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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COURT CF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON

FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Frank Gordon, Jr., Individually and as - -

CASE NO: 2019-CP-1¢-9096 )

Trustee|of the Dorothy S. Gordon : ®/% o

(Deceased) Trust, i =
Plaintiff, 3 @©

‘ : '. a3 :7?'

vs. B h T
Donald W. Lancaster, v e

Defendant. -
Frank (

jordon, Jr., Individually and as
Trustee of the Dorothy S. Gordon

CASE NG: 20611-CP-10-8840
(Decealsed) Trust,

Plaintiff,

ORDER & JUDGMENT
vs.

Donald W. Lancaster,

Defendant.

THIS MATTER came befote me on June 13-14, 2013, for a non-jury trial. This action

was commenced by Plaintiff to aid in executing on a Judgment he obtained against now-
decea

sed Judgment Debtor Rudolph Robert Drews (“Drews”). Plaintiff initiated this action
agﬁ'mst Defendant Donald W. Lancaster (“Lancaster”), nephew of Judgment Debtor Drews,
alleging that Defendant Lancaster received fraudulent infer vivos transfers from Drews that

should be set aside and the property/monies received by Lancaster under those fraudulent

transfers (and/or the proceeds thereof) should be awarded to Plaintiff in satisfaction of Plaintiff's
Judgn

and S

hent and accrued interest. Plaintiff appeared and was represented by counsel, Justin Lucey

tephanie Drawdy. Defendant appeared and was represented by counsel, Jom Dodds.
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PROCEDURAL/HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

In September 1996, the underlying claim accrued for the illegal sale of stock under S.C.

§/35-1-1490. On April 16, 1999, suit was filed in Gordon v. Drews, et al. In December

2001, althree-day jury trial was held in Gordon v: Drews, et al., Case No. 1999-CP-1001407, that

culminated in a Judgment in the amount of $50,000.00, plus $15,789.12 in interest. By Order

dated March 14, 2002, Plaintiff was awarded attorney fees of $42,693.50, for a total Judgment of

$108,482.62. From April 2002 until September 2005, Drews appealed the Judgment. The Court

of Appeals issued an opinion affirming the Judgment; and in September 2005, Drews’ Petition

for Writ Certiorari was denied. On Septembér 28, 2005, Gordon was additionally awarded

$1,467.21 in appellate fees and expenses.

In August 2006, the Circuit Court entered an order for supplemental proceedings to be

opened to aid Gordon in satisfaction of the Judgment. On September 26, 2006, a hearing was

held in the supplemental proceedings, which were left open due to Drews’ failure to produce

financial records, in contravention of the order for supplemental proceedings.

2007

Qn September 25, 2007, Drews died; Drews’ Estate was opened on or about October 26,

under Case Number 2007-ES-10-1518. Disputes occurred regarding the opén’mg and the

administration of the estate. Shirrese Brockington was later named the Special Administrator of

the estate of Rudolph Robert Drews. On February 8, 2010, an inventory and appraisement was

filed

Supp

n Drews® Estate, which indicated the estate had no assets.

On February 26, 2010, Drews’ nephew, Defendant Lancaster, was deposed in the

lemental Proceedings.‘ During Lancaster’s deposition, Plaintiff became aware of the

fraudulent transfers between Drews and Lancaster that rendered Drews insolvent and that are the

subje

ct of this suit.
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On February 27, 2010, the Judgment Debtor’s wife, Effie D. Drews, also died. This
occurred two days before her scheduled deposition. On March 30, 2010, Effie Drews’ Estate
was opened with her sister, former Defendant Jessie B. Atkinson (“Atkinson™), thereafter being
named as Personal Representative. On June 29, 2010, an inventory and appraisement was filed
in Effie Drews’ Estate, which indicated .a net worth of $55,460.04.

