From: Bruce Hoffman

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: ecarter

Subject: Debra Hoffman, Trustee of the Hoffman Family Trust v. Barugh, Beaufort Case No 2021CP0701828
Date: Friday, May 15, 2026 9:09:39 AM

Attachments: Letter to Court of Appeals 2.docx

NOTICE OF APPEAL 2.docx

Proof of Service Notice of Appeal (1).doc
PIImageDisplay Order on Motion for Reconsideration.pdf
PIImageDisplay Order Awarding Atty Fees.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Please find attached for filing Notice of Appeal in the above case, and letter regarding same
listing the other attachments to this email. Thank you for your assistance.

Bruce R. Hoffman

LAW OFFICE OF BRUCE R. HOFFMAN, LLC
574 Sea Island Parkway

Saint Helena Island, SC 29920

843-838-5290 phone/843-838-1329 fax
brucehf1@gmail.com

The information contained in this electronic message is privileged and confidential
and is intended for the use of the individual(s) named above and others who have
been specifically authorized to receive it. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this message
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please destroy it
immediately, and notify the sender. Thank you.

Disclosure under IRS Circular 230: Unless expressly stated otherwise, nothing
contained in this communication is intended or written to be used, nor may it be
relied upon or used by any taxpayer for the purpose of (1) avoiding penalties that
may be imposed under the Internal Revenue Code, and/or (2) by any person to
support the promotion or marketing of or to recommend any Federal tax transaction
or matter addressed in this communication.
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BRUCE R. HOFFMAN, LLC

Licensed: SC, DC and CA

www.BruceRHoffmanLawOffice.com

				            brucehf1@gmail.com



574 SEA ISLAND PARKWAY.           		   800 Main Street, Suite 201

SAINT HELENA ISLAND, SC 29920-4205				               HILTON HEAD ISLAND, SC 29928         

TELEPHONE: 843.838.5290						                     TELEPHONE: 843.838.5290

                                                                       REPLY TO SAINT HELENA ISLAND OFFICE



May 15, 2026



       The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings

Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals

1220 Senate Street Columbia, South Carolina 29201

       By email ctappfilings@sccourts.org and overnight mail



RE:	Debra Hoffman, Trustee of The Hoffman Family Trust, Appellant, v. Graham Barugh, Respondent, Beaufort z÷Ωµ˜Case No. 2021-CP-070-1828



Dear Ms. Kitchings:



Enclosed for filing is a Notice of Appeal in the above case. Also enclosed  are:



1. Proof of service of this Notice of Appeal on the Respondent and the Beaufort County Clerk of Court,



1. Copy of the order(s) which are being challenged on appeal,



1. Law office check for the $250 filing fee (by overnight mail)



Thank you for your assistance in processing this appeal. 



						          Sincerely,



          s/ Bruce R. Hoffman

                      Law Office of Bruce R. Hoffman, LLC

          574 Sea Island Parkway

          St. Helena Island, South Carolina 29920

          (843) 838-5290

          brucehf1@gmail.com

          Attorney for Appellant 

cc: Evan A. Carter, Esq. 

Cobb & Hammett, LLC  	       

222 W Coleman Blvd.			

Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 

(843) 936-6680

ecarter@cobbhammett.com/Attorney of record for Respondent






THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Appeals 





APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas

Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge





Case No. 2021-CP-070-1828





Debra Hoffman, Trustee

		of The Hoffman Family Trust,

		

Appellant,



		

		v.



		Graham, Barugh,

		Respondent.









NOTICE OF APPEAL





Debra Hoffman, Trustee of The Hoffman Family Trust, hereby appeals the Order Denying Motion for Reconsideration of the Honorable Jocelyn Newman dated April 21, 2026. Order Denying Motion for Reconsideration and underlying Order Awarding Attorney’s Fees being appealed attached. Appellant received written notice of entry of this order on   April 21, 2026.



