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COVBS, CHI EF JUDGE: EWG Corporation and its sol e sharehol der,
WIlliam Geers (Ceers), appeal froma judgnent of the Boone
Circuit Court resolving a contract dispute anong the parties.

A Speci al Master Conm ssioner presided over a four-day hearing

! Seni or Judge John D. Mller, sitting as Special Judge by Assignnent of the
Chi ef Justice pursuant to Section 110(5)(b) of the Kentucky Constitution and
KRS 21.580.



pursuant to a court order and the agreement of the parties. The
Speci al Conm ssioner filed extensive recomended findings and
conclusions in his report, which the court affirnmed and adopted
as its own. The court concluded that Geers was liable to the
appel l ees, David H|ls and Neil Blunt, for suns owed for their
consulting services. On appeal, Geers argues that the
Conmmi ssioner erred: (1) in excluding fromevidence certain
docunents relating to his alleged danages and (2) in failing to
conclude that he was fraudulently induced to enter into the
consulting agreenent. Finding no error, we affirm

The facts underlying this matter involve property
owned by Geers’s late wife, Edna Mae Ceers. Edna Mae inherited
forty-two (42) acres of property fromher father. She had
unsuccessfully attenpted to sell the acreage over a period of
years. After several realtors had failed to find a buyer
willing pay her price, she again listed the property for sale in
1994 with Hls, the owner of Concepts Realty, Inc. Hils
attenpted to find a buyer for the property for many nonths, but
he, too, could not find a buyer willing to pay the anmount sought
by Edna Mae.

Edna Mae becane ill. Because her husband’ s enpl oynent
frequently required his absence from hone, Edna Mae hoped t hat
Ceers would retire. She also wanted to obtain as nmuch noney for

the property as possible in order to provide for her seven
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chil dren upon her death. Hils devised a plan to acconplish both
obj ectives of bringing about CGeers’s retirenent and of realizing
a hefty profit on the property. He suggested that the Geerses
apply to re-zone for comrercial use 11.88 acres of the property
situated along U S. H ghway 25; he urged themto subdivide the
remai ning acres into residential building |ots.

At a neeting on Cctober 17, 1995, Hils presented his
devel opnent plan to the CGeerses. Also present at the neeting
were Dennis Helner, an attorney, and Blunt, who had recently
retired as the executive director of the C ernont Housing
Authority in Gncinnati. Hls had prepared a docunent
containing estimates of the costs for devel oping the property
along with the potential profit to be realized by the Ceerses.
H's figure for the total devel opnment cost (which included a 7%
real estate conmission and a 5.5% consulting fee) was $816, 250.
He projected that the Geerses would realize $2,324,000 tax free
-- as distinguished from$594,000 if the property were sold in
its undevel oped state.

Hel mer gave the Ceerses tax advice and agreed to
assist themwith the re-zoning. The parties reached an ora
agreenent that if the property were re-zoned, Concepts Realty
woul d continue to list the property; Hls and Blunt would act as

proj ect managers for a fee of 5.5% of the gross sales of the

property.



Through the efforts of Blunt and Hel ner, the zoning
change was approved in April 1996. Wth the assistance of Hils,
Ceers then obtained financing for the project. Hils introduced
Ceers to Ray Erpenbeck of Erpenbeck Engineering, Inc., who
agreed to performthe necessary engineering work for the
devel opment. The Ceerses obtained | egal counsel to assist them
informng alimted liability corporation into which Edna Mae
transferred her interest in the property.

Ceers retired fromhis job in June 1996. He testified
that since he had no source of incone, he advanced noney to
hi nsel f every nonth fromthe line of credit established at
Heritage Bank for the devel opnent of the property. Geers later
testified that he had no idea how much of that nobney was spent
for his own personal expenses.

Bef ore Erpenbeck began any work, the Geerses |earned
that Hls's estimates were significantly understated. Although
Ceers considered canceling the project at this juncture, he
testified that he decided to continue in deference to Edna Mae's
W shes.

