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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM SALUDA COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas
Martha M. Rivers, Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No. 2025-001596
Case No. 2023-CP-41-00232

Sandra Holmwood and Hugh Price,

Appellants,

Lisa Molstad,

Respondent.

MOTION TO CONTINUE TO HOLD APPEAL IN ABEYANCE AND
FOR EXTENSION OF RESPONDENT’S INITIAL FILING DEADLINE

Respondent, Lisa Molstad, moves the Court to continue to hold this appeal in
abeyance, until the Court issues an order on the outstanding pro se motion of Appellants,
Sandra Holmwood and Hugh Price, to strike the brief filed by their prior attorney. In
addition, and by way of extension request, Respondent moves to have the deadline for the
Respondent’s initial brief and designation of matter to be included in the record on appeal
established to be 60 days following the entry of the Court’s order ruling on the motion to

strike. In support of this motion, Respondent states as follows:





Appellants appealed this matter by notice of appeal filed August 11, 2025.
Appellants were then represented by counsel, Rolf Mouin Baghdady. Appellants’ counsel
sought agreement from Respondent’s counsel to a 30-day extension of the original deadline
for the filing of Appellants’ initial brief and designation of matter to be included in the
record on appeal, thereby enlarging the time for Appellants’ initial filing to 60 days.
Respondent’s counsel agreed, and both counsel mutually agreed Respondent would
likewise have 60 days for Respondent’s initial filing. This agreement was made by Mr.
Baghdady when he was actively representing the Appellants, before any motion to be
relieved as counsel, and it was recited by Mr. Baghdady in the motion for extension filed
by Mr. Baghdady on behalf of Appellants on November 6, 2025. The Court granted the
extension request and established that Appellants” initial brief and designation of matter
were due to be filed December 8, 2025.

On December 1, 2025, Appellants’ counsel filed a “Consent Motion to Withdraw
as Counsel for Appellants,” by which counsel requested to withdraw as counsel for both
Appellants. On December 8, 2025, Mr. Baghdady filed an initial brief and designation of
matter on behalf of Appellant Sandra Holmwood. On December 8, 2025, Appellants filed
a separate initial brief and designation, both of which are substantively different from those
filed by Mr. Baghdady. On these filings, they listed themselves as “pro se.”

On December 11, 2025, the Court of Appeals issued an order granting the motion
to relieve Mr. Baghdady as Appellants’ attorney. That order stated the appeal would be
held in abeyance for 30 days to allow Appellants to obtain new counsel if desired.

On December 16, 2025, Appellants filed a pro se motion to strike the brief

previously filed by their former counsel, Mr. Baghdady, along with a supporting





memorandum. This motion asks the Court to strike the brief filed by counsel and to
confirm that the pro se initial brief is the operative brief for all purposes in this appeal. In
both the motion and memorandum, the Appellants ask the Court to adjust the briefing
schedule as necessary. Their memorandum asserts the filing by their attorney, which
occurred before the order by which he was relieved, was unauthorized and cannot trigger
Respondent’s briefing obligations. As of the filing of this motion by the Respondent, no
ruling has been issued on the Appellants’ motion to strike the brief filed by their former
attorney.

Because of the filing of two disparate appellant’s initial briefs, on December 18,
2025, undersigned counsel contacted the Court of Appeals with questions concerning the
two briefs and the deadline for the Respondent’s initial brief and designation of matter.
Counsel spoke with a member of the Court’s staff (counsel’s recollection is the person he
spoke to was Appeals Specialist Lavianca Beckman) who advised that Appellants had filed
the motion to strike the initial brief filed by their former counsel; advised that counsel
would be notified of a new deadline once the Court decided how to move forward; and
indicated the time for filing the Respondent’s initial brief and designation of matter had
not started to run and would not until counsel received further instructions. To date,
counsel has not received further instructions concerning the briefing timeline.

Because no further rulings or instructions have been received, counsel is uncertain
as to which brief is to be accepted by the Court of Appeals, to which Respondent will need
to respond. Counsel is uncertain whether he is expected (as contemplated by a question
posed by Appellants’ memorandum in support of their motion to strike) to respond to both

briefs, which do not raise the same issues and arguments and in some respects are





inconsistent or contradictory. Due to the information given to counsel by a member of the
Court’s staff on December 18 and the Court’s prior order holding the appeal in abeyance
for 30 days, counsel is uncertain as to whether Respondent is currently under a deadline
for filing the Respondent’s initial brief and designation of matter or whether the appeal
remains in abeyance while the motion to strike is pending. Accordingly, counsel is filing
this motion to protect the interests of Respondent and is seeking an order setting forth the
briefing schedule, in keeping with prior counsel’s agreement to a 60-day response period
and in keeping with the Appellants’ request that the Court adjust the briefing schedule as
necessary.

As Appellants acknowledged in the memorandum in support of their motion to
strike the brief filed by their former attorney, the duplicative filings have created procedural
confusion and the inconsistent, even contradictory, substance of those briefs creates more
than mere procedural confusion. Counsel cannot prepare an initial brief on behalf of
Respondent until he knows which appellant’s brief will be the operative brief in this appeal,
to which he must respond.

Wherefore, counsel for Respondent respectfully moves the Court to continue to
hold this appeal in abeyance until the Court rules on Appellants’ motion to strike the brief
filed by their former attorney and to confirm the pro se brief as the operative appellants’
brief for purposes of this appeal. Counsel further moves the Court to establish the deadline
for the Respondent’s initial brief and designation of matter 60 days after the Court’s order
establishing which brief is the operative appellant’s brief in this case, in accordance with
the agreement reached between Respondent’s counsel and Mr. Baghdady that

Respondent’s counsel would have 60 days to file the initial brief of Respondent. If counsel





is currently under an active deadline for the Respondent’s initial brief and designation due
to the expiration of the 30 days of abeyance set out in the Court’s order of December 11,
2025, counsel respectfully asks the Court to treat this motion as a motion for extension and
to allow counsel the full 60 days agreed to by Mr. Baghdady, when he was serving as
counsel for Appellants. Counsel asks that the 60 days run from the entry of the Court’s
order clarifying what brief is being treated as the operative initial brief of Appellants in this
appeal.
Respectfully submitted,
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Christian G. Spr\afcﬂey

Moore Bradley Myers Law Firm, PA
110 South Main Street

Saluda, South Carolina 29138
Telephone: (864) 445-4544

South Carolina Bar No. 13755
Attorney for Respondent
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have served the Motion to Continue to Hold Appeal in
Abeyance and for Extension of Respondent’s Initial Filing Deadline on the pro se

Appellants on January 23, 2026, by United States mail, addressed as follows:

Sandra Holmwood Hugh Price
1721 Pinewood Drive 187 Spruce Road
Columbia, South Carolina 29205 Ward, South Carolina 29166
Sdh4foto@gmail.com haehpricesouthcarolina@omail.com
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Attorney for Respondent
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