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REPLY TO RESPONDENT’S BRIEF

1. As to Respondent’s claim of lack of issue preservation as to Appellant’s State of
Issues on Appeal I11. and IV., the Appellant did not fail to preserve the issues.

The Respondent alleges that the issue of whether the judgment was improperly entered
against the Defendants and that the sale of the Defendant’s company being considered by the jury
over objection of the Appellant were not preserved for appellant review. The Appellant, Scott
Suprina, was permitted by the Circuit Court at a motion hearing to be added to the Amended
Complaint over the objection of defense Counsel. While there may have been a stipulation as to
the why he is named personally as a party in the action, that potential fact does not assert that the
Appellant agreed that the judgement was to be entered against him should a verdict be rendered in
favor of the Plaintiff. The Appellant objected to being added as a Party to the action, but an order
was entered by the Circuit Court in favor of the Plaintiff as is discussed in the Respondent’s Initial
Brief. Therein, the Appellant preserved the issue for appellate review.

Moreover, there was no testimony that the corporate veil was ever pierced under the single
business enterprise theory. There were no specific pleadings filed that the veil should be pierced
to potentially get to the personal assets of the Appellant. The jury found that there was a contract,
and that the Respondent breached the contract. The contract was never personally guaranteed by
the Appellant and was between his company and the Respondent, not the Appellant and
Respondent.

Counsel for the Appellant properly objected to the question of the value of the sale of the
company. Counsel objected as the question was being asked once it was apparent what the
question was due to its prejudicial nature against the Appellant and relevancy of the question. The

mere fact that the Appellant would have sufficient funds to pay a judgment is not relevant to the




causes of action relative to this case. Again, the jury found that there was a contract and that the
Respondent breached the contract but yet converted funds paid pursuant to the contract the
Respondent breached. The jury awarded the exact amount of funds that the Respondent, who
breached the contract, paid to the Defendant pursuant to the contract. It is the Appellant’s position
that the sale price of his company was highly prejudicial and not relevant to the issues submitted
to the jury.

CONCLUSION

The Appellant further relies on his Initial Brief to support his reply to the Respondent’s

Initial Brief.
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