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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA | ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF|CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.: 2011-CP-10-4356
) .
CHRISTOPHER CHAFFIN )
: )
Plaintiff, )
) Master’s Dec:;sg;
VS. ) A
)
BRANDON BRATT, )
)
Defendant. )

This matter was referred from the Circuit Court based on Plaintiff’s motiop. seeking

injunctive relief and damages from Defendant. Defendant was served on or around June 29,

2011, a certiﬁcate of which is filed with the Clerk of this Court. Neither Defendant nor an
Attorney on behalf of Defendant made any appearance nor offered any sho{ving of evidence on
behalf of Defendant, and an entry of default was entered by this court on October 25, 2011. This
order comes pursuant to a damages hearing'held on December 12, 2011, where notice was given
to the Defendant pursuant to certified mail, certificate of such filed with the Clerk of this Court
on December 9, 201 1. Defendant failed to make any showing on the issue of damages.

HAVING HEARD all evidence produced before it, both oral and documentary;

THI§ COURT HEREBY FINDS that the Defendant, Brandon Pratt, solicited the
Plaintiff, Ch‘ristopher Chaffin, to buy into or finance the purchase of a business. For that
purpose, Plaintiff put up an obligation to repay a $45,000 loan to First Federal Savings & Loan
of Charleston. The loan matures in June 2013, and has borme 6.5% interest. This Court finds this
in fact, is a financier's interest and not a pértnérship interest. To the extent there was ever any

partnership entity, this Court dissolves that partnership entity.




The Court finds that Plaintiff’s actual investment into this business consisted of the
$45,000, plus($1,835 in closing costs, and another $1,000 in advertising costs, totaling $47,835.
Defendant is entitled to a set off for the payments that have been shown to have been made by
the Defendant, and then add interest owed based on the amortization schedule, leaving a balance
of $30,518.

The Court also finds that the Defendant represented to the Plaintiff that Plaintiff could
expect and would receive $4000 per month as a return on his investment. Plaintiff entered into
the financing arrangement and contributed his money based on these representations by

Defendant, and thus Plaintiff is entitled to realize some return on his investments for the time he

continued aspart of the venture, which this court finds to be from June 1, 2009 to June 1,2011.

As a matter of law, based on the foregoing, this Court finds that Plaintiff put forth his
money with "the mutual understanding between Plaintiff and Defendaﬁt that Plaintiff expected a
retum. on his investment, and that Plaintiff would obtain a return on his investment. Therefore,
this Court fi 1&8 Plaintiff is entitled to one half of his expected returh at a total amount of $48,000
or $2000 a month for 24 months.

Based on the foregoing determinations by this Court, the Plaintiff is entitledrto and the
Court hereby awards the Plainﬁff a combined $78,518 in actual damages f_rom Defendant.

The |Defendant has not been forthcoming with any information as to the value of a

business org if the business has been operating, profiting or any type of financial accounting
informationi as to 5 business entity; therefore, it is impossible for this court to do an accounting,
and thus this court finds it is not a partnership interest the Plaintiff seeks to recover uﬁder.
Having made sﬁch conclusion, this Court finds that assets which were in fact titled in the name
of Plaintiff belong.to Plaintiff. To the extent the location of th(_)se assets are known, they belong

to Plaintiffi In the event Defendant is in possession of those properties, Plaintiff is entitled to
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protection from any actioﬁ of Defendant against those personai properties. To the extent those
properties have been converted, Plaintiff is entitled to relief for Conversion. |

THE COURT THEREFORE ORDERS all assets titled to Plaintiff or should be titled to
Plaintiff, butjin the possession of Defendant, ﬁeld in constructive trust. This court finds, in fact,
those assets |have been converted by Defendant; therefore, Plaintiff is entitled to relief for
Conversion. [Those assets may be seized by the Sheriff and sold to generate funds in effort to
satisfy Plaintiff’s obligation with First Federal Savings & Loan of Charleston. This court finds
the value of those converted assets as $30,000 -based on the amounts Defendant was attempting

to sell such|assets on the public market, as evidenced by -exhibits attached to complaint. In

addition, this Court finds Plaintiff is entitled to punitive damages

Punitive damages are to be awarded when-“in t_he interest of society in the nature of
punishment ;and as a warning and example to deter the wrongdoer and others from committing
like offense[s in the future.” Gamble v. Stevenson, 406 S.E.2d 350, 354 (1991) citing Laird v.
Nationwide\Ins. Co., 134 S.E.2d 206, 210 (1964). Further the Court in Gamble held that punitive
damages may be awarded only when the amount meets “general ;:oncems of reasonableness” and
the trial court should consider among other things “1) Defendant’s degree of culpability; 2)
duration of(the conduct; 3) Defendant’s awareness or concealment; 4) the existence of similar
past conduct; 5) likelihood the award Will deter the defendant or others from like conduct; 6)
whether the award is reasonably related to the harm likely to result from such conduct; 7)
Defendant’s ability to pay; and finally, 8-) . . . other factors .deemed appropriate.” Gamble at 354.
In considering the guidelines pﬁt forth by the Court in Gamble, this Court can réach no other

conclusion|but that the Defendant deliberately disregarded the rights of the Plaintiff, and is fully

culpable for this deliberate conduct, which is deserving of a punitive damages award. The Court-

therefore finds it reasonable and appropriate to treble the value of the converted assets, and
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award punitive damages in the amount of $90,000, considering the willful and deliberate

disregard for the i ghts and interest of the Plaintiff.

Based on the foregoing, this Court hereby awards Judgment in favor of Plaintiff and

against the Defendant in the amount of $168,518.

IT 1S SO ORDERED.
The Hon. Mikell R.
Master in Equity
Charleston; S arolina '
,2012