On November 2, 2010, Gorcion filed this actioq against the Drews’ Estate, Effie ﬁrews’
Estate, land Donald Lancaster; an amended complaint was then filed on November 30, 2010. On

December 2, 2010, Gordon filed a similar Petition in Effie Drews’ Estate against former

Defendant Atkinson (individually and as the Estate’s Personal Representative),'Drews’ ,Estate.,
and Donald Lancaster: | | |

In November 2011, Gordon settled with Defendant Atkinson, Individually and as
Persqml Representativg: of Effie Drews’ Estate, with the funds from Effie Drews’ Estate paid to B

Plaintiff in partial satisfaction of the foregoing judgment. Also-in November 2011, Gordon

settled| with Shirrese Brockington as Special Administrator of the Drews’ Estate. Both Estates
“have assigned to Plaintiff all rights of recovery against Lancaster relating to the matters herein.
On June 13, 2€13, the Court took judicial notice of Plaintiff’s Judgment and Assignments.

LEGAL DISCUSSION

To bring a Statute o-f Elizabeth claim, a creditor need not show that the debf was reduced
to judgment by the time of the transfer. “One whp is in debt cannot make a voluntary
conveyance which will prevail against existiﬁg debts.” First Citizens Bank and Trust Co. of S.C.
v. Scofield, 286 S.C. 520, 522, 335 S.E. 2d 248 (Ct. App. 1985)(c0uﬁ held son’s transfer of
residence to his mother while indebted to others and while continuing to live in same was a
fraudulent conveyance). Moreover, “[sJubsequent creditors may have conveyances set aside

where: (i) the conveyance was “voluntary,’ that is, for no consideration, and (ii) it was made with
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a view, toward future indebtedness or with an actual fraudulent intent on the part of the grantor to
defraud creditors.” Judy v. Judy, 403 S.C. 203, 742 S.E.2d 672, 675 (Ct. App. 2013)(quoting

Mathis v. Burton, 319 8.C. 261, 460 S.E.2d 406, 408 (Ct.App.1995)). Furthermore, where a

conveyance is to a family member, under the Statute of Eliza'k)eth, even nominal consideration

will not save such a conveyance that effectively defeats creditors. First Cifizens, 286 S.C. 520,

522.

“With a voluntary inter-family transfer, the burden shifts to the transferee to establish the
transfer was valid.” Judy, 742 S.E.2d 672, 675 (citing Windsor Props., Inc. v. Dolphin -Head
Constr. Co.. 331 S.C. 466, 471,498 S.E.2d 858, 860 (1998) (“Where transfers to members of the
family are attacked either upon the ground of actual fraud or on account of their voluntary

é’j character, the law impbses the burden on the transferee to establish bath a valuable consideration

Q and the bona ﬁdes of the transaction by clear and convincing testimony.”). Moral fraud is shown
by evidence that a party acted with intent to delay, hinder and/or defeat creditors. J’_udy, 7;12
S.E.2d 672, 675.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS

A. $100,000 Transfer

1. From circa 1990, Judgment Debtor Drews was in financial trouble; L’ancaste'r
testified that by early 1992, the IRS was closing in on collecting taxes from Drews.

2. In early 1992, Lancaster receivedv$100,000 from Drews on the alleged conditioh
that Lancaster buy Drews a house for Drews and his wife, Effie Drews, to live in for the

remainder of their lives.

3. Lancaster testified he treated the $100,000 f;om DrewsA asa gift at the time of the
gift and for eighteen or more years théreaﬁer, including during his 2010 deposition. Lancaster

testified that it was important to Lancaster that it be a gift so that Lancaster’s tax basis in the
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property would be higher. He further testified that he prepared a gift tax return for Drews to
report this gift to the Internal Revenue Service; and that he assisted in mailing the gift tax return,
all to pl.'atec't himself, while failing to keep a copy of the return.

4. Confronted with the anomaly of the failure to keep a copy of any tax retumn, let
alone an important one that he had required to be filed, Lancaster attempted to claim that Drews’
copier was broken that day. This testimony was impeached by his 201ﬁ deposition testimony,
when he testified that he had kept an-eye out for the. return. when he inspected the Decedent’s
desk iminediétély before the deposition. Obviousiy, he would not have kept an eye out for the
retum i""hé knew it did not exist due to the copier allegedly being broken.

