted arcas.

2. Livestock muut be fenced in on ovner's truct, Under no clrcumstance will
javine be kept or ralaed %) nny tract.’ : -

No tr&eb ahnll be used or maintainéd -aa.a dumping - aruund for rubbiqh.

&, or other waste shall not be kept except in sanitery containuers
Lors or other equipment for the aturags or dispoual of such mnrerxul
ept in & clean anltnry cundition. Yo Junk wrecking or sut.o storuape

GiAlong, nu_Seiler deems puch storage to be ih,thc Beat interest of the pro.

No noxious or offensive trade or activity shald Ye carried on upen imy
hull anything be ‘done thereon which may be or become an  annoyance ar
nridé to the nelghborhood. :

A1l fences along a property lipe which frouts or borders & road mutit be
34 before_conatruction unless they are set Luck 50 feet lrom
ch fronts or borderp s road. All fences will be vell maintained

1the right of ingrese to unu
oiedployes of J3aild utidities, Suid cuswmeny
i renr prOPcrt.y 1inds in case o[' fractivoal

ition may mmend thesé restrictions by a EORUT
Fartors Bhall aproint a commltteb of 5 to aserve un
Atter 171/83, the property owner shail elert




) 19, If the ovner of ‘uny tract in sald subdiviwior, or any ¢ 10 persun
shell vislate any of the tovepants hereln, it shall be lawlful for '
perucn or paradas owning any recl property in saild zubdivision to
any proeceedings al law or in equity bgalnut the person or persing

-avtenptlng to violatg any such covenant shd either Lo prevent hio
8o duipg or to recovir damages or other duea for ouch viela!ion,

any other
prosecute
violesting or
of them from

11. fRodds phall be constructed bY scller and ench tract shall Le assesced
$30 per yesr for maintenance, All roads will be private and will not be miin-
tainad by the County, ' ’

12, Thece covenants and restrictiona shall be binding ypon the Purchaser,
hia-succespors, helra and assigns. These covenunts wnd restrictions are for Lﬁe
benefit pf the entire subdivision sbove deseribed. !

13. Invalidation of any cne or more of these covenant
) L3, : } | r s and restrictions b,
Judgnent of any Cguzt shall in no wise affect any of the other covenants, rustr{c-
tions ‘and provislons herein contained, which ehall remain in full force and effect

1h. These restrictions shall terminate. 20° rs T
{on : . years Trom date hereof und -
tended by a majority vote of the property owners association. Fas

THE KILL COGNTRY, LID.

T g —

Y, A. Betzél, General Partner

THE STATE OF TEXAS {

county OF HooD |

. Before Me, the pndéfsigned authority, on this date personally
appesred W, A. Betzel known t¢ me to be the person whose name subscribed
to the foregoing inatrument, and acknowledged to me that he executed the

* sama Tor the purposes and consideration-therein expresded,

GIVFN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL GF OFFICE, this the 23rd day of-
Septenmber, A. D. ;983. : -

() D lrtoer o
R o Notar;rTPu‘%Ac in and: for the State of Taxas
¥y Conmission Bxpires: _//-30-36

| MR O ' FOR RECQRD
§-poni FILED

_SEP 251983

Slerk County Court, Hood County, TX

STATE OF TEXAS
CQUNTY OF HOOD

| hereby cerdy ihat thas instrument was FILED on the date % METKG LB171 481.2081 4282797
and at mp"w.-jp slamped hereon by ma and was duly RECORDED ‘l{ ' PAGING (817 26850135
on £7S 2 / '3 .. 10 Iro Volume snd Paze of the rmal el CODE 8040
BEC{@S ot Héog Counly, Tuiks, 35 slamgad haszon by ma, : - )

W.A.BETZEL

BROKER -:- ZONING CONSULTANT
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