  Dated: May 15, 2026	s/ Bruce R. Hoffman

                                                                          Law Office of Bruce R. Hoffman, LLC

574 Sea Island Parkway

Saint Helena Island, South Carolina 29920

(843) 838-5290

brucehf1@gmail.com

Attorney for Appellant



  Other Counsel of Record: 

  Evan A. Carter, Esq. 

  Cobb & Hammett, LLC  	       

  222 W Coleman Blvd.			

  Mount Pleasant, SC 29464  				

  (843) 936-6680				 

  ecarterl@cobbhammett.com	




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


In The Court of Appeals 



APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY


Court of Common Pleas


Jocelyn Newman, Circuit Court Judge
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Case No. 2021-CP-070-1828




Debra Hoffman, Trustee


		of The Hoffman Family Trust,

		Appellant,



		

		v.



		Graham, Barugh,

		Respondent







PROOF OF SERVICE OF NOTICE OF APPEAL



I certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal on 1) Respondent Graham Barugh by depositing a copy of same in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on May 15, 2026, addressed to his attorney of record, Evan A, Carter, Esquire, Cobb & Hammett, LLC.,  222 W Coleman Blvd., Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464, and by email/e-file 2) Beaufort County Clerk of Court by e-filing same on May 15, 2026.  

  Dated: May 15, 2026
s/ Bruce R. Hoffman

                                                                          Law Office of Bruce R. Hoffman, LLC

574 Sea Island Parkway


Beaufort, South Carolina 29920


(843) 838-5290


Brucehf1@gmail.com


                                                                              Attorney for Appellant


FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF Beaufort

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2021CP0701828
Debra S Hoffman et al Graham Barugh et al

PLAINTIFF(S)

[l

[o]
[
[l

10

DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):D Rule 12(b), SCRCP;|:| Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); |:| Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);

[ ] other
ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):[_| Rule 40(j), SCRCP;[_] Bankruptcy;

|:| Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award;

[ ] other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

HAffirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;

Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: |:| See attached order (formal order to follow) @ Statement of Judgment

by the Court:

Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration (filed on 3/27/26) is DENIED.

In her motion, Plaintiff misrepresents and inappropriately disparages the decision made by the Court. In support of that motion, Plaintiff provides
a copy of an unverified, unauthenticated document which purports to be a "flat fee" contract between Defendant and his counsel. This
agreement, if valid, was executed prior to the filing or service of the Summons and Complaint in this matter and therefore could not have
contemplated the lengthy litigation which ultimately resulted. The Court reiterates its finding that it is reasonable and customary to charge hourly
for the breadth and extent of civil defense services provided to Defendant. Plaintiff was provided with both notice and the opportunity to cross-
examine defense counsel in December 2025. In fact, the evidentiary hearing had been scheduled on three prior occasions, and the motion had
been pending for thirteen months by the time it was heard.

ORDER INFORMATION

This order [G] ends [_] does not end the case. [ ] See Page 2 for additional information.

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a

copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 04/21/2026 .

Debra S Hoffman Trustee
Hoffman Family Trust
Weeks & Irvine Llc

Does 1 To 50

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 1 of 2
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Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk’s
entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to
parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 of 2

828T0.0d0T202#3ASVD - SY31d NOWINOD - 1404NVv3d - INd 62T T¢ 1dv 9202 - 3714 ATIVOINOH 10313





Beaufort Common Pleas

Case Caption: Debra S Hoffman , plaintiff, et a VS Graham Barugh , defendant, et a
Case Number: 2021CP0701828

Type: Order/Electronic Form 4

So Ordered

Jocelyn Newman

Electronically signed on 2026-04-21 12:12:35 page 3 of 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT FOR THE FOURTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUI
Debra Hoffman, Trustee of The Hoffman Civil Action No. 2021CP0701828
Family Trust,

Plaintiff,

V. ORDER AWARDING ATTORNEY’S FEES

Graham Barugh; Weeks & Irvine, LLC;
and Does 1 to 50,

Defendants.

