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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

In the Court of Appeals 

    _________________________________________________ 

 

 APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY  

Mikell R. Scarborough, Master-in-Equity 
_________________________________________________ 

Appellate Case No. 2022-001114  

(Case No. 2018-CP-10-4083) 

_________________________________________________ 

 

 Charleston Carriage Works, LLC, .......................................................................Appellant,  

v. 

Charleston Animal Society, Ellen Harley, and  

Charleston Carriage Horse Advocates, LLC ........................................................Respondents. 

 
_______________________________________________________ 

 
RESPONDENTS’ JOINT MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 

AND MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
______________________________________________________ 

 

 Per Rule 240(a), Charleston Animal Society, Ellen Harley, and Charleston Carriage Horse 

Advocates, LLC (Respondents) ask this Court to extend the timeline for submitting a Return to 

Appellant’s Motion to Substitute Parties. Rule 240(a), SCACR (“This Rule governs all motions or 

petitions filed in the appellate court, including but not limited to:  motions for extension of 

time….”). The basis of Appellant’s Motion is the sale of its business. Per Appellant, “[S]ome 

entity must be substituted to maintain the action, and the two members of the winding up L.L.C. 

are appropriate persons to be substituted.” Appellant’s Motion to Substitute, p. 1 (emphasis added). 

Several questions arise from this statement and argument. Most immediately, Broderick Christoff 
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has previously represented that he is the principal of Appellant, and that Appellant is a “single 

member limited liability company”. Exhibit A, Affidavit of Broderick Christoff (dated February 

24, 2020) (emphasis added). Respondents have communicated (through counsel) with the attorney 

(Kevin Crain) who handled the sale of Appellant’s business. Respondents hope to obtain 

documents that provide details about the sale, without which an assessment of the propriety of 

Appellant’s Motion cannot be done. See e.g., Bardoon Properties, NV v. Eidolon Corp., 326 S.C. 

166, 170, 485 S.E.2d 371, 373 (1997) (“[T]his Court has recognized that the failure to raise the 

issue of ‘real party in interest’ results in waiver.”); Lennon v. S.C. Coastal Council, 330 S.C. 414, 330 

S.C. 414, 417–18, 498 S.E.2d 906, 908 (Ct. App. 1998) (“South Carolina courts…require a justiciable case 

or controversy before any decision on the merits can be reached.”). Accordingly, Respondents request 

a 60-day extension of the period within which to file a Return to Appellant’s Motion to Substitute 

Parties.  

 

[Signature block on next page] 
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     Respectfully submitted,  

s/Kevin Maroney 
Kevin Maroney (102545) 
Jenkins M. Mann (9986)  
Shaun C. Blake (76349) 
ROGERS LEWIS JACKSON MANN & QUINN, LLC  
1901 Main Street, Suite 1200  
Columbia, SC 29201  
803-978-2832 
803-256-1268 
jmann@rogerslewis.com  
sblake@rogerslewis.com  
ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENTS 

 

Elizabeth J. Palmer (SC Bar #73680)  
Saxton & Stump, LLC  
151 Meeting St., Suite 400  
Charleston, SC 29401  
(843) 414-5080  
ep@saxtonstump.com  
Attorneys for Respondent Charleston Animal Society 
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