Construction of the devel opnent began in the fall of
1996. In Septenber of that year, an agent with Concepts Realty
found a buyer for 101 of the 123 residential lots in the
devel opnent. Keystone Hone Buil ders (Keystone) agreed to pay

$2,449,500 for these lots in four installnents to begin in the
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| ate sunmer of 1997. After the Keystone agreenent was in place,
the parties reduced their oral consulting agreenent to witing.
The witten terns reflected their previous agreenent. In
consideration for their work in planning the devel opnent,
obt ai ni ng the new zoning classification, managi ng the

devel opnent, and perform ng other services, H s and Blunt were
to receive 5.5% of the proceeds of the sale of the property at
the tinme of closing.

Bl unt had been instrunental in obtaining the zoning
change, and he perforned nost of the work involved with managi ng
t he devel opnment as noted in the findings of fact of the
Conmi ssi oner :

The Court finds that M. Blunt spent an

exhaustive nunber of hours on this project

in performng duties considered by himto be

proj ect managenent. He was certainly on the

job site nearly every day for hours at a

time. Both he and M. Hils solicited bids

from engi neering conpanies to prepare a

prelimnary plat and a prelimnary cost

estimate for the project. . . . M. Blunt

gener ated nunerous project reports .

These services provided a benefit to the

proj ect.

(Comm ssioner’s Report (CR) at p. 12.)

Nuner ous probl ens devel oped during the construction

phase. The contractor hired to clear the property failed to

renove | arge pieces of trees -- an omssion that resulted in

problenms with soil conpaction. Consequently, Keystone incurred



added expenses in securing a proper foundation for the newy
constructed houses. The road contractor failed to place a
sufficiently thick layer of asphalt on the streets. More
unforeseen costs resulted. |In addition to these problens, wet
weat her caused delays in conpleting the project as schedul ed;
addi tional interest accrued.

Edna Mae died in May 1997. The first of the four
closings to transfer ownership of twenty-five residential |ots
to Keystone occurred on Cctober 8, 1997. Hils and Blunt were
pai d $31, 350 pursuant to the agreenment. However, by Decenber
1997, Ceers had becone dissatisfied wwith Hls and Blunt. He
instructed themnot to have any contact with contractors w thout
his approval. Geers went to Florida for the entire nonth of
January 1998. He did not informH Is or Blunt that he would be
out of town, and he did not return their phone nessages.

Ceers testified at trial that Hils and Blunt quit
their jobs while they contended that they had been fired by
Ceers. VWile finding no evidence either of a formal firing by
Geers or of a voluntary termnation by Hls and Blunt, the
Commi ssi oner found that “the parties nutually agreed to end the
contract at that tine.” (CR at p. 10.)

After his return fromFlorida, Ceers actively assuned
managenent of the project. About forty lots remained to be

conpl eted. Keystone purchased the remaining |lots under its
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contract on May 4, 1998; Novenber 25, 1998; and June 4, 1999.
At Ceers’s insistence, the anount due the appellees fromthese
closings -- $98,655 in total -- was placed in escrow. GCeers
sold sonme of the remaining |ots wthout paying or escrow ng any
fees for Hils and Blunt. He also gave sone of the lots to two
of his children. He eventually listed the comrercial property
wi th anot her real estate broker.

On April 8, 1998, Geers filed a conplaint alleging
that Hls and Blunt had breached their contract to supply
certain services relating to the devel opnent. Asking for an
unspeci fi ed anmount of damages, he al so sought to be rel eased
fromany further obligation to pay for the appellees’ services.
Hls and Blunt filed a counterclaim also alleging a breach of
contract and additionally asserting a claimagainst Ceers for
m srepresentation. Geers responded and filed a cl ai m agai nst
Hils for fraud.

After the pleadings were closed, H|ls and Bl unt
conduct ed extensive discovery to determ ne Ceers’ s danmages.
During a three-day deposition, Geers was unable to articul ate
t he amount or nature of his damages. The appell ees served him
with interrogatories and requests for production of docunents,
seeking “any and all docunments that pertain, refer or relate in
any way” to his danages. On Novenber 11, 1998, in response to

t hese di scovery requests, Ceers stated that all docunents



relating to his danages had been produced with the exception of
his tax returns. He objected to producing his personal incone
tax returns for the years in question.

Trial was first scheduled to begin on Novenber 19,
2001. The trial court granted Geers’s notion for a continuance,
and the trial was re-scheduled for April 9, 2003. On March 19,
2003, pursuant to an agreenent of the parties, the trial court
referred the matter to the Special Master Conm ssioner.