5. At trial, Lancaster deviated from his deposition testimony that the $100;000
transfer was a gift, claiming it was a binding, bargained for consideration for the life estaté. This
changed testimony occurred after nineteen (19) years of contrary representations to the public

and to the U.S. Government, including deposition testimony.

6. The uncontested evidence was that at the time the $100,000 transfer was made,
and for the remainder of his life, the Judgment Debtor had pending creditor .claims, including
IRS assessments and liens during most of the *90s, and a 1999 demand' on a bank loan guarantee
due tolthe failure of the business investment (the hardware store “Builders Station™) that had
given rise fo Gordon’s original stock fraud claim. |

i Lancaster Purchased the Bainbridge Property for Drews

7. On or about May 22, 1992, Lancaster purchased 17 Bainbridge Drive in
Charleston, South Carolina (the “Bainb}idge Property”) for $160,000. P1. Ex. A.

8. In May 1992, Lancaster executed an agreement whereby he purportedly gave
Judgment Debtor Drews and Effie Drews a life estate in the Bainbridge Property.

9. In contravention of typical practices, Lancaster did not create the Bainbridge
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Property life estate by deed and did not record the life estate in the public record, thereby
avoiding notice of the life estate’s existence (and the $100,000 transfer) to Drews’ creditors.

10. As seen below, from 1992 until the Drewses” deaths, Lancaster held the Drews’
residence(s) in his name while allowing the Drews full use, control, and enjoyment of the
residence(s) (including use of money obtained through equity lines of credit secured by the
residence) in contravention of customary business practices.

11.  Shortly after the Bainbridge purchase, on or about June 12, 1992, Lancaster
Aobtain =d a $40,000 open-end mortgage (equity line) from South Carolina National Bank on the
Bainbridge Property (the “$40,000 SC National Line of Credit”), secured by the equity that had
been substantially created by Judgment Debtor Drews’ funds. P. Ex. B

12. From 1993 to 1995, Lancaster provided Drews $40,000 in checks drawn from
' South|Carolina National Bank.

13.  Lancaster was effectively using the equity line of credit to return to Drews part of
the $100,000 Transfer, with Drews paying the interest incurred on the South Car_olina National
.line of credit secured with the equity that Drews had created.

ii. Nuffield Property § ubstitution Made By Drews and Lancaster

14, In 1995, Drews and Lancaster allegedly agreed to substitute a different, single-
level house for the two-story Bainbridge house due to medical issues with Drews’ knees. .

15.  On April 27; 1995, Drews acted as the alleged Power of Attoiney for Defendant |
Lancaster and signed an Agreement of PL&chase and Sale of Real Property fc;r a residence
located at 2 Nufﬁela Road in Charlieston, South Carolina (the “Nuffield Préperty”). PL. Ex. C.
16. No evidence exists that Lancaster ever executed a Power of Attorney for Drews to
act on Lancaéter’s behalf. Lancaster could not produce one and could not explain the absence of

any such docurnent in the RMC office.
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17.  Drews’ acting as a Power of Attomey when‘no such authority exists isa departure
from typical legal and ﬁﬁancial practices and is evidence of his continued control of the monies
he had transferred to Lancaster.

18. On May 15, 1995, Lancaster increased the $40,000 SC National Line of Credit on
the Bainbridge Property to $79,250. P1. Ex. D.

19.  One day later, on May 15, 1995, Lancaster purchased a residence located at 2
Nuffield Road in Charleston, South Carolina (the “Nuffield Prop erty;’) for $1.25,000. .Pl. Ex. E.

20.  The timing of Lancaster’s purchase of the Nuffield Property in conjunction with

the increase in the Bainbridge Property’s equity line of credit by Drews evidences that the
Nuffield Property purchase was funded with monies from the Bainbridge Property’s equity line

of credit secured by the equity that Judgment Debtor Drews created.

' 6 ' 21, In May 1995, Lancaster executed a Memorandum of Lease and Subordination
K greement whereby he purportedly gave Drews and Effie a life estate in the Nuffield Property.
PL.Ex. F.

