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Good morning. Please see Matt Bogan’s letter and attachment in the above-
referenced matter. Thank you.

sl NELSON MULLINS

ROXANNE ENGLIN

SENIOR LEGAL ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
roxanne.englin@nelsonmullins.com

MERIDIAN | 177TH FLOOR

1320 MAIN STREET | COLUMBIA, SC 29201

T 803.255.9356 F 803.256.7500
NELSONMULLINS.COM

NOTE: PTO 9/21/26 - 9/25/26

Confidentiality Notice

This message is intended exclusively for the individual or entity to which it is addressed. This
communication may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential or
otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not the named addressee, you are not
authorized to read, print, retain, copy or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have
received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately either by phone (800-237-
2000) or reply to this e-mail and delete all copies of this message.


mailto:roxanne.englin@nelsonmullins.com
mailto:kpryor@sccourts.org
mailto:Matt.Bogan@nelsonmullins.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user581729e4
mailto:morgan.spires@nelsonmullins.com
mailto:kevin.malloy@bowmanandbrooke.com
mailto:samuel.boyd@bowmanandbrooke.com
mailto:clayton.callen@bowmanandbrooke.com
mailto:lauren.roquemore@bowmanandbrooke.com
mailto:jonathan.schulz@nissan-usa.com
mailto:mdrapeau@goingslawfirm.com
mailto:angela.strickland@bowmanandbrooke.com
mailto:pam@sansburylaw.com
mailto:caroline@kinonlaw.com
mailto:chris@kinonlaw.com
mailto:john@bluesteinattorneys.com
mailto:robert@sansburylaw.com
mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org
mailto:eileen.hindman@nelsonmullins.com
mailto:sue.watson@bowmanandbrooke.com
mailto:lyndsay.gilliam@bowmanandbrooke.com
mailto:dpeele@goingslawfirm.com
mailto:amanda@sansburylaw.com
mailto:megan@kinonlaw.com
mailto:shainna@kinonlaw.com
mailto:meredith@bluesteinattorneys.com
mailto:katie@sansburylaw.com
mailto:tonya.macaulay@nelsonmullins.com
mailto:roxanne.englin@nelsonmullins.com
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.nelsonmullins.com/___.YzJ1OnNjanVkaWNpYWw6YzpvOjZiN2M2ZjE3MmIyZjg3OTdhNDg5NGRkNmZiZGE4MGE5Ojc6MDQzYjpmYWFmMGY2NzJjNWJjYmE2ZWNhZmRkY2E3M2Y1NmQ3M2M2N2Q0YTE4Y2RjYjc3YjVlYTRmNjQwY2Q2MTRjYThhOmg6VDpO

I’1 NELSON MULLINS




m NELSON MULLINS NELSON MULLINS RILEY & SCARBOROUGH LLP

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW

1320 Main Street, 17th Floor
A. Mattison Bogan Columbia, SC 29201
T: 803.255.9589 T: 803.799.2000 F: 803.256.7500
matt.bogan@nelsonmullins.com nelsonmullins.com

September 16, 2026

Ms. Catherine Harrison, Chief Deputy Clerk
Ms. Khee’ Asia Evans-Pryor, Appeals Specialist
South Carolina Court of Appeals

P.O. Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211

RE: Brenda Tyndall v. Nissan Motor Co., LTD
Appellate Case No. 2026-001964

Dear Ms. Harrison and Ms. Evans-Pryor,
In response to the Court’s September 8, 2026 letter in the above appeal, I write as follows below

Jonathan Schulz paid the $250.00 fee for pro hac admission, and the South Carolina Supreme
Court received his application on June 23, 2026.

Appellant’s Notice of Appeal listed Jonathan Schulz as admitted pro hac vice. Undersigned has
since learned from trial counsel that Mr. Schulz’s order on pro hac admission was not signed by
the trial court. Instead, the trial court recognized Mr. Schulz as a lawyer. (See attached portion of
the trial transcript).
At this stage, we have the following options:

1. Omit Mr. Schulz from the signature block going forward. Mr. Schulz is our client.
He will not be arguing in this matter. He was listed, in retrospect, by mistake by undersigned as
new counsel, believing the pro hac order was signed by the trial court. This is the easiest solution.

2. Ask the trial court to sign the pro hac order and provide it to this Court.

3. Seek pro hac admission from this Court, now, via separate motion. The $250.00
fee was paid on June 23, 2026.

4, This Court can accept the attached trial transcript as the trial court’s order.
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Undersigned conferred with John Nichols, counsel for Respondent. Mr. Nichols consents to any
of these options.

We intend to comply with any determination by the Clerk’s Office or the Court. We have met all
deadlines necessary to perfect this appeal and will gladly correct this administrative oversight with
one of the above solutions.

