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PER CURIAM: In this civil matter, Carolina Custom Converting, LLC (CCC),
John Gandis, and Andrea Comeau-Shirley appeal the circuit court's order finding
Gandis and Shirley "froze-out" David Wilson as the minority shareholder of CCC
and ordering Gandis and Shirley to buy out Wilson's interest in CCC. On appeal,
Gandis and Shirley argue the circuit court erred in (1) finding Wilson did not
breach his fiduciary duties to Gandis and Shirley, (2) finding Gandis and Shirley
froze-out and oppressed Wilson, (3) ordering them to buy out Wilson's interest
despite the absence of unconscionable conduct, and (4) awarding Wilson equitable
relief when he had unclean hands. CCC argues the circuit court erred in (1)
finding no trade secret existed under the South Carolina Trade Secret Act, (2)
finding CCC did not sufficiently safeguard its confidential information, (3) finding
CCC was not entitled to damages for trade secret misappropriation, and (4)
misapplying fiduciary duty law and the statute of limitations to the claims of
breach of fiduciary duty and usurpation of corporate opportunity. We affirm and



adopt the circuit court's order in full. See Byrd v. Livingston, 398 S.C. 237, 245,
727 S.E.2d 620, 624 (Ct. App. 2012) (adopting the circuit court's order as to some
issues); Grosshuesch v. Cramer, 367 S.C. 1, 6, 623 S.E.2d 833, 835 (2005)
(adopting the reasoning set forth in the circuit court's order as to some of the issues
on appeal).

AFFIRMED.

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, and MCDONALD, JJ., concur.