22.  The purported Nuffield Property life estate Lancaster gave Drews and Effie was
allegedly in substitution for the purported Bainbridge Property life estate.

23.  In contravention of typical busineés and legz_ﬂ practices, Lancaster did not create
the Nufficld Property life estate by deed.

24, Further, the misleading title of the Nuffield Property’s Memorandum of Lease and
Subordination Agreement and its initial text creates the impression that Drews had a lease (not a
life estate) for his residence, thereby again avoiding nofice of the exis.tence of the life estate in
the public record (showing another departure from normal business methods). The misleading
document is in and of itself a further deviation from typical business or legal practices.

25. Following Drews’ death in September 2007, Effie Drews continued to live at the
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Nuffieid Property uatil her death in February 2010,

26. On April 29, 2010, Lancaster sold the Nuffield Propeﬁy residence for $246,000
(receiving $121,000 in profits from its sale). P1. Ex G.

27.  Based on the evidence as a whole, this Cqurt finds no legitimate reason exists for .
Lancaster to havé purchased Drews’ re;sidence for Drews with Drews’ monies and then
incrementally pass those monies back to Drews with the multiple, convoluted steps demonstrated
here; rather, the evidence presented shows the only reason for Lancaster to have done this was to
allow [Drews to distance himself from ownership of his residence, thereby giving Drews the
appearance of having no assets in order to defraﬁd his rcreditors. _ |

B. The Meeting Street Mortgages

i $40,000 Meeting Street Mortgage (the First Mortgage)

Cj _ 28.  InMarch 1995, Drews granted Lancaster a $40,000 mortgage on Drews’ property
"located at 1705 Meeting Street (the “$40,000 Meeting Street Mortgage”). Pl. Ex. H. |

29. Lancaster did not give Drews any contemporaneous consideration fdr the $40,000

Meeting Street Mortgage.

30. Moreover, in contravention of ﬁypical business pracﬁces and Defendant

Lancaster’s detailed records of thie transaction, no note was ever egecuted on the $40,000

Meeting Street Mortgage.

31.  In further contravention of typical business practices, the $40,000 Meeting Street

Mortgage was not recorded until November 1995, approximately eight months after it was

executed. Pl. Ex. H.

32.  Additionally, Defendant Lancaster produced amortization schedules (Pl. Exs. I
and }J) that include the $40,000 Meeting Street Mortgage with the same revision date (February

3, 1997) but contradictory information regarding interest paid in 1995, resulting in a 1996

- 8
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e

balance-forward discrepancy of $6,081.60 (Pl. Ex. I indicates a balance forward at the end of
1996 of $44.211.20 while PL. Ex. J indicates a ba.lance forward of $50,292.80).

33. The contradictions in Defendant Lancaster’s amortizatiop schedules (PL. Exs. I
and J)| impeach Defendant Lancaster’s claim that his detailed, personally mainmiﬁed schedules
were contemporaneously made and recorded.

iL. 3100,000 Meeting Street Martgage (the Second Mortgage)

34, On April 15, 1998, Drews granted Lancaster a $100,000 mortgage on Drev.vs’
property located at 1705 Meeting Street (the “$100,000 Meeting Street Mortgage”). PL Ex. K.
35.  Lancaster did not give Drews any contemporaheous consideration fqr the
$100,000 Meeting Street Mortgage.

36.  Moreover, in -contravention of typical business practices and Defendant

Lancaster’s detailed records of the transaction, no note was ever executed on the $100,000

Meeting Street Mortgage.

37. Lancaster presented contradictory testimony that he was not contemporaneously

aware of the $100,000 Meeting Street Mortgage while also testifying that the $100,000 Meeting
Street Mortgage was intended to replace the $40,000 Meeting Street Mortgage, and that he
coope:ratéd with Drews in filing this excessive mortgage.
38.  Further, Lancaster testified that no satisfaction of the $40,000 Meeting Street
Mortgage was filed contemporaneous with creation of the $100,000 Meeting Street Mortgage.
The (failure to satisfy the First Mortgage when the Second Moftgagg was granted was in
contravention of typical business practices. The failure to satisfy the First Mbrtgage when the
Second Mortgage was granted also impeached Lancaster’s testimony that the Second Mortgage
was granted to replace the Firsf Mortgage.

