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Palmetto Bluff Development, LLC; Palmetto Bluff Club, LLC;

Palmetto Bluff Real Estate Company, LLC; PBLH, LLC; Montage

Palmetto Bluff, LLC; Palmetto Bluff Preservation Trust, Inc.;

Palmetto Bluff Preservation Trust Board of Stewards: Jordan

Phillips; Mark Polites; Gray Ferguson; Henry Armistead; South

Street Partners LLC; JOhn D08 1-25, ...uuvviviiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeceeeeeiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeiereeeeeeeeesennns Petitioners.

MOTION TO EXCEED PAGE LIMIT FOR REPLY BRIEF

Petitioners, pursuant to Rule 208(b)(5), SCACR, respectfully move for an order
permitting their reply brief to exceed the 25-page limit by seven pages. Petitioners are

filing their reply brief, which is 32 pages long, contemporaneously with the filing of this



motion and respectfully request that the Court accept their brief as filed. In support of
this motion, petitioners would show as follows:

1. Petitioners filed their 39-page opening brief on August 4, 2025.

2. By order dated August 18, 2025, the Court granted Respondents a 20-day
extension of time to file their response brief.

3. Respondents filed their response brief on September 23, 2025, along with a
motion for leave to exceed the length limitation by five pages. The Court granted
Respondents” motion by order dated September 26, 2025. Respondents’ brief is 55 pages
long, and thus appears to exceed the length limitation by only five pages. However,
Respondents’ brief contains 39 footnotes, many of which contain substantive discussion
and argument, and all of which are in a smaller type size than the text in the body of the
brief.

4. On September 30, 2025, Petitioners filed a motion requesting a 12-day
extension of time —until October 15, 2025 —to file their reply brief. The Court granted
Petitioners” motion by order dated October 1, 2025.

5. While Petitioners have endeavored to submit a reply brief that is as concise
and succinct as possible, they have required additional pages beyond the length allotted
by the rules for reply briefs.

6. As both sides have noted in previous motions, the issues in this appeal are
both numerous and highly complex.

7. Moreover, and as noted by Petitioners in their motion for an extension of

time to file their reply, Respondents’ brief raises multiple new matters that must be



addressed in Petitioners’ reply brief. For example, for the first time throughout the appeal
process, Respondents are now contending that Petitioners failed to preserve certain
issues and arguments for review. Additionally, Respondents’ brief repeatedly describes
statements in Petitioners’ brief as “false” or “false and misleading.” (E.g., Resps.” Br. at 3-
4 & nn.4-6.) Additional pages must be devoted to responding to these serious allegations.

8. Petitioners were unable to adequately address these newly raised matters
within the existing page limitation.

9. For the foregoing reasons, Petitioners respectfully request that they be
permitted to exceed the page limit for their reply brief by seven pages.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, Petitioners respectfully request entry of an order
permitting them to exceed the length limitation for their reply brief by seven pages and
that the Court accept their 32-page reply brief, as filed.
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