This matter came before the Court by way of Motion for Award of Attorney’s Fees and
Costs, which was filed by Defendant Graham Barugh on November 8, 2024. A hearing was held
on December 8, 2025. Plaintiff was represented by Bruce Hoffman, Esquire; and Defendants
were represented by Evan Carter, Esquire, and Hal Cobb, Esquire.

For the reasons set forth below, Defendant’s motion is GRANTED.

BACKGROUND

On October 11, 2021, Plaintiff filed her Summons and Complaint in which she alleged
causes of action against Defendant Barugh for fraud and breach of contract in relation to a real
estate transaction that was never completed. A non-jury trial was held on April 10, 2023.

Defense counsel filed an Affidavit of Attorney’s Fees and Costs on July 12, 2023. The
next day, Plaintiff filed an objection. The Court’s Order memorializing its findings from the trial
was entered on August 8, 2023. Defendant prevailed on all of Plaintiff’s claims, and the Court
found that, “Per Section 23 of the Contract, Plaintiff shall be responsible for all costs and

reasonable attorney fees.”
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Plaintiff then filed a motion requesting a new trial. On July 11, 2024, the Court issued its
“Order Denying Plaintiff’s Motion for a New Trial.” In that Order, the Court reaffirmed the
award of attorney’s fees and costs, stating, “As ordered Plaintiff shall be responsible for all costs
and reasonable attorney fees per Section 23 of the Contract.” Pursuant to that Order, “Plaintiff’s
objection to Defendant’s Affidavit of Attorney’s Fees shall be heard in connection with
Defendant’s request for a determination of the amount of attorney’s fees and costs” at a later
date.

On November 8, 2024, Defendant filed the instant motion, to which Plaintiff again
objected.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The law in South Carolina is well settled with respect to establishing an appropriate
award of attorney’s fees.
There are six factors to consider in determining an award of
attorney's fees: 1) nature, extent, and difficulty of the legal services
rendered; 2) time and labor devoted to the case; 3) professional
standing of counsel; 4) contingency of compensation; 5) fee
customarily charged in the locality for similar services; and 6)
beneficial results obtained.
Blumberg v. Nealco, Inc., 310 S.C. 492, 494, 427 S.E.2d 659, 660 (1993) (citing Collins v.
Collins, 239 S.C. 170, 122 S.E.2d 1 (1961)). “When there is a contract, the award of attorney's
fees is left to the discretion of the trial judge and will not be disturbed unless an abuse of
discretion is shown.” 1d. (citing Baron Data Sys., Inc. v. Loter, 297 S.C. 382, 377 S.E.2d 296
(1989)). The Court need only find any competent evidence to support the award. I1d.
. The Award is Timely
Plaintiff argues that Defendant’s request for attorney’s fees and costs should be denied

because it was “filed way too late.” According to Plaintiff, Defendant’s request for attorney’s

fees was rendered moot on April 10, 2023, and Defendant waived his right to costs by not filing
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this motion within the ten-day timeframe provided by Rule 59 of the South Carolina Rules of
Civil Procedure. The Court disagrees.

Defendant’s entitlement to attorney’s fees and costs arises from the contract which was in
question during the litigation. This issue was raised in Defendant’s Answer to the Complaint,
during the trial on April 10, 2023, by affidavit filed on July 12, 2023, and repeatedly thereafter.
In fact, there is no stage of this litigation in which Defendant abandoned or otherwise waived this
request. In addition, it is the ruling of the trial judge that Defendant is, in fact, entitled to an
award of fees and costs with no mention of the need to file additional motions or affidavits.
Finally, the instant motion was filed just months after the trial court’s final Order in this case,
which the Court finds perfectly appropriate.