39.  This excessive mortgage created the impression that Drews’ Meeting Street

9
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Property was encumbered in excess of its actual debt by at least $100,C00.
40, Further, the Defendant’s claim that the excess amount of the Second Mortgage
was to create a line of credit for future advances is impeached by the execution of a new (Third)
Mortgage on the next advance (see below).
£ig. $20,000 Meeting Street Mortgage (the Third Mortgage)

41.  In July 1999, Drews granted Lancaster a $20,000 mortgage on Drews’ property
located at 1705 Meeting Street (the “$20,000 Meeting Street Mortgage™). Pl Ex. L.
42. Lancaster did not give Drews any contemporaneous consideration for the $20,000
Meeting Street Mortgage.
43. In cdntrﬁvention of typical business practices and Defendant Lancaster’s detailed

records of the transaction, no note was ever executed on the $20,000 Meeting Street Mortgage.

44. Lancaster gave contradictory testimony that he was not contemporaneously aware

of th:e $20,000 Meeting Street Mortgage while later testifying that he did participate in its genesis

and iT.hat the purpose of tﬁe Third Mortgage was to fund a settlement on a bank gﬁarantee.

v, Excessive Mortgages

45, These excessive mortgages created the impression that Drews’ Meeting Street
Property was encumbered in.excesAsv ofits actual debt by at least $100,000. -

46. Based on the evidence as a whole, the Court finds Lancaster did have knowledge
of the Meeting Street Mdrtgages at the time they were executed and actively participated with
Drews in his scheme to create the impression that Drews’ Meeting Street Property was
encumbered in excess of any actual debt so as to avoid creditors.

47, Moreover, based on the evidence as a whole, this Court finds no legitimate
business reason exists for the Meeting Sﬁeet Mortgages to Lancaster; rather, the evidence

presented shows the only reason for Drews to grant Lancaster the excessive Meeting Street

10
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Mortgages was for Drews to appear as having encumbered assets in

assets from his creditors, and Defendant Lancaster was an active partici-: ..

defraud his creditors by this concealment.

cause

mortgages that was used to justify the later Assignment that occurred a n- 7.

trial (see below).

the failure of Builders Station, while a bank claim on Drews’ guarants @ -

evidencing a general fraud on creditors.

three

5190

Defendant Lancaster

| 50. On November 5 and 6, 2001, Defendant Lancaster exect: - .

Property (the “$190,000 Meeting Street Note and Mortgage™). P Ex. O.

Meeting Street Note and Mortgage to his wife, Effie. PL Ex. p!

notel on the Meeting Street Property (the “$50,912 Meeting Street Note™ . .. <

48, Importantly, at the time the Second and Third Mortgages -

of action had already accrued. It was in large part the satisfac = -

49.  Further, the completely fraudulent Second Moﬁgage ($ - .0) occurred after

C. Judsment Debtor Drews’ Assignmeni of the 3190,000 Mee: - - ;zet Mortgage to

existing alleged Meeting Street Mortgages ($40,000, $100,000, $2¢

51.  On November 7, 2001, Drews sold the Meeting Street F. ..

000 note and mortgage from the buyer, Charleston’s Antiques. . -
52. On November 7, 2001; simultaneously, Drews allegedl: =
33. AOn November 7, 2001, simultaneously, Effie allegedly & = ..

The evidence establishes that Drews and his wife acted in concem -

Drews’ assets. Defendant Lancaster testified that he dealt with his uncle and aunt az - -
he never dealt individually with his aunt, Effie Drews, despite allegedly having ..o

that
Mee
Rath

ing Street Property’s $190,000 Morigage from her as well asa $50,912 Note or

er, Lancaster admitted that monies received were for the joint benefit of the Drews ..

11
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24, No evidence was presénted that Lancaster gave any contemporaneous

[¢]
o
b
%)

ideration for the $50,912 Meeting Street Note.