On April 7, 2003, two days prior to trial, GCeers
produced EWG s corporate tax returns for 1998 and 1999. Hils
and Blunt learned for the first tine that Geers intended to seek
damages fromthem for the costs associated with the soi
conpaction and paving problenms. Meanwhile, Geers already had
two lawsuits pending in the Boone Circuit Court against the
contractors actually responsible for the danmages fromthe soi
and pavi ng troubl es.

On April 9, 2003, the norning of trial, H s and Bl unt
filed a notion in |limne requesting that Geers be prohibited
fromintroduci ng any docunments relating to his danmages that had
not been previously produced during discovery. The Commi ssioner
observed that the corporate tax returns had not been tinely
produced to the appellees and granted their notion. His ruling
pertained to the tax returns as well as to any other docunents

related to Geers’s claimof damages that had not been furnished
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in response to discovery requests. However, the docunents were
placed in the record by avowal. Wth the exception of the 1997
corporate tax return, none of the docunents had been produced by
CGeers during discovery when they surfaced two days before trial.
I ndeed, sone of the docunents actually appeared the day

i mredi ately preceding the trial.

After presiding over four days of testinony, the
Commi ssi oner rendered thorough and detailed findings of fact and
conclusions of law. In addition to those facts already recited,
t he Comm ssioner nmade the follow ng findings that are rel evant
to the issues in this appeal:

The Court cannot conclude [ ] that M.
Hls [s] and M. Blunt’s services were worth
only the anmpbunt paid to themso far by M.
Ceers. They contributed to the devel opnent
of the project and through M. Hils [sic]
i dea to develop the property as residential/
commercial, they clearly assisted in
i ncreasing the value of the Geers[es]’
property. Unfortunately, due to their
i nexperience and marginal ability to oversee
and develop this project, the project
suf fered del ay, poor quality soil conpaction
and street pavenent problens. The
significant underestimati on of the
devel opnment cost by M. Hils and M. Bl unt
led M. and Ms. Geers to believe their
profit on the devel opnment woul d be nuch
greater than it actually was. The Court
finds that a conpetent and qualified project
manager coul d have prevented or aneliorated
t hese probl ens.



The Court further finds that M. Hils
and M. Blunt acted in good faith both in
entering into the agreenent with M. and
Ms. Ceers and in attenpting to carry out
their duties under the contract. They were
sinply not very efficient project managers
and the project suffered because of that
fact. The “tax free” | anguage contained in
the original proposal prepared by M. Hils
was referred to by M. Hils as a m snoner
and the Court accepts this as fact. There
was no evidence that M. Geers reasonably
relied upon the “tax free” m sstatenent
contained in the proposal. M. Hel ner was
present at the neeting to clear up any
guestions about M. and Ms. Ceers’ tax
status and there is sonme evidence that this
was done at |east peripherally. M. Hls
dramatically underestimated the devel opnent
costs and shoul d have first consulted with
an engi neer before presenting these
estimates to M. and Ms. Geers. The Court
finds that although quite |ow, these
estimates were made in good faith by M.
Hils.

The Court finds that while M. Hils and
M. Blunt worked hard, they could not
acconpl i sh what a reasonably conpet ent
proj ect manager shoul d have acconpli shed
with this project.

That M. Hls and M. Blunt have thus
far been paid $31,350.00 for their services
to the Geers[es]. This paynent was nmade to
themat the closing of the first Keystone
closing in October 1997. There remains
$98, 655. 00 in escrow representing 5.5% of
t he proceeds of the remaining three (3)
cl osi ngs under the Keystone contract. To-
date, the commercial property construction
is not conplete and the entire conmercia
acreage renmai ns unsol d.

(CR at pp. 16-18.) The Conmm ssioner concluded that although

they were not very efficient managers, Hls and Bl unt had
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| abored hard and had conferred substantial benefits to Ceers.
They “spent many hours in managenent in a good faith attenpt to
conplete their tasks” and “contributed to the increase in value
of the real estate.” (CR at p. 20.) The Comm ssioner al so
concl uded that they were entitled to the entire balance held in
escrow under the doctrine of substantial performance. (CR at p.
22.)

