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*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Good afternoon: Please find a motion for extension and proof of service attached to this
email. Thefiling fee is being mailed separately. All counsel of record are copied on this
correspondence. Thankyou.

Steve Buckingham
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM ANDERSON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

R. Lawton Mclntosh, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2024-002150

Poly-Med, Inc., Technology Drive 51, LLC,
Technology Drive 52, LLC, and PMI Properties LLC .. ... ... Respondents / Appellants,

Research Park, LLC . ...... .. .. .. .. . . . . i .. Appellant / Respondent.

APPELLANT / RESPONDENT’S CONSENT MOTION FOR AN
ENLARGEMENT OF TIME TO FILE ITS RESPONSE TO RESPONDENTS’ /
APPELLANTS’ INITIAL OPENING BRIEF AND ITS COUNTER-
DESIGNATION OF MATTER FOR THE RECORD ON APPEAL

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT, pursuant to Rule 240, SCACR, the undersigned
counsel for Research Park, LLC, Appellant / Respondent, is respectfully requesting an
enlargement of the time within which to file and serve its response to Respondents’ /
Appellants’ initial opening brief, as well as any counter-designations of matter for the
record on appeal. In furtherance of this Motion, Movant would respectfully show as
follows:

1. The matter that forms the substance of these appellate proceedings is a
cross-appeal arising from a bench trial of an action involving restrictive covenants in a

commercial development park.
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2. The procedural history of filings with this Court has introduced an unusual
amount of complication with respect to calculating deadlines.

3. On April 25, 2025, Respondents / Appellants (referred to hereinafter as
“Poly-Med” for simplicity) filed their initial opening brief in furtherance of the issues for
which they had brought their appeal.

4. On April 28, 2025, Appellant / Respondent (referred to hereinafter, for
simplicity, as “Research Park”) filed a motion to strike as to certain designations of
matter proposed by Poly-Med for inclusion in the record on appeal.

5. By order dated May 12, 2025, the Court granted in part Research Park’s
motion to strike. The Court also directed that Poly-Med “must serve and file their

respondents’ initial brief and amended designation of matter within 30 days of the date of

this order.”
6. Poly-Med timely filed its amended designation of matter on June 6, 2025.
7. However, on June 5, Poly-Med filed a motion for an extension of time to

file its initial brief, which was granted.

8. On July 11, Poly-Med timely filed its brief in response to Research Park’s
initial opening brief.

0. Since the Court’s May 12 decision on Research Park’s motion to strike,
the undersigned has been under the impression that the Court had instructed Poly-Med to
file and serve an initial opening brief that did not cite to the matter that was stricken from
the designation, and that the extensions granted in Poly-Med’s favor extended those filing

deadlines.
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10.  However, in a telephone discussion that counsel shared this morning, the
undersigned came to understand Poly-Med’s interpretation of the May 12 order, that
Poly-Med would not need to file a corrected opening brief until submission of final
briefs.

11. Consequently, the undersigned has been under the impression that
Research Park’s deadline to file its initial response to Poly-Med’s opening brief would
not be due for 30 days until after Poly-Med’s filing of a corrected initial opening brief,
and Poly-Med has been under the impression that no further action on its part was
required.

12. To resolve the confusion, counsel have agreed—and would respectfully
propose to the Court—that Research Park’s initial responsive brief to Poly-Med’s
opening brief (with any further designations that may be appropriate) would be filed by
Friday, August 15, 2025.

13. The filing fee for this Motion is being sent separately by U.S. Mail to the
Office of the Clerk of the Court of Appeals.

WHEREFORE, Movant, with the consent of Poly-Med, would respectfully request
the entry of an order that would extend the time for Appellant / Respondent to file and
serve its initial responsive brief and designation of matter for the record on appeal to

Friday, August 15, 2025.

<SIGNED ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES>
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Greenville, South Carolina
July 14, 2025

Respectfully,

s/Steven Edward Buckingham

Steven Edward Buckingham (S.C. Bar No. 0075089)
The Law Office of Steven Edward Buckingham

114 Poinsett Highway / Suite D

Greenville, South Carolina 29609

(0) 864.735.0832

(e) seb@buckingham.legal
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Charleston, South Carolina

July 14, 2025

By:
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WE CONSENT:

s/Russell G. Hines

Stephen L. Brown (SC Bar No. 66468)
Russell G. Hines (SC Bar No. 72100)
CLEMENT RIVERS, LLP

25 Calhoun Street, Suite 400
Charleston, South Carolina 29401
P.O. Box 993 (29402)

(843) 720-5488

-and-

Willam A. Coates (SC Bar No. 1289)
Ross B. Plyler (SC Bar No. 71688)
CASSIDY COATES PRICE, P.A.
1052 North Church Street
Greenville, South Carolina 29601
P.O. Box. 10529 (29603)

(864) 349-2600

-and-

Marwan S. Zubi (admitted pro hac vice)
NICOLAI LAW GROUP, P.C.

198 Charlton Road, Suite 8
Sturbridge, Massachusetts 01566
P.O. Box 2840

Worcester, Massachusetts 01613
(413) 272-2000

Attorneys for
Respondents/Appellants

Poly-Med, Inc., Technology Drive
51, LLC, Technology Drive 52, LLC,
and

PMI Properties, LLC






THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM ANDERSON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

R. Lawton Mclntosh, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2024-002150

Poly-Med, Inc., Technology Drive 51, LLC,

Technology Drive 52, LLC, and PMI Properties LLC.......... Respondents / Appellants,

V.

Research Park, LLC ... ... ... . i Appellant / Respondent.
PROOF OF SERVICE

The undersigned counsel for Appellant / Respondent hereby certifies, subject to
penalty of perjury, that the following document(s) was/were served upon the following
counsel of record by the following means as of the date identified below.

Document(s): Appellant / Respondent’s Consent Motion for Extension
Counsel Served: For Respondents / Appellants

William A. Coates, Esq. (S.C. Bar No. 0001289)

Cassidy Coates Price, P.A.

(e) wac(@cassidycoates.com

Means of Delivery:  Via Email Only

Marwan S. Zubi, Esq. (Pro Hac Vice)

Nicolai Law Group, P.C.

(e) marwan.zubi@niclawgrp.com

Means of Delivery:  Via Email Only
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Stephen L. Brown, Esq. (S.C. Bar No. 066468)
Russell G. Hines, Esq. (S.C. Bar No. 072100)
Clement Rivers, LLP

(e) sbrown@ycrlaw.com

(e) rhines@ycrlaw.com

Means of Delivery:  Via Email Only

Courts Served: Office of the Clerk of the Court of Appeals
ctappfilings@sccourts.org

Means of Delivery:  Via Email Only
With the Motion Filing Fee Being Sent Separately Via U.S. Mail
Post Office Box 11629
Columbia, SC 29211
Date: July 14, 2025
Respectfully,

s/ Steven Edward Buckingham

Steven Edward Buckingham (S.C. Bar No. 0075089)
The Law Office of Steven Edward Buckingham

16 Wellington Avenue

Greenville, South Carolina 29609

(0) 864.735.0832

(e) seb@buckingham.legal

Attorney for Appellant / Respondent
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