5. On November 7, 2001, simultaneously, Effie purportedly assigned the $190,000

Meeting Street E_Viortgagjc to Lancaster in full (the “$190,000 Meeﬁng Street Assignment”) as

security for the $50,912 Meeting Street Note. P1. Ex. R.

"56.  Lancaster testified he was not contemporaneously aware of the $19I0,000'Meeting

Street Assignment at the time it was executed on his behalf.

57.‘ No -e\.ridence was presented that Lancaster gave any contemporaneous
considération for the $190,000 Meeting Street Aésignmént

C . 58. Natably, Lancaster did not receive an assignment of the $190,000 Meeting Street

Note.

59, The assignment of the Meeting Street mortgage receivable from the Drewses to
Lan;caéter occurred a month before the Gordon trial.

. 60. Drews’ assigmrient of the $190,000 Meeting Street Mortgage allowed Drews to
givel‘ the impression in the public record that Drews did not own the debt that was encumbering
the now sold Meeting Street Property.

61. From 2001 to 2005, Drews (by way of Efﬁe Drews) received payments on the
$190,000 Meeting Street Note and Mortgage for the joint benefit of.the Drewses, purpértedly
passing a portion of these payments on to Lan;aster for the alleged $50,912 Meeting Street Note.
62. In September 2005, Drews (by way of Effie} reéeived the final payment of
$130,293.37 on the $190,000 Meeting Street Note and Mm"tgage.

63. On September 26, 2005, Lancaster received final payment on the $50,§12

Meeting Street Note, issued a satisfaction for same and assigned back to Effie the alleged

$190,000 Meeting Street Property Mortgage. P1. Ex. Q.

12
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64.  As the facts above show, the 2005 payofl was an event of economic significance
for Lancaster and Drews due to Drews’ sale of the Meeting Street Property and satisfaction of
Lancaster’s alleged $50,912 Meeting Street Note. HoWever, see fhe below omissions by both
parties to this transaction.

65. In Lancaster’s 2005 federal tax return (PL. Ex. S), Lancaster filed an itemized

return! but failed to report interest income from the alléged $50,912 Meeting Street Note on
Schedule B, despite receiving more than $40,000 in payments from the sale of th-e Meeting Street
Property and reporting other less significant interest income in that year. |

66. A[n Drews’ 2005 federal tax retum (Pl. Ex. T). Drews also filed an itemized retum
and failed to report a deduction for interest expeﬁsé on the alleged $50,912 Meeting Street Note

on Schedule A.2

| 67.  The failure by Lancaster and Drews to report the alleged $50,912 Meeting Street

Note’s interest income and interest expense (respectively) on their itemized tax returns for 2005

evidénces Lancaster and Drews did not treat the $50,912 Meeting Street Note as a legitimate
loan land continued to hide evidence of the transaction.

68.  Based on the evidence as a whole, the Court finds Lancaster did have knowledge
of the $190,000 Meeting Street Assignment at the time it was executed and actively participated
with! Drews in his scheme to create the impression that Drews’ Meeting Street Property was
encumbered in excess of any actual debt so as to avoid creditors.

69, Moreover, based on the evidence as a wholfc,‘ this Court finds no [egitiinatc

business reasan exists for Lancaster receiving the $30,512 Mecting Sireet Note from Effie Drews

? Drews also failed to report a deduction for interest expense on the alleged $50,912 Meeting Street Note
for prior years when it was available as well. For 2001, Drews filed an itemized retum but failed to repott an
interest expense deduction on the alleged $50,912 Meeting Street Note. For 2002 and 2003, Drews took a standard
deduction but the Schedule A included with each of his returns shows Drews failed to list this interest expense in
either year.

13




|
8/12/2014 3:32:01 PM '

of th?: sufficient evidence directly involving Defendant Lancaster, which shows .

i
Drews’ pattern of concealment.

E. Amount of Transfers and Judgment

were received by Defendant Lancaster from these fraudulent transfers:

in the remainder of their lives;

check for final payment on the return of the $50,04 (.69 Drews gave Biller.