The Conmi ssioner found that Geers was not entitled to
recover damages attributable to street repairs or piering to
stabilize the foundations of the houses. He also denied Ceers
any additional interest because of his “failure to provide
docunentary evidence . . . prior to trial in response to
di scovery requests.” (CR at p. 21.) Nevertheless, the
Conmi ssi oner determ ned that Ceers was entitled to sone relief,
hol di ng as fol | ows:

However, since [Hils and Blunt] did not

fully conplete their tasks and those tasks

whi ch they did conplete were of questionable

utility; since much of the project was

i nconpl ete when they left the job and

remai ns i nconplete; and, since M. Ceers was

required to serve as project manager for

approxi mately one year, the Court concl udes

that M. Hils and M. Blunt are not entitled

under the Contract to any fees associ at ed

with the sale of the 11.8 acres of

commercial property. The Court determ nes

this is a fair and equitable reduction in

t he bal ance due M. Hls and M. Blunt in

order to conpensate M. Ceers for his
damages associ ated with the project
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manager’s failure to fully performunder the
Contract.

(CR at p. 21.)

As to his claimof fraud, the Comm ssioner concluded that Ceers
had failed to present clear and convincing evidence that Hls
and Bl unt had engaged in any fraudul ent conduct in their
dealings with either Geers or Edna Mae. (CR at p. 23.)

Al parties filed exceptions to the Conmm ssioner’s
report. Hils and Blunt argued that they were entitled to pre-

j udgnment interest; Geers contended that the Conm ssioner erred
in failing to award hi m damages for the costs associated with
soi |l conpaction, street paving, and interest and for his own
time in finishing the project. The exceptions were overrul ed.
On June 27, 2003, the trial court entered a final judgnent that
was consistent with the findings and recommendati ons of the
Comm ssioner. This appeal foll owed.

We observe at the outset that Geers has not conplied
with CR* 76.12(4)(c)(iv) and (v) in the narrative portion of his
brief. He has nade no reference to the specific portions of the
evidentiary record supporting his narrative statenment; he has
not stated where and how his issues were preserved for review.
Where a reference in his summary was provided, it pertained to a

finding of the Conm ssioner rather than to the record. 1In fact,

2 Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure.
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some of the underlying citations to the Conm ssioner were not
consistent with the finding as referenced. For exanple, on page
one of the appellate brief, Geers stated:

[HIs] further represented [at the October

17, 1995 neeting] that [the devel opnent]

costs had been reviewed by Ray Erpenbeck

Engi neers and were therefore good esti mates.
[ Speci al Conmm ssioner Report, R, p. 183.]

Qur review of the Conm ssioner’s report, including page 183,
reveal ed that the Conm ssioner nade no such finding. Although
Ceers alleged that Hils had advi sed hi mand Edna Mae t hat

Er penbeck had reviewed his estimtes, the Conm ssioner rejected
Ceers’s allegation, finding instead that Hils did not nmake any
m srepresent ati ons about Erpenbeck in his negotiations with the
Ceerses. Ceers’s reference to the Conm ssioner’s report as
supporting his statenment of the case is both m staken and

m sl eadi ng.

O her exanples of the license that CGeers has taken
wth the facts are contai ned on page two of his brief. Geers
stated that both Hils and Blunt “were essentially realtors.”
Hls was a realtor/broker; however, Blunt, as found by the
Commi ssi oner, had experience as a project manager during his
twenty-year tenure with the d ernont Housing Authority. GCeers
stated: “Hils and Blunt stood to gain 12.5% of the sale price

[of the devel opment property].” Actually, it is undisputed that
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the 7% sal es conmm ssion was shared by Hils and anot her agent
with his conpany. Blunt received nothing fromthe sale of the
property except his share of the consulting fee.

Even nore at variance with the truth is Geers’s
repeated assertion that he had tinely provided Hils and Bl unt
with EWG s corporate tax returns in seeking to persuade this
Court that the Comm ssioner erred by excluding these docunents
fromevidence. He stated that the tax returns “were produced
twce: three days before trial and at the tinme of the origina

docunment production on Novenber 11, 1998, four years before

trial.” (Appellants’ brief, at p. 7 and at p. 11.) (Enphasis
added.) As discussed above (and as adnmitted by Ceers’s counse
on the norning of trial), CGeers had previously produced only the
1997 and 1998 tax returns in response to the appell ees’
di scovery requests; the 1999 tax return was not produced until
two days prior to the trial.