1. The Award Requested is Not Excessive.

Plaintiff also argues that the $50,848.01 requested by Defendant is “wildly excessive”
because the central issue in this case is an earnest money deposit of $8,580. Plaintiff contends
that Defendant’s request is “some huge number pulled out of thin air bearing no reasonable
relation to the relatively small [] amount at issue in the case.” The Court disagrees.

Defendant has been litigating the issues in this case since October 15, 2021, the date of
service of the pleadings on him. Throughout that time, many filings have been made in this case.
Most of these filings were made by Plaintiff, including:

e Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment;

Affidavit of Default as to Defendants Weeks and Irvine;

Plaintiff’s Affidavit in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment;

Motion to Compel Further Discovery Responses;

Amended Motion to Compel Further Discovery Responses;
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Motion for Reconsideration/Clarification of Order Denying Plaintiff’s Motion for

Summary Judgment;

Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration of Order Granting
Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment;

Plaintiff’s Affidavit in Support of Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion
for Reconsideration of Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary
Judgment;

Supplement to Plaintiff’s Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Reconsideration
of Order Granting Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment;

Objection to Sur Reply;

Transcript of Record;

Plaintiff’s Objections to Defendant’s 1/4/23 Proposed Order;

Motion to Compel Deposition and for Sanction;

Motion to Amend Complaint to Add Cause of Action for Negligent
Misrepresentation;

Motion for Objection to Affidavit of Fees and Costs; and

Supplement to Motion to Amend Complaint.

Each of those filings required defense counsel to review them (at minimum) or reply to them.

Defendant, on the other hand, filed only three motions — a motion to compel, a motion for

reconsideration, and a motion for attorney’s fees and costs. Simply put, the volume of work

done by defense counsel on this case was largely caused by Plaintiff. Therefore, it is

inappropriate for Plaintiff to now claim that the fees and costs claimed by Defendant represent

“horrendous overbilling” or that it is “not credible.”
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Rather, the Court finds that defense counsel exerted appropriate time and labor to this
case in light of the volume and extent of filings throughout the course of litigation. While
Plaintiff criticizes the experience of two of Defendant’s attorneys — Thomas Krahe, Esquire, who
was admitted to the South Carolina Bar in 2021, and Evan Carter, Esquire, who was admitted in
2022 — the Court draws no conclusion from this except that each of them took and passed the bar
just as did Plaintiff’s counsel. There has been no dispute about the professional standing or legal
acumen of defense counsel.

The Court further finds that the manner of billing (i.e., charging the client hourly) is
commonplace in civil defense litigation, as is charging one’s client for time and expenses
incurred in traveling to and from courthouses, deposition sites, and incident locations.
Additionally, counsel’s hourly rate is conservative, not excessive, and is commensurate with the
rates charged by attorneys state-wide.

Finally, it is clear that defense counsel’s efforts were not in vain, as Defendant has
ultimately prevailed on all of Plaintiff’s claims. As to this issue, it appears that Plaintiff’s
primary complaint is that “Defendant forced the trial and hearing on this motion by refusing to
engage in any settlement negotiations and should suffer the detriment for that...” This is simply
not the way our judicial system works. An award of attorney’s fees and costs in this instance is
not punitive; it’s contractual. In fact, the very contract upon which Plaintiff initiated this lawsuit
is the one that provides for this award. In addition, the benefit of hindsight makes it clear why
Defendant offered no settlement: Defendant bore no liability.

CONCLUSION
IT 1S, THEREFORE, ORDERED that Plaintiff shall pay Defendant’s $49,103.77 in

attorney’s fees plus an additional $1,744.24 in costs.
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IT IS FURTHER that these amounts shall be tendered to Defendant’s counsel within 90
days.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Jocelyn Newman
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
March 19, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina.
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Beaufort Common Pleas

Case Caption: Debra S Hoffman , plaintiff, et a VS Graham Barugh , defendant, et a
Case Number: 2021CP0701828

Type: Order/Attorney Fees

So Ordered

Jocelyn Newman

Electronically signed on 2026-03-19 15:01:27 page 7 of 7
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