Very truly yours,

A. Mattison Bogan

Enclosure

cc: Christopher C. Kinon (chris@kinonlaw.com)
Caroline H. Barker (caroline@kinonlaw.com)
John Nichols (john@bluesteinattorneys.com)
Pamela Ansari Cobiella (pam@sansburylaw.com)
Robert Sansbury (robert@sansburylaw.com)
Kendall Dunson (Kendall.dunson@beasleyallen.com)
Dana Taunton (dana.taunton@beasleyallen.com)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF MARLBORO
CASE NO.: 2021-CP-34-00321
Brenda Tyndall,
Plaintiff,
vS. TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD

Nissan Motor Co., LTD; Nissan
North America, Inc.,

Defendants.

June 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 2026

Bennettsville, South Carolina

BEFORE:

THE HONORABLE BRIAN M. GIBBONS, Judge

Brenda L. Jones
Circuit Court Reporter
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A That's correct.

Q Nissan does not intend to have any corporate
representative at this trial?

A That's correct. We have testimony that's been
designated by both parties, I believe, but no one will
be live here at trial.

Q Have you ever testified as a corporate rep for
Nissan before?

A I have not.

Q Do you understand you've not been admitted to

be counsel in this case?

A I do understand that that application is
pending.
Q You believe that a motion has been filed to

allow that?

A I don't know. I defer to my counsel on that.
Q I'm sorry, you defer to who?
A I would defer to my outside counsel on that.

I don't know whether it's been filed or not.

Q Okay. Well, let me just ask you this. Have
you looked at any of the discovery responses that were
filed in this case?

A I'm sure I have at some point.

Q Uh-huh. What is the name of the law firm that

represents Nissan in this case?
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A Bowman and Brooke.

0 And are you aware of the issue of creep force?
You know what that is?

A I'm a lawyer, not an engineer, but I know
generally the topic that's been discussed in this case.

0 That's right. You heard that discussion when
we were in California, right?

A That's right.

Q We talked about creep force.

Have you looked at an interrogatory response
regarding creep force and the issue of the warnings in
this case?

A I cannot recall which responses I've looked at

or have not looked at over the history of this case.

0 Can you see the screen in front of you?
A I can, yes.
Q Okay. Do you see an interrogatory question

there that says describe the purpose or intent of creep
force or creep torque in providing a driver with haptic
feedback about the state of the vehicle engine and

transmission? Do you see that?

A I do.
0 Did I read that correctly?
A You did.

Q Okay. Can you read that first response, that
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is something that would alert that person.

0 Well, not only --

A There's nothing about design here.

Q Not only is it something, does it say it's the
primary?

MR. MALLOY: Your Honor, he's asking him to
interpret somebody else's testimony. This is
precisely the problem. He could have asked these
questions of the witness.

THE COURT: Yeah, I agree with you on that,
but again, I've reminded everybody, there's no jury
in here, it's just me. And I'm a lawyer just like
y'all. Okay? So go ahead. I'm just -- he's
already said he's not the corporate representative,
so I'm assuming y'all are not going to call him as
a witness. I mean, if he files a motion to be
admitted pro hac vice, I'm going to sign it. I'm
not going to keep people from practicing law in
South Carolina if they have another lawyer
sponsoring them.

MR. ANDREWS: Your Honor, if they are going to
tell the jury that they're not bringing a corporate
representative live to this trial --

THE COURT: Right.

MR. ANDREWS: -- to respond to these issues,
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then that's fine.

THE COURT: Well, that's what he said.

MR. ANDREWS: Okay.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. MALLOY: Your Honor, I don't think I have
anything to add except that a corporate
representative isn't even a defined term.

THE COURT: Mr. Malloy, I've heard enough of
that. ©No. You either have a corporate
representative or not. Are you going to have a
corporate representative? If you are, then that
person 1s subject to testify. If you're not, then
this guy ain't going to testify because -- Mr.
Schulz, when I say this guy, I don't mean it in a
bad way.

THE WITNESS: Understood.

THE COURT: If you want to be pro hac vice, I
will sign your order granting you -- you understand
what I'm saying-?

MR. MALLOY: I do, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Yes or no, corporate
representative?

MR. MALLOY: May I answer why I can't answer?

THE COURT: Why?

MR. MALLOY: He's here on behalf of Nissan.
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THE COURT: Right.

MR. MALLOY: He's not here as a person with
facts to offer about the case.

THE COURT: All right. So he's not a
corporate representative.

MR. MALLOY: He's not a corporate
representative.

THE COURT: All right. So that's a no. He's
not a corporate representative.

MR. ANDREWS: As long as they don't stand up

and introduce him to the jury as --

THE COURT: He's not going to be introduced as

a corporate representative. He's going to be
introduced as Mr. Schulz, a lawyer from Michigan,
who works for Nissan. I don't have a problem with
that.

MR. MALLQOY: Understood, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Thank you, sir. Step down.

(A discussion was held off the record.)

THE COURT: All right. What else we got
pretrial? Any other pretrial we have from either
side.

MR. MALLOY: I'm not sure plaintiff's done.

MR. ANDREWS: Judge, I think that's it for us.

THE COURT: All right. That's it for