In chal l engi ng the Conm ssioner’s evidentiary ruling,
CGeers argues that the exclusion of the corporate tax returns
constituted a “grave error” and resulted in a great injustice.
(Appellant’s brief, at p. 7.) He contends that the tax returns
provi ded the only evidence of his “lost profits”: the
di fference between what he actually realized fromthe sale of
the property as distinguished fromthe anmount that Hils

originally had estimted as profit. W disagree.
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The adm ssibility of evidence is a matter which is
entrusted to the sound discretion of the trial judge. Moore v.

Commonweal th, 771 S.W2d 34 (Ky. 1998). Qur standard of review

of an evidentiary ruling is abuse of discretion. “The test for
abuse of discretion is whether the trial judge s decision was
arbitrary, unreasonable, unfair, or unsupported by sound | egal

principles.” Goodyear Tire and Rubber Co. v. Thonpson, 11

S.W3d 575, 581 (Ky. 2001). 1In this case, we cannot concl ude
t hat the Conmm ssioner abused his discretion.

Al t hough Geers consistently refused to supplenent his
di scovery responses and to provide the tax returns prior to
trial, Geers now contends that the corporate tax returns shoul d
not have been excluded. H's argunent is based on the om ssion
by Hls and Blunt to file a notion pursuant to CR 37.01(b)(i) to
conpel himto produce his personal inconme tax returns. He cites

Poe v. Rice, 706 S.W2d 5 (Ky. App. 1986) and M P.S. v. Cabinet

for Human Resources, 979 S.W2d 114 (Ky. App. 1998) for the

proposition that the appell ees should have been estopped from
seeking to exclude previously unproduced docunents. However,
t hose cases are factually dissimlar, and neither case supports
t he estoppel argunent.

Ceers al so erroneously described the notion in |imne
as focusing on “M. Geers’[s] objection to producing his

personal inconme tax return.” (Appellants’ brief at p. 4.)
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However, our review reveals that the basis for the notion in
limne was Geers’s failure to produce the corporate tax returns
and ot her docunents relating to Ceers’s danages. Ceers quite
sinply disregarded his duty to supplenent his discovery
responses as mandated by CR 26.05(b). Therefore, we find no
abuse of the discretion in the Conmm ssioner’s ruling to exclude

the tax returns. See al so, G eathouse v. Anmerican National Bank

and Trust Co., 796 S.W2d 869-870 (Ky.App. 1990); Fratzke v.

Mur phy, 12 S.W3d 279 (Ky. 1999).

Addi tionally, we conclude that any arguable error in
excluding the corporate tax returns is noot. Ceers’s alleged
entitlenment to lost profits was wholly prem sed on his theory
that he was fraudulently induced into entering the consulting
agreenent. The Conm ssioner rejected that claim concluding
that neither Hils nor Blunt had engaged in fraudul ent behavi or
and that at all tinmes they had acted in good faith. Thus, even
if we were to assune that the excluded evi dence m ght have
tended to establish Geers’s lost profits, the Comm ssioner’s
correct resolution of the fraud claimhas rendered the issue
noot .

Ceers al so argues that that the Conm ssioner erred in
excl udi ng certain docunments which woul d substantiate his
expenses for two subcontractors. He contends that nost of these

docunments were contained in the files of Raynond Erpenbeck
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Engi neering, Inc. -— a file which was in the possession and
control of counsel for Hls and Blunt until a week prior to
trial. He contends that Hls and Blunt were not surprised or
prejudiced by his failure to supplenent his discovery with these
excl uded docunents.

As a prelimnary matter, we observe that Geers did not
present this argunment to the Comm ssioner in response to the
notion in limne. The file to which Geers refers is not in the
record. Thus, we have no neans of verifying this bare
assertion. However, even if error occurred, we are unable to
conclude that Geers suffered any prejudice by the exclusion of
this evidence. The Comm ssioner allowed Geers to testify about
t hese damages and anply conpensated himfor the | osses he
sustai ned. The Conmm ssi oner absol ved CGeers of the obligation to
pay the 5.5%consulting fee on the 11.8 acres of comercia
property and the twenty-two residential |ots not purchased by
Keystone. Thus, he nore than off-set the damages sustai ned by
Ceers for these alleged el enents of danages.

