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PER CURIAM:  Lillian Horne appeals the trial court's determination that (1) the 
deed to her former property was valid and (2) the homestead exemption was not 
applicable in this case. On appeal, Horne argues she has a constitutional right to 
the homestead exemption, which voids the deed, thereby requiring the judicial sale 
of her property to have accounted for the homestead exemption.  We affirm 
pursuant to Rule 220(b)(1), SCACR, and the following authorities: 

1. As to whether the trial court erred in failing to void the deed in favor of Horne's 
constitutional right to a homestead exemption: Zurcher v. Bilton, 379 S.C. 132, 
135, 666 S.E.2d 224, 226 (2008) ("Under the doctrine of collateral estoppel, 
also known as issue preclusion, when an issue has been actually litigated and 
determined by a valid and final judgment, the determination is conclusive in a 
subsequent action whether on the same or a different claim."); Hilton Head Ctr. 
of S.C., Inc. v. Public Serv. Comm'n, 294 S.C. 9, 11, 362 S.E.2d 176, 177 
(1987) (holding a final judgment on the merits in a prior action will preclude 
the parties from re-litigating any claims actually litigated or those that might 
have been litigated in the first action). 

2. As to whether the trial court erred in failing to address whether the parties to the 
judicial sale had notice of the homestead exemption: State v. Jones, 344 S.C. 
48, 58, 543 S.E.2d 541, 546 (2001) (holding an issue is deemed abandoned if 
the argument in the brief is not supported by authority); Summer v. Carpenter, 
328 S.C. 36, 43, 492 S.E.2d 55, 58 (1997) (finding when an issue presented to 
the trial court is not explicitly ruled on in the final order, the issue must be 
raised by an appropriate post-trial motion to be preserved for appeal).  

AFFIRMED. 

SHORT, KONDUROS, and LOCKEMY, JJ., concur. 