14

71.  The.evidence presented by Plaintiff at trial establishes that the = -

(i)  The initial $100,000 Transfer from Judgment Debtor Dy

Lancaster for purchase of a residence for Drews and his . =

? On February 7, 2007, Effie (with Drews present) gave §50,000 in checks to her siz*.~ .~
hold for the Drewses. On February 13, 2007, Atkinson gave a $50,041.69 check back to .7 -
$s0J000 plus interest). On February 22, 2007, Drews gave the $50,041.69 Atkinson check -’
business associate Dorsey Biller to hold for Drews and Effie. From March 2007 to July 2 L
Billle:r give $14,000 of the $50,041.69 back, which Biller did. Following Drews’ death in <
Dre{{vs began requesting payments back of the $50,000 from Biller. From October 2007 unti. o
requested Biller give $29,500 of'the $50,041.69 back, which Biller did. On March 25, 2010 (f=.. - -.
death on February 27, 2010), Dotsey Biller gave Atkinson (Personal Representative of Effie”.

Page 51

C13 Né‘fen
or the|$190,000 Meeting Strect Assignments; rather, the evidence presemt::. »": . z¢ only
reason forv Drews to grant Lancaster the 850,912 lMeeﬁng Street Note and the - lesting
Street|Assignment was for Drews to conceal his true assets from his creditc-. .- . “ziendant
Lancaster was an active participant in Drews’ scheme to defraud his . oy this
concealment.

D. Judgment Debtor Drews’ Transactions With Other F. ami!laggg&fj_' Coodds
70.  Plaintiff further alleges additional pattern evidence that Judgme:: _ .tor Drews
conspired with sister-in-law Jessic Atkinson and close friend Dorsey E-" . ‘o conceal
--approximately $50,000 from Drews’ creditors.® Plaintiff offered evidence of L. . »." izamsfer of
$50,000 to Atkinson and Biller to show Drews’ pattern of concealing as. .- h family
members and/or close friends. However, the Court does not need to reach this = . >ce in light
- -2nt' Debtor

_1Z monies

- efendant

e, to live

¢ Atkinson to
Crrarning the
. znd former

© 2009, Effie
o Zifie Drews’
-1 $7,084.12
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the then existing version of S.C. Code -~

$60,

Meeting Street Mortgage payments tog: '
commencement of trial of $222,262.2% ~
transferred to Lancaster, Lancaster hac -

Judgment Debtor Drews — an amount th™ "

credibility and evidenced that the trans -

consideration that were made in further. -

and

gave contradictory testimony regardie .
contemporaneous knowledge of these -

claimed lack of knowledge regarding t- -

(i)

060.00 credit for the Atkinson payn: -

F. Credibility of Witnesses

74, Defendant Lancaster’s

cons

ervative 2.67 per cent rate of return.

3:32:40 PM ‘ Lt

(i)  Ninety-Six Thev -
on the sale of t- -
$100,000 Transi- -
Eighty-Nine Thei -
Five Cents ($8¢.. -
Drews to Defend:.

72.  Interest is due on the jud:

73.  Defendant Lancaster’s f -

subsequent creditors. In response:.- .

* The Present Value Calculations ¢:- . -

N‘ en

' Hundred Dollars (§56.800) inp ..

.z purchased with the proceeds ¢+~
.. aster; and

"aree Hundred and Thirty Dollars -

3 in purported péyments from Judy.. -
. ~:aster for the alleged Meeting Street & @ .»
».: at the post judgment rate of 14% per ..
- 20(B)(Supp.1999). After accrﬁal of ir - =
“i:¢ balance owed on the Judgment is §= .
. from the sale of the Drews’ reside -
- :3tal $186,130.75, which has a presen

7ding to this total the $100,00d Drev .
~i7ed a total of at feast $322,262.21 t

~z2ds the balance of Plaintiff’s Judgmen..

~ony at trial regarding these trar.
-, ~uestion were indeed inter-family tro - -
_“Drews’ scheme to conceal his assets - -

~_“ioning by Plaintiff’s counsel, Defend..... "

;ansactions with Drews and claime:

- :tions, which was not believable. .

':pzactions as well as typical business

! by Plaintiff and relied on by this Court ... = =i
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