Finally, with respect to the issue of the
Commi ssi oner’ s exclusion of evidence, Geers argues that the
Conmm ssi oner both erred as a matter of | aw and exceeded his
authority by ruling on the notion in limne. GCeers fails to
cite where or how this issue was preserved for review Having

reviewed the entire record, we have been unable to find any
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previ ous suggestion nade by Geers -- either before the
Comm ssioner or the trial court -- that the Conm ssioner |acked
authority to rule on the evidentiary notion. Thus, we hold that

t he argunent was not preserved for review Conbs v. Knott

County Fiscal Court, 283 Ky. 456, 141 S.W2d 859 (1940);

Regi onal Jail Authority v. Tackett, 770 S.W2d 225 (Ky. 1989).

Ceers next argues that the Conm ssioner erred in
failing to find fraudul ent conduct on the part of Hls and Bl unt
in inducing himto enter into the consulting agreenent. He
makes nunerous allegations in his brief that Hls lied with
respect to the integrity of his original cost estimtes; he
charges that both appell ees engaged in “puffing” with respect to
their qualifications to act as project managers. The
Conmi ssioner found that Hls's cost estimates were extrenely | ow
and that both he and Blunt were inefficient nmanagers. Based on
t heir inexperience, the Comm ssioner relieved CGeers of any
obligation to conpensate Hls and Blunt for any property not
covered by the Keystone purchase, renoving from consideration
any comm ssions for all 11.88 acres of the comrercial rea
estate.

However, the Comm ssioner also found that Ceers failed
to present sufficient, credible evidence that either appellee
acted fraudulently. After exam ning the record, we agree that

Ceers failed to present evidence sufficient to establish that
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either HIls or Blunt engaged in behavior neeting the criteria

for fraud as set forth in UPS v. Rickert, 996 S.W2d 464, 468

(Ky. 1999).

In a Kentucky action for fraud, the party

claim ng harm nust establish six elenments of

fraud by clear and convincing evidence as

follows: a) material representation b)

which is false c)known to be fal se or nade

recklessly d) made with inducenent to be

acted upon e) acted in reliance thereon and

f) causing injury.

There was no evidence that Hls was aware that his
estimates were low or that he falsified them Wen the actua
bi ds were acquired, Geers knew that the estinates were not
whol | y accurate. Ceers could not contend in good faith that he
had relied on the estinmates produced by Hls in order to prevai
on his claimof fraud. The Comm ssioner’s findings on this
issue are fully substantiated by the evidence.

Additionally, the injury elenment of Rickert cannot be
shown. There was no evidence that CGeers was injured by the
appellees. On the contrary, the Comm ssioner found the efforts
of Hils and Blunt resulted in a significant benefit to Geers --
in spite of their |low estimtes and i nexperience. GCeers was
pai d $2, 449,500 by Keystone; the twenty-two remaining |ots were
val ued at $514,500; and the 11.88 acres of comercially-zoned

property had an apprai sed value of $1,336,228 in 1995. |If we

were to assune that Hls underestimated the devel opnent costs by

-19-



$1, 000, 000 (as found by the Comm ssioner), Ceers’s profit from
t he devel opment would still exceed $2,000,000. Thus, we

concl ude that the Conm ssioner’s findings with respect to the
benefits conferred upon Geers and the good faith dealings
denonstrated by the appell ees are supported by substantia

evi dence and are not clearly erroneous. Oaens-Corning

Fi berglass Corp. v. Golightly, 976 S.W2d 409 (Ky. 1998).

Finally, Geers argues that the 5.5%consulting fee was
SO0 unconscionable as to constitute a “badge” of fraud. He cites
the testinony of his expert, David Hunley, who stated that he
woul d have charged $30, 000 to $40,000 for managi ng such a
project. However, Ceers’s argunent ignores Hunley’' s testinony
t hat he woul d not have undertaken the project under a
contingency fee contract in the first instance. GCeers testified
that he could not have paid a project nmanager until the property
sold. Therefore, under the facts of his situation, an arguable
fee that a nore experienced project manager woul d have charged
becones irrelevant. Hils and Blunt took considerable risk and
wor ked for many nonths with no conpensation for their tinme and
efforts in planning and managi ng the devel opnent. These
ci rcunst ances whol |y support the Comm ssioner in his conclusion
that Ceers was not fraudulently induced into entering the
contract.

The judgnent of the Boone Circuit Court is